Impact 9-18 Additionai transit patrons will not be accommodalted by existing transit service, This impact is
considered Potentially Significant,

Findings:

Changcs or allerations have been required in, or incorporated into, the project that avoid the significant
environmental effect as identified in the Final EIR.

Explanation:

The Specific I'lan would generate a demand for new transit services. I transit services are nol provided to the
Specific plan area, an “unmel transit need” would likely be identified prior to buildout of the Specific Pian. To
meet a potential unniet transit need, Placer County would need to provide a reasonable amount of transit service to
the Spceific Plan arca. The proposed project would construct bus stops on northbound Watt Avenue north of PFE
Road, westbound PI'E Road along the Commercial property and wesibound PFE Road cast of Watt Avenue. Bus
stops would be constructed zlong with roadway frontage improvements on PFE Road and Watt Avenue.

A Communily Scrvice Area {CSA) to cover transit service o the proposed Project may be formed and/or the
Applicant may seck annexation to the proposcd Placer Vineyards project CSA west of the Plan Area. The County
may censider implementing one CSA boundary to cover both of these proposed project sites. The proposed project
shall create a CSA to {und the cost of transit services and any related capital costs for buses, passenger amenilies,
and facilitics. 1If a CSA is implemented, this impact would be reduced to a less-than-significant level. 1f not, this
impact would remain significant

Mitigation Measures:
Mitigation Measore 9-18a: Create a Community Service Area to cover Transit Service

The praposed project shall create a Community Service Area (CSA), and should apply to create one to cover
the Plan Area, to fund the cost of transit services and any related capital costs for buses, passenger
amenitics, and facilities. '

Significance after Mitigation:
Less than Significant

Inpact 9-19 Under Cumulative Plus Project conditions with PFE Read open, the proposed project would
cause PFE Road east of Watt Avenue to operate at LOS E. Walerga Road south of PFE Road
and Baseline Road west of Locust Road would have an increased volume to capacity ratio of
more than 1 percent al ao already substandard LOS. This impact is considered Significant.

Findings:

Changes or alterations have been required in, or incorporated into, the project that substantiully lessen, but do not
avoid, the polentially significant environmental ¢fTect associated with this impact. No mitigation is available to
render the effects less than significant. The effcets {or some of the cffects) therefore remain significant and
unavoidable.

Explanation:

As described in the EIR, full develepment of the Specific Plan under Cumulative Plus Project conditions with PFE
Road open would cause 1.OS to degrade on the following segments: (1) Walerga Road south ot PFE Road would
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operate at LOS F and the volume to capacity ratio would increase by 2 pereent; (2) Baseline Road west of Locust
Road would operate at LOS D and the volume 1o capacity ralio would increase by 1 percent; and (3) PFE Road
from Watt Avenue 1o Walerga Road would degrade from LOS Cro LOS L,

The widening of PFE Road to four lanes is included in the County CIP, as is the widening of Walerga Road (1o four
langs) and Watt Avenue (to six lanes) between Baseline Road and the Sacramento County line. Development
within the Specific Plan will construct one westbound lane on PIE Road as part of required frontage improvements.
Fair share [unding for additional lanc impirovements will be made through developer participation in the CIP
program. However, due to the uncertainty as to whether sufficient funds can be obtained to actually build this
improvement prior lo full demand from cumulative development, and that further widening of Walerga Road to six
lanes or Baseline Road to cight lancs is not feasible, this impact is considered potentially signilicant.

Mitigation Measures:

Mitigation Measurc 9-19a: Contribute a fair share to widen PFE Road to four lanes from Watt Avenuc to
‘Walerga Road.

The proposed project shall contribute its fair share toward the widening of PFE Road to four lanes from
Watt Avenue to Walerga Road. With implementation of this mitigation measure, this rcadway segment
would operate at LOS AL

Significance after Mitigation:
Significant and Unavoidable

Impact 9-20 Under Cumulative Plus Project conditiens with PFE Road open, the proposed project wonld
cause the intersection of Watt Avenue at PFE Road to operate at LOS D, and the following
intersections to have an increase in the volume to capacity ratio of more than 1 percent ata
‘substandard LOS: Watt Avcaue at Baseline Road, Fiddvment Road/Walerga Road at Bascline
Road, Walerga Read at PFE Road, and Cook-Rivlo Road at PFE Road. This impact is
considered Sigrificam.

Findings:

Changes or altcrations have been required in, or incorperated into, the project that substantially lessen, but do not
avoid, the potentially significant environmental effect associated with this impact. Mo mitigation is available to
render the cffects less than significant. The cffects (or some of the effects) therefoere remain significant and
unavoidable.

Explanation:

The analysis in the EIR indicates that development of the Specific Plan under Cumulative Plus Project conditions
with PFE Road oper would cause the LOS to degrade at the following intersections: (1) Watt Avenue and Baseting
Road; 2) Fiddyment Road/Walerga Road and Baseline Read; (3) Walerpa Road and PFE Roead; (4) Cook-Riolo
Road and PFE Road; (3) “West” Road and PFE Road; and (6) “East™ Road and PFE Road. Intersection
improvemenis are included in the City/County CIP and resulting impact fees, or are addressed in the Development
Agreement. Developer participation in these fee programs through a fair share payment, together with similar fair
share payments from other projects, will facilitatc the following improvements. Certain improvements will be
constructed by Specific Plan-area developers, for fee credit and/or seimbursement. There would be a significant and
unavoidable impact in the short term until the following improvements are construcied. In the long term, with the
construction of the following improvements identified in Mitigation Measure 9-20a, the impact would be reduced to
a less-than-significant level.
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The EIR concluded that there is no leasible miligation measure for the inlersection of Wall Avenue and Baseline
Reoad and the intersection of Fiddyment Road/Walerga Road and Baseline Road. Morcover, the EIR concluded that
there is no leasible mitigation measure for the intersection of “West” Road and PFE Road (a traffic signal is not
watrranied).

Mitigation Measurcs:

Mitigation Measure 9-20a: Contribute a fair share to widening the intersection of Walerga Road and PFE
Road, signalizing the intersection of Ceok Riolo Road and PFE Read, and signalizing the intersection of
“East” Road and PFE Road.

The proposed project shall contribute its fair share toward the following improvements:

i.  Construct a third through lane on the northbound and southbound approaches; a second through lane to
the gastbound and westbound approaches; and a second lefi-turn lane to the nerthbound, eastbound, and
westbound approaches to improve the intersection of Walerga Road and PFE Road. With
implementation of this mitigation measure, this intersection would operate at LOS E.

ii.  Consfruct a traffic signal and left turn lanes on all approaches to improve the intersection of Cook- Riolo
Road and PFE Read o LOS € in the a.m. peak hour and LOS E in the p.m. peak hour.

ii..  Construct a traffic signal to improve the intersection of “East” Ruad and PFE Road to L.OS A in the aumn.
peak hour and LOS A in the p.m. pcak hour,

Significance after Mitigation:

Significant and Unavoidable

Impact 9-21 Under Cumulative Plus Projeci conditions with PFE Road open, the propesed preject would
increase {raffic volumes ai City of Roseville intersections. This impact is considered Less than
Significant,

Findings: .

Under CEQA, no miiigation measures arc required for impacts that are less than significant. (Pub. Resources Code,
§ 21002; CEQA Guidelines, §§ 151264, subd. (a){3), 15091))

Explanation:

This analysis in the EIR indicates that development of the proposed project under Cumulative Plus Project with PFE
Road open conditions would not cause significant impacts on City of Roseville intersections.

Mitigation Measures:
No mitigation measures are required.
Significance after Mitigation:

This Impact is less than significant without mitigation,
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Impact 9-22  Under Cumulative Plus Project conditions with PFE Roud open, the proposed project would
increase traffic volumes on Sacramento County roadways. This impact is considercd Less than
Significant.

Findings:

Under CEQA, no mitigation measures arc regiired for impacts that are less than signilicant. (Pub. Resources Code,
§ 21002; CEQA Guidelines, §§ 15126.4, subd. (a){3}, 15091.)

Explanation:

‘This analysis in the EIR indicates that development of the proposed project under Cumulative Plus Project with PFE
Road open conditions would not cause significant impacts on Sacramenio County roadways.

Mitigation Measures:

No mitigation measures are required.

Significance after Mitigation:

This Impact is less than significant without mitigation.

Impact 9-23  Under Cumulative Plus Project conditions with PFE Road open, the proposed project would
increase traffic volumes at Sacramento County intersections. This impuct is considered Leys
than Significant.

Findings:

Under CEQA, no mitigation mcasures are required for impacts that aré less than significant. (Pub. Resources Code,
§21002; CEQA Guidelines, §§ 15126.4, subd. (a}(3), 15091.)

Explanation:

This analysis in the EIR indicates that development of the proposed project under Cumulative Plus Project with PFE
Road open conditions would not cause signilicant impacts on Sacramento County interseclions.

Mitigation Meuasures:

No mitigation measures are required.

Significance after Mitigation:

. This Impact is less than significant without mitigation.

Impact 9-24 Under Cumulittive Plus Project conditions with PFE Road open, the proposed project would
increase (rallic volumes on Sutter County roadway segments, This impact is considered Less
than Significant.

Findings:

Under CEQA, no mitigation measures are required for impacts that are less than significant, (Pub. Resources Code,
§ 21002; CEQA Guidelines, §5 15526.4, subd. {a)(3}, 15091.)

Rioly Vineyard Specifte Plan 59
Findings of Factand
Saterment of Oveeriding Consideration

365



Explanation:

This analysis in the EIR indicates that development of the proposed project under Cumuiative Plus Project with PFE
Road open conditions would not cause signilicant impacts on Sutiet County roadways.

Mitigation Measures:

No mitigation measures are tequired.

Significance after Mitigation:

This Impact is less than significant without mitigation.

Impact 9-25 Under Cumulative Plus Project conditions with PFE Road open, the proposcd project would
: contribute traffic to the freeway segment between Riego Road and Elkhorn Boulevard on SR
70/99 and between Wait Avenue and Eureka Rozad on [-80, which would be operating at LOSF
under Cumulative No Project conditions. This impact is considered Significant.

Findings:

Changes or altcrations have been required in, or incorporated into, the project that substantially lessen, but do not
avoid, the potentially significant environmental effect associated with this impact. No mitigation is available to
render the effects loss thun significant. The effects (or some of the eflects) therefore remain significant and
unavoidable.

Explanation:

The analysis in the EIR indicates that development of the proposed Specitic Plan under Cumulative Plus Project
conditions with PFE Road open would cause significant impacts at the following State Highway segments: (1) SR
F0/99 from Riego Road to 1-5, that would operate ot a substandard [.OS without the project; and (2) 1-80 from Wait
Avenue to Euteka Road, that would operate at a substandard LOS T without the project. Future improvements that
would mitigate the impact to stale highways are not identilied as an element of any existing fee program and
inclusion of these improvements in a {uture fee program is not proposed or contemplated. Moreover, the widening
of I-80 from Watt Avenue to Fureka Road, beyond the cight-lane widening from Riverside Avenue to SR 65, is not
included in the MTP, and may not be feasible. Therefore these impacts would be significant and unavoidable unless
and until improvements are ultimately compleled.

Mitigation Measures:

No feasible mitigation is available

Significance after Mitigation:

Significant and Unavoidable

Impact 9-26 Under Cumulative Plus Project conditions with PFE Road open, the proposed project would
increasc traffic volumes at state highway intersections. This impact is considered Less than
Significant.

Findings:

Under CEQA, no mitigation mceasures are required for unpacis that arc less than significant. (Pub. Resources Cede,
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§ 21002; CEQA Cuidelines, §§ 15126.4, subd. (a)(3), 15091.)
Explanminn:.

Development of the proposed Specific Plan under Curnulative Plus Project conditions with PFE Roead open would
not cause impacts at state highway intersections.

Mitigation Measures:

No n-litigatiﬂn measures are required.

Significance after Mitigation:

This Impact 1s less than significant without mitigation.

Impact 9-27 Under Cumulative Plus Project conditions with PFE Road closed, the proposed project would
cause Watt Avenuc south of Baseline Road and PFE Road cast of Watt to operate at LOS E.
Walcrga Road south of PFE Road and Baseline Road from Watf Avenue to Walerga Road
would have an increased volume to capacity ratio of more than 1 percent at 4 substandard
LOS. This impact is considered Significant,

Findings:

Changes or allerations have been required in, or incorporated into, the project that substantially lessen, but do not
avoid, the potentially significant cavironmental effect associated with this impact. No miligation 15 available to
render the effects less than sigmilicanl. The effects (or some of the effects) therefore remain significant and
unavoidable.

Explanation:

As described in the EIR, full development of the Specific Plan under Cumulative Plus Project conditions with PEE
Road closed would cause LOS to degrade on the following segments: (1) Watt Avenue from Baseline Road to Dyer
- Lane would degrade from LOS Cto LOS D; {2) Walerga Road south of PFE Road would operate at 1.OS F and the
volume to capacity ratio would increase by 4 percent; (3) Bascline Read from Watt Avenue 10 Walerga Road would
operate at LOS E and the volume to capacity ratio would increase by [ percent. PFE Road from Watt Avenue to
Walerga Road would degrade from LOS D to LOSE. -

The widening of PFL Road to four lanes is included in the County CIP, as 1s the widening of Walerga Road (to four
lanes) and Watt Avenuc (to six lanes) beiween Baseline Road and the Sacramento County hine. Development
within the Specific Plan will construct one westbound lane on PFE Road as part of required frentage improvements.
Fair share funding for additional lanc improvements will be made through developer participation in the CIP
program. However, due to the uncerlainty as to whether sufficient matching funds can be obtained to actually build
this improvement prior to full demand from cumulative development, and that further widening of Walerga Road to
six lanes or Bascline Road to eight lanes is not feasible, this impact is considered potentiatly significant.

Mitigation Measurcs:

Mitigation Measure 9-27a: Implement Mitigation ¥Measure 9-19a (Contribute a fair share to widen PFE Road
to four lanes from Watt Avenue to Walerga Road) ' '

Significance after Mitigation:

Significant and Unavoidable
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Impact 9-28 Under Cumulative Plus Project eonditions with PFE Road closed, the proposed project would
cause the intersection of Watf Avenuoc at PFE Road to éperate at LOS ID, and the following
intersections (o have an inerease in the volume to capacity ratio of more than 1 percent at a
substandard L.OS: Watt Avenue with Bascline Road, Walerga Road with PFE Road, and
Cook-Riole Road with PFE Road. This impact is considered Significant.

Findings:

Changes or alterations have been required in, or incorporated into, the project that substantially lessen, but do not
avoid, the potentially significant environmental cffect associated with this impact. No mitigation is available to
render the effects less than significant. The effects (or some of the cffects) therefore remain significant and
unavoidable. :

Explanation:

The analysis in the EIR indicales that development of the Specific Plan under Cumulative Plus Project conditions
with PFLEX Road closed would ¢ause the LOS to degrade at the following intersections: (1) Watt Avenue and
Baseline Road; (2} Watt Avenue and PFL: Road; (3) Walerga Road and PI'E Read; (4) Cook-Ricle Road and PFE
Road; (5) Watt Avenuc and “Riolo” Road; (68) "West™ Road and PFE Road; {7) "East” Road and PFE Road; and (8)
Walerga Road and “Riolo™ Road. Construction of the improvements identified in Mitigation Mcasure 9-20a would
reduce the impact to the intersections of Walerga Road with PFE Road, Cook-Rivle Road with PFE Road and
“LEast” Road with PFL Road to a less-than-significant level. Similar to Mitigation Measure 9-20a, due to the
uncertainty as to whether sufhicient funds can be obtained to actually build all of thesc improvements at the time
needed; this impact is considered potentially significant.

No mitigation is identified for the interscclion of Watt Avenue with Bascline Road or Watt Avenue with PFE Road.
These intersections cannot be mitigated because Placer County does not ullow eight-lane roads or triple lefi-turn
lanes. This impact would be signiticant. No mitigation is identified for the intersection of Watt Avenue with
“Riolo” Road. "West™ Road with PFE Road or Walcrga Road with “Riolo™ Road. These intersections cannot be
mitigated because a traffic signal is not warranted. Leli turns are already prohibited at the intersections of Watt
Avenue with “Riclo™ Road and Walerga Road with “Riolo™ Road.

Mitigation Measures:

Mitigation Measure 9-28a: Implement Mitigation Measure 9-20a (Contribute a fair share to widening the
intersection of Walerga Road and PFE Road, signalizing the intersection of Cook Riolo Road and PFE Road,
and signalizing the interseetion of “East” Road and PFE Road)

Significance after Mitigation:
Significant and Unavoidable

Impact 9-29 Under Camulative Plus Project conditions with PFE Road closed, the proposed project would
causc the intersection of Galleria Boulevard and Antelope Creek Drive to operate beyond
acceptable LOS thresholds, This impace is considered Significany,

Findings:

Changes or alterations have been required in, or incorporated into, the project that substantially lessen, but do not
avoid, the potentially significant environmental effect associated with this impact. No mitigation is available to
render the eflfects less than significant. The effects {or some of the effects) therefore rermain significant and
unavoidable. '
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Explanation:

Under the Cumulative Plus Project conditions with PFE Read closed, LOS at the intersection of Galleria Boulevard
with Antelope Creek Drive would degrade from LOS C 1o LOS D). There is no feasible mitigation measure for the
intersection of Galleria Boulevard and Antclope Creek Drive. The City of Roseville has indicated that the
intersection of Galleria Boulevard and Antclope Creck Drive alternates between LOS C and I, depending on the
scenano. The City’s LLOS policy allows the City Council to take an action to accept degradation in the LOS of one
or more of 18 signalized intersections from the levels identified in the 2020 CIP as long as 70 percent or more of the
total signalized interseciions in the City would operate al LOS C or betier. Without a recommended intersection
mitigation measure, more than 70 percent of the City’s signalized intersections would operate at LOS C or betier
under Cumulative Plus Project condition with PFE. Road closed. However, since no feasible improvements were
identified to mitigate significant impacts on LOS at the intersection of Galleria Boulevard and Antelope Creek
Drive, the proposed project would have a significant impact.

- Mitigation Measures:

Mo feasible mitigation is available

Significance after Mitigation:

Significant and Unavoidable

Empact 9-30 Under Cumulgtivé Plus Project conditions with PFE Road closed, the proposed projeet would
increase traffic volumes on Sacramento County roadways. This impact is considered Less than

- Significam.
Findings:

Under CEQA, nc mitigation measures are required for impacts that are less than significant. {Pub Resources Code,
§ 21002; CEQA Guidelines, §§ 15126.4, subd. {a)(3), {5091.)

Explanation;

Development of the proposed project under Cumulative Plus Project conditions with PFE Road clased would not
cause significant impacts on Sacramento County roadway segments.

Mitigation Measures:

No mitigation measures are required.

Significance after Mitigation:

This Impact is less than significant without mitigation.

Impact 9-31 Under Cumulative Plus Project conditions with PFE Road closed, the proposed project would
increase traffic volumes on Sacramento County intersections, This impact is considered Less
than Significant.

Findings:

Under CEQA, no mitigation measures are required for impacts that are less than significant. (Pub. Resources Code,
§ 21002; CEQA Guidelines, §§ 15126.4, subd. {a)(3), 15091.}
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Explanation:

Developmcent of the proposed project under Cumulative Plus Project conditions with PFE Road closed would not
cause significant impacts at intersections in Sacramento County.

Mitigation Measures:

No mitigation measures are required.

Significance after Mitigation:

This Impact is less than significant without mitigation.

Impact 9-32 Under Comulative Plus Prejcet conditions with PFE Road closed, the proposed preject would
increase traffic volumes on Sutter County roadway segments. This impact is considered Lexy
than Significany.

Findings:

Under CEQA, no mitigation measures arc required for impacts that arc less than significant. (Pub. Resources Code,
§ 21002; CEQA Guidelines, §§ 15126.4, subd. {a){3), 15091.)

Explanation:

Development of the proposed Specific Plan under Cumnulative Plus Project conditions with PFE Road closed would
not cause significant impacts on the Sutter County roadway segments within the transportation analysis sludy area

Mitigation Measures:

No mitigation mcasﬁr&s are required.

Significance after Mitigation:

This Impact is less than significant without mitigation.

Impact 9-33 Upder Cumaulative Plus Project conditions with PFE Road closed, the proposed project would
cause the freeway segment of SR 70/99 between Riego Road and Elkhorn Boulevard, SR 63
between Blue Oaks Boulevard and I-80, and I-80 between Watt Avenue and Eurclia Road to
operaie beyond acceptable LOS thresholds. This impact is considered Sigaificant.

Findings:

Changes or alterations have been required in, or incorporated into, the project that substantially lessen, but do not
avoud, the potentially significant environmenlal e(fect associaled wilh this impact. No mitigation is available to
render the effects less than significant. The cttects (or soine of the effects) therefore remain significant and
unavoidable.

Explanation:

The analysis in the EIR indicates that development of the proposed Spectlic Plan under Comulative Plus Project
conditions with PFE Road closed would cause significant impacts at ihe following Stale Highway segments: (1) SR
70/99 from Ricgo Read to 1-3, that would operate at a substandard LOS without the project; and (2) 1-80 from Wau
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Avenue Lo Burcka Road, that would operate at a substandard LOS [F without the project. Future improvements that

would mitipate ihe impact to state highways arc not identificd as an clement ot any cxisting fec program and

inclusion of these improvements tn a future fee program is not proposcd or contemplated. Moreover, the widening

ol [-80 trom Watt Avenue to Eurcka Road, beyond the eighi-tane widening from Riverside Avenue to SR 65, 1s not

included in the MTP, and may not be feasible. Therctore these impacts would be significant and unavoidable unless

and entil improvements are ultimately completed.

Mitigation Measures:

Mo feasible mitigation is available

Significance afier Mitigation:

Signilicant and Unavoidable

Impact 9-34  Under Cumulative Plus Project conditions with PFE Road closed, the proposed project would
not increase fraffic volumes on state highway intersections. This impact is considered Less than
Significant.

Findings:

~ Under CEQA, no mitigation measures are required for impacts that are less than significant. (Pub. Resources Code,
§ 21002; CEQA Guidelines, §§ 15126.4, subd. (a)(3), 15091.)

Explanation:

Development of the proposed project under Cumulative conditions with PFE Road closed would not cause impacts
at state highway interscclions.

Mitigation Measures:
No mitigation measures are required.
Signilicance after Mitigation:

This Impact is less than significant without mitigation,

G. AIR QUALITY

Tmpact 10-1 Construction activities would increase short-term criteria air pollutant emissions. This impact
is considered Significant in the short term, and Less than Significant n the long-term.

Findings:

Changes or alterations have been required in, or incorporated into, the project that substantially lessen, but do not
avoid, the potentially significant environmental effect assoctaled with this impact in the short term. No mitigation
is available to render the eftccts less than significant. The effects {or some of the eltects) therefore remain
significant and unavoidable.

Explanation:

The maximum unmitigated construction emisstons of ROG, NOX, CO, and PM10 are expected to exceed the
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significance threshold. Therefore, without mitigation measures, the construction emissions would be considered w
have a short-term significani impact. Sulfur oxide emissions were also calculated but were not presented because
these emissions are expected to be relatively low (less than 0.1 pound per day), and sulfur oxide concentrations have
histarically been well below regional standards. Mitigation imeasures wouid be implemented to reduce the emissions
from construction, but not to below the significance thresholds tor ROG, NOX, and CO. Therefore, exhaust
emissions of ROG, NOX, and CO from construction activities would have a significant, short-term Impact on air

quality.
Mitigation Measures:
Mitigation Measure 10-1a: Prepare and implement emission control/dust control mcasures

The Applicant shall submit to the PCAPCD and receive approval of a Construction Emission/Dust Control
Plan prior to groundbreaking. This plan must address the minimwm Administrative Requirements found in
Sections 304 and 400 of Dastrict Rule 228, Fugitive Dust.

The Applicant shall have a pre-construction meeting for prading activities for 20 or more acres to discuss the
construction emissian/dust contrel plan with employees and/or contractors and the District is 10 be invited.

The Applicant shall suspend all grading operations when fugitive dust exceeds District Rule 228 fugitive
dust limitations. An Applicant representative, CARB-certified to perform Visible Emissions Evaluations
(VEE), shall routinely evaluate compliance with Rule 228. This rcquirement for a VEE is for projects
grading 20 or more acres in size regardless in how many acres are to be disturbed daily. It is to be noted that
fugitive dust is not lo exceed 40 percent opacity and not to go beyond the property boundary at any time. If
lime or other drying agents are used to dry out wet grading areas, they shall be controlled so as not to exceed
District Rule 228 fugitive dust limitations.

Mitigation Measure 10-1b: Provide PCAPCD with a list of construction equipment and anticipated
construction timeline

The I"CAPCD shall be provided with a list of construction equipment and anticipated construction timeling
for gach project. The prime contractor for each construction project shall submit to the PCAPCD a
comprehensive inventory (i.c., make, maodel, year, emission rating) of all the heavy-duty off-road equipment
{50 horsepower of greater) that will be used an aggregate of 40 or more hours for the construction project.
The PCAPCD shall be provided with the anticipated construction timeline for each project including start
date, and name and phone number of the project manager and onsite foreman. A plan for cach project shall
be submitted for approval by the PCAPCD demonstrating that the heavy-duty (= 50 horsepower)} olf-road
vehicles to be used in the construction project, including owned, leased and subcontractor vehicles, will
achieve a project wide fleet-average 20 percent NOX reduction and 45 percent particulate reduction
compared (0 the most recent CARB fleet average. The PCAPCI) should be contacted for average flegt
cmission data. Acceptable options for reducing emissions may include use of late model engines, low-
emission diesel products, altemative fuels, engine retrofit technology, afierircatment products, and/or other
options as they become available, During smog season (May through October), the construction period shall
be lengthened so as 1o minumize the number of vehicles and equipment operating at the same time,
Contractors can access the Sacramento Metropolitan AQMD’s web site to determine if their off-road flect
meets the requirements listed in this measure

Mitigation Mcasure 10-1¢: Maintain construction equipment and vehicles

Construction equipment and vehicles shall be maintained for each project. Construction equipment exhaust
emissions shall not exceed PCAPCD Rule 202 Visible Emission limitations. Operators of vehicles and
equipmenl found o exceed opacity lmits are to be immediately notificd and the equipment must be repaired
within 72 hours. An Applicant! developer representalive (CARB-certified to perform vistble cmissions
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evaluations) shall routinely evaluate project related off-road and heavy-duty on-road equipment cmissions
for compliance with this requirement for projects grading more than 20 acres in size regardless of how many
acres arc to be disturbed daily.

Mitigation Measore 10-1d: Minimize idling time for diesel-powered equipment
[dling time for all diesel-powered cquipment shall be minimized to 5 minutes.
Mitigation Measure 10-1¢: No open burning of removed vegetation

For ¢ach project, the contract langoage shall sli-pula‘u: that contractors shall not engage in open burning of
remaved vegetation. Vegetalive material shall be chipped, delivered to waste to cnergy facilities, or disposed
at an appropriale disposal site.

Significance after Mitigation:
Significant and Unaveidable in the short term; less than significant in the long term.

Impact 10-2 Increased regional criteria pollutant emissions. This impact is considered Significant in the
short term, and Lesy than Significant in the long-term,

Findings:

Changes or alterations have heen required in, or incorporated into, the project that substantially lessen, but do not
avoid, the potenually significant environmental ellect associated with this impact in the short term. No mitigation
is available to render the effects less than significant. The etffects (or some of the effects) theretore remain
significant and unavoidable.

Explanation:

The praposed project would result in additional criteria pollutant emissions trom vehicle exhaust and area sources.
The maximum daily emissions for SO; would be below the significance thresholds and not considered 10. have a
significant impact on air quality. lHowever, the maximum daily PM,g, CO, ROG, and NOX emissions associated
with the proposed project development are estimaled to exceed the significance threshold. Therefore, unmitigated,
operational emissions of ROG, NOX, CO, and PM,; would have a significant impact on air quality. Mitigation
measures would reduce the operational emissions of ROG, NOX, CO, and PM,y. However, the effectiveness of
these mitigation measures cannot be reliably quantified. Therefore, it is assumed by the EIR that mitigated ROG,
NOX, CO, and PMp emissions would also have a potentially significant, long-term fmpact on air quality.

Mitigation Measures:
Mitigation Mcasure 10-2a: Implement measures to reduce encrgy consumption

The Riole Vincyard Specific Plan shall incorporate and implemeni the following measures, or cqually
cffective measures, to reduce encrgy consumption:

¢ Install low-NOX hot water heaters per PCAPCI Rule 246.
e [Encourage landscape maintenance companies to use battery-powered or electric equipment for
nonresidential maintenance activities, where feasible.
e Provide natural gas lines or electrical outlets to all backyards (o encourage natural pas or electric
barbecues, as weii as clectric lawn cquipment.
» [Install Class [ bicyele lockers along with bike racks in commercial sites.
» Encourage landscaping with dronght-resistant species, and the use of groundeovers rather than
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pavement to reduce heat reflection.

* Include Energy Star efficient appliances, such as dishwashers, refrigerators, and clothes washers.

¢ Include encrgy-cfficient SunCoat Max window glazings, which have a solar heat gain of 0.27.

* Include high-cfticieney heating and efficient ventilation methods on all new residential units.
Furnaces to be low-NOx with an AFUE of 80 percent.

* Incarporate solar heaters and pancls in proposed project residences as feasible.

+ Inciude high-efficiency water heaters. The external insulation used shouwld have an R-value of 16 and
an ctficiency valug of 0.62.

« Include high efficiency insulation with the following ratings - Ceilings: R-38, 2°--6 Walls, 2°—4
Walls: R-19, and Ducts: R-6.4.

implemenation of Miligation Measure 10-2a will also help reduce atmmospheric and greenhouse gas
emissions from the Riolo Vineyvard project and/or reduce energy consumplion, and thus may reduce the
project’s contribution to the impact of global climate change.

Mitigation Measure 10-2b: Prohibit open burning

Open burning of any kind shall be prohibited in the residential, commercial, and recreational parcels of the
Riolo Vineyards Specific Plan Area. Open burning will be allowed on the Agricultural, Agriculture-19, and
Rural Residential parcels in accordance with PCAPCD Regulation 3, which requires a burn permit to be
issued by the PCAPCD. Open burning creates substantial pollutant emissions of ozone precursors, CO, and
PM. Any company employed to maintain landscapes within the Plan Arca will be prohibited from open
burning of vegelative refuse anywhere in the SVAB. The incorporation of this mitigation measure as pait of
the by-laws of'a homeowners association (e.g., covenants, conditions, and restrictions) would ¢nsure
compliance with this future rule, which will be enforced by PCAPCD as a requirement for the County fo
comply with the ambient air quality standard for PM2.5 pollutants. The Applicant proposes additional open-
burning restrictions, which state that burning activities shall be limited to vegetation materials (green waste)
and conducted within 200 feet of a public street, trail, or park facility. Additionally, open-burning activities
shall require a burn permit from the Placer County Air Pollution Control District (APCD) and shall be in
compliance with APCD Regulation 3.

Mitigation Measure 10-2¢: Allow only gas-fired fireplace appliances

Only gas-tired fireplace appliances shall be permitted in the Specific Plan Area. This condition shall be
incorporated into any contracts, covenants, and restrictions that are established.

Mitigation Mcasure 10-2d: Implement offsite mitigation programs or pay an in-licu amount into the Placer
County Air Pollution Control District’s Air Quality Mitigation Program

Each project shall implement an offsite mitigation program, coordinated through the PCAPCD, to offset the
project’s long-term ozone precursor cmissions, The project offsite mitigation program must be approved by
the PCAPCD. The project’s offsite mitigation program provides monelary incentives to sources of air
pollution within the projeet’s air basio that are not required by law to reduce their emissions. Therefore, the
emission reductions are real, quantifiable and implement provisions of the 1994 State Implementation PPlan.
The offsite mitigation program reduces emissions within the air basin that would not otherwise be
climinated. [n licu of cach project implementing its own offsite mitigation program, the Applicant can
choose 1o participate in the PCAPCD Offsite Mitigation Program by paying an cquivalent amount of money
into the District program. Based on the URBEMIS results in Appendix G2, the per house unit fee is $323
and the multi tamily per unit fee 1s $232. This is a one time fee that would be payable at the time of the final
map recording.
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Significance after Mitigation:
Significant and Unavoidable in the short term; less than significant in the long term,

Impact 10-3 Imcrcase in ambient coneentrations of CO at nearby interscetions. This imﬁ-uct is considered
Less than Significant.

Findings:

Under CEQA, no mitigation measures are requircd for impacts that are less than significant. (IPub. Resources Code,
§ 21002; CEQA Guidelines, §§ 15126.4, subd. {a)(3}, 15091.}

Explanation:

As identified in the EIR, modeled concentrations of CO under post-development conditions would be below
regulatory threshoids, and thus less than significant.

Mitigation Measurcs:

No mitigation measures are required.

. Significance after Mitigution:

This Impact is less than significant without mitigation.

Impact 10-4 Exposure of nearby sensitive receptors to odor. This impact is considereﬂ Less than Sr'gm_‘ﬁmm.l
Findings:

Under CEQA, no mitigation measures are required for impacts that are less than significant. (Pub. Resources Code,
§ 21002; CEQA Guidelines, §§ 15126.4, subd. (a)(3), 15091.)

Explanation:

As concluded by the EIR, development projects of the proposed nature ate not likely 10 expose sensitive receptors
to sources of odors, nor is the Plan Area located within a mile of sources that are likely to emit objectionable odors,
Therefore, the odor impacts from the proposed project would be less than significant.

Mitigation Measures:

No mitigation measurcs are required.

Significance after Mitigation:

This Impact is lcss than significant without mitigation.

Impact 10-3 Exposure of nearby sensitive receptors to Toxic Air Centaminants. This impact is considered
‘ Less than Significant.

Findings:

Under CEQA, no mitigation measures are required for impacts that are less than significant. {Pub. Resources Code,
§ 21002; CEQA Guidelines, §§ 15126.4, subd. {a)(3}, 13091}
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Explanation:

Based on the shori-term nature of the construction crnissions and the regulations intended Lo reduce diesel
particulaie emissions, it is expected that the diesel particulate emissions from the construction activitics would not
have a significant impact on air quality. Mitigation mecasures identified for other construction impacts in the EIR
would also help reduce the dicsel particulaie emissions from construction cquipmeni, Morgover, the EIR concludes
that impacts from dicsel tratlic o ncarby sensilive receptors would also be less than significant.

Mitigation Measures:
No mitigation measurcs are required.
Significance after Mitigation:

This Impact 15 less than signilicant without mitigation.
Impact 18-6 Inconsistencies with the Placer County Air Quality Attainment Plan. This impact is considered
Significant.

Findings: .

Changes or alterations have been required in, or incorporated nto, the project that substantially lessen, but do not
avoid, the potentially sighificant environmental effect associated with this impact. No mitigation i1s available to
render the effects less than significant. The effects (ot some of the elfccts) therefore remain significant and
unavoidable.

Explanation:

Fugitive dust and exhaust emissions from short-term consiruction activities ate projected to exceed the PCAPCIY's
significance thresholds for PM g, NOX, ROG, and CO, based on conservative assumptions made in the air quality
analysis. With mitigation measurcs, the impacts irom construction-related PM o emissions are predicted 10 be less
than significant. However, the short-term impacts for the other three potiutants would still remain significant during
peak construction activities. Regional emissions of ROG from new trips generated during operations and arca
sources {such as architectural coatings, landscaping, and consumer products) are also cxpected to exceed the
threshold based on conscrvative assumptions. By exceeding the PCAPCD's significance thresholds, the proposed
project may add emissions that were not taken into account in the Placer County Afy Quedity Arainment Plan.
Therciore, the proposed project would potentially be inconsistent with the goals of the Placer County Air Quality
Plan; this would be a significant unpact. '

Mitigation Measures:
Mitigation Measurc 10-6a: Tmmplement the following mitigaﬁnn Measures:

e Mitigation Measure 10-1a (Preparc and implement emission contral/dust control measures);

s Mitigation Measure 10-1b {Provide PCAPCD with a list of construction equipment and anticipated
construction timeline);

+ Mitgation Measurc 10-1c (Maintain construction equipment and vehicles);

¢ Mitigation Measure 10-1d (Minimize idling time tor diesel-power equipment);

+ Mitigation Mcasurc 10-1¢ (No open burning of removed vegetation);

» Mitigation Measure 10-2a (Implement measures to reduce energy consunption);

»  Mitigation Measure 10-2b {Prohibit open burning);

+ Mitigation 10-Z¢ (Allow only gas-fired fircplace appliances); and

Riale Vineyard Specific Plan 70
Findings of Fact and
Statement of Overriding Consideration

B4



« Mitigation Measure 10-2d (Implement offsiie mitigation programs or pay an in-lieu amount into the
e Placer County Air Pollution Control District’s Air Quality Mitipation Program)

Signiftcance atter Mitigation:
Significant and Unavoidable

Impact 10-7 Emissions of greenhouse gases potentially contributing to global warming. This impuct is
considered Signiffcant,

Findings:

Changes or allerations have heen required in, or incorporated into, the project that substantially lessen, but do not
avoid, the potentially significant environmental efiect associated with this impact. No mitigation is available to
render the effects less than significant. The elfects (or some of the effects) therefore remain significant and
unavoidable.

Explanation:

The Specific Plan will implement numerous measurcs to reduce Greenhouse Gas (GHG) emissions compared (0 2
base-case scenario, as described in the EIR. Howgever, even with implementation of the identified measures,
however, the Specific Plan project will likely result in a substantial amount of GHG emissions. Because it cannot be
determined to a reasonable degree of certainty that the project will not result in a cuinulatively considerable
incremenlal contribution to the significant cumulative impact of global climate change, the impacts of the proposed
project on global climate change are considered significant and unavoidable.

Mitigation Measures:
Mitigation Measure 10-7a;: Implement the following mitigation measures:

«  Mingation Measurc 10-1c {Maintain censtruction equipment and vehicles);

» Mitigation Mcasure 10-1d (Minimize idling time for dicscl-powered equipment);
Mitigation Measure 10-2a (Implement measures to reduce energy consumplion);
Mitigation Measure 10-2d {(Implement offsite mitigation programs ot pay an in-lieu amount into the
Placer County Air Pollution Control District™s Atr Quality Mitigation Program),
Mitigation Mcasurc 9-1a: Preparc and implement a Construction Traffic Management Plan;
Mitigation Measure 9-2a; Pay an in licu fee and construct Walerga Road frontage improvements from
the Dry Creck Bridge to the Placer County ling;

+  Mitigation Measurc 9-2b: Contribute a fair share to widen Walerga Road from the Dry Creek Bridge to
Baseline Road:

o Mitigation Measure 9-3a: Contributle a fair share to widen the intersections of L.ecust Road and Baseline
Road, Watt Avenue and Baseline Road, and Walerga Road and Bascline Roead;
Mitigation Measure 9-8a: Contribute a fair share to widen SR 63 from Blue Oaks Boulevard to SR 63;

« Mitigation Mcasure Y-9a: Contribute a fair share to construct an interchange (o replace the SR 70/99 and
Ricgo Road intersection;

o Mitigation Measure 9-11a: Contribute a fair share to widen the iniersections of ILocust Road and
Baseline Road, and Walerga Road and Baseline Road;

« Mitigation Measure 9-16a: Contribute 2 fair share to widen SR 65 to six langs from Blue Oaks
Boulevard to [-80; '

¢ Mitigation Measure 9-17a; Contribute a tair share to constructing an interchange at the intersection of
SR 70/99 with Ricgo Road,

« Minigation Measure 9-18a: Create a Community Service Area to cover Transit Service;

Riole Vireyard Spectfic Phan 71
Findings of Fact and
Statcment of Uverriding Consideration

35



+ Miligation Measure 9-19a: Contribute a fair share to widen PFE Road to four lanes from Watt Avenue to
Walerga Road; and

+ Mitigation Measure 9-20a: Contribute a fair share 10 widening the interscction of Walerga Road and PFE
Road, signalizing the intersection of Cook Riclo Road and PFE Road, and signalizing the intersection of
“East” Road and PFE Read. '

Significance after Mitigation: -

Significant and Unavoidable
H. NOISE

Impact 11-1 Construction equipment would generate short-term noise level increases at noise-sensitive
locations. This impact is considered Significaut.

Findings:

Changes or alterations have been required in, or incorporated into, the project that substantially lessen, but do not
avoid, the potentially significant environmental effect associated with this impact in the short term. No mitigation
is available to render the effects less than significant. The effects {or some of the eflecis) therefore remain
significant and unavoidable. ' '

Explanation:

The proposed project would be constructed in several phases. The highest noise levels would occur during the mass-
grading phase of the proposed construction, which would be concentrated near areas where the greatest changes in
elevation are needed to accommeodate the proposed pad elevations. Noise-sensitive receptors are within a screening
distance from the proposed activity such that the hourly average threshold of 70 dBA could be exceeded. Also, as
projcct phases are built out, new residences would be subject to short-term noise impacts associated with nearby
building of a subsequent phasc, This would be a shori-term, significant impact of project construction. Mitigation is

" identified to reduce impacts through preparation and implementation of a noise abatement program. This mitigation
measure will reduce noise levels but may not achieve 70 dBA or below for receivers described above that are within
or in close proximity to the Plan Area. Given the types and amount of construction equipment expected to be used,
offsite impacts related to construction noise would be a short-term, significant impact.

Mitigation Measures;
Mitigation Mcecasure 11-1a: Develop and implement a construction neise abatement program

Prior to construction plan approval, the Department of Public Works (DPW) will develop and implement a
construction noise abatement program acceptable to Placer County Division of Environmental Health (DEH) and
conforming to Minute Order 98-08. The plan shall require that:

+ All construction vehicles or equipment, fixed or mobile, shall he cquippéd with properly operating and
maintained mufflers;

» Stockpiling andfor vehicle slaging areas shall be identified on the improvement plans and shall be
located as far as is practical from existing occupied dwellings;

» Construction noise emanating lrom any construction activities for which a Grading or Building Permit is
required is prohibited on Sundays and federal holidays, and shall only accur during the following times:

- Monday through Friday, 6:00 a.m. to 8:00 p.m. (during daylight savings)
- Monday through Friday, 7:00 a.m. to 8:00 p.m. (during standard time)
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— Saturdays, 8:00 a.m. to 6:00 p.m.
These parameters are standard construction times sct by the County’s Planning Commission,

* Specific noise-control measures shall be identificd that will reduce the hourly noise level to 70 dBAor
lower at all schools during periods when schools are in session;

»  Specific noise-control measures shall be identified that will reduce the hourly average noise level 1o
70 dBA or lower at other noise-sensitive receptors where feasible. The construction centractor shall
consider implementation of the following measures in the construction naise control plan:

1. Select equipment capable of performing the necessary tasks with the lowest noise-ernission level and
the lowest possible height tor the acoustic cenfer of noisc emissions.

2. Noise barricrs may be required io block the line of sight from noise sources to noise-sensitive
receivers of concern or to (urther reduce noise levels beyond that provided by line-of-sight breaks
afforded by topographical [eatures. The noise barricrs could be constructed using either plywood
shects or other solid matenial that provides sufticient mass per unit surface arca (perhaps approaching
4 pounds per square foot} and lias minimal openings between the top of barrier and ground surface
{perhaps as little as | percent). Noise barriers of a given height are generaily most cffective when
placed as close as possible to cither the source or receiver, and perhaps at two such separate
locations, The least desirable location is generally at a middle distance between sources and
receplors. The plan shall identify the proper height, location, and effectiveness of a noise barreer in
terms of the expected hourly average noise level due (o construction aclivity at noise-scnsitive
receivers of concern, with the abjective of reducing contributions from construction activity to an
houwrly average of 70 dBA or less.

Significance after Mitigation:
Signilicant and Unavoidable

Impact 11-2 Transportation noise sources in excess of 2n Ldn of 60 dBA externally at the property line and
in excess of 45 ABA internally at second floor elcvatwns under existing conditions (2005). This
impact is considered Sipnificant.

Findings:

Changes or alterations have been required in, or incorpeorated into, the project that substantially lessen, but do not.
avoid, the potentially significant environmental effect associated with this impact. No mitigation is available to
render the effects less than significant. The effects {or some of the effects) theretore remain signilicant and
unavoidable.

Explanation:

With certain identified exceptions, noisc levels under Existing Plus Project conditions would not exceed the exterior
noise criterion of 60 dBA or the intcrior noise criterion of 45 dBA, In inost cases, as identified in the EIR,
‘mitigation is available to reduce impacts to a less-than significant level. In a single instance {the cxisting Lund
residence), noise levels under existing plus project conditions would exceed acceptable Jevels. Since this an
existing structure, mitigation by sethack or noise barrier is not feasible. Therefore, this impact would remain
significant and wnavoidable for as long as this residence remains at this location,

Riole Winevard Specilic Plan 73
Findines of Fact and
Statemant of (verriding Crnsideration

B



Mitigation Measures:
Mitigation Measure 11-2a: Construct masonry walls of 6 feel elevation above pad

Masonry noise barriers ol 6 feet elevation above pad height are proposed by the Applicant (sce Figure 11-4
of the EiR). Masonry noise barriers may be required to be greater than 6 feet in order 1o achieve mitigation
in sone arcas. The top-of-barrier clevation shall be such that the masonry wall is at least 6 feet abave the
pad elevation and the relative elevations of the top of barrier above roadways are not reduced below that
analyzed for this EIR.

Mitigation Measure 11-2b: Conduct noise analyses and measurements according to County standards and
requiremenis '

The Applicant will submit a tentative map {or the Riole Vineyard Specific Plan for the County to revicw and
approve. ‘The locations of noise attenuation features will be shawn on the fentative map. Changes o this
tentative map and submissions of tentative maps by other landhelders in the specific plan area may require
additional noise analysis 10 be compieted according to County’s standards and requirements, as to be
determined by County staff.

The Applicant would be required to implement a setback and/or submit a sound barricr design that has been
reviewed and approved by a noise consultant 10 attenuate potential noise impacts along PFE Road at the
property line of the sensitive receptors. The noise consultants’ analysis and subseguent report of the |
proposed mitigation shall meet the requirements of Tabic 9-2 of the Placer County Noise Element and shall
be submitted 10 the County for review and approval. If noise cannot be adequatcly attenuated at the property
line, per the General Plan, additional conditions could be impiemented upon approval by the County. Such
conditions could include implementing feasible mitigation to reduce noise impacts and property owner
notification. "

Even with the mitigation mcasures identificd, the proposed project’s contribution to 2025 traffic noise
impacts would be cumulatively considerable. Therefore, the proposed project’s 2025 impact on noise would
be significant and unavoidable.

Significance after Mitigation:
Significant and Unavoidable

Impact 11-3 Transportation noisc seurces in excess ol an Ldn of 60 dBA externally at the property line and
in excess of 45 dBA internally at second floor elevations under future conditions {(2025). This
impact is considered Significant.

Findings:

Changes or alicrations have been required in, or incorporated into, the project that substantially lessen, but do not
avotd, the potentially significant environmental effect associated with this impact. No mitigation is available to
render the etfects less than significant. The effects (or some of the effcets) therefore remain signiticant and
unavoidable, :

Explanation:

With certain identilied exceptions, noise levels under future {cumulative) conditions would not exceed the exterior
noise criterion of 60 dBA or the interior noise criterion of 45 dBA. In most cascs, as identified in the EIR, -
miligation 15 available 1o reduce impacts to a less-than significant level, In certain instances, as identificd in the
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EIR. noise levels under future conditions would exceed acceptable levels. In the event that mitigation cannot be
applied al a pariicular location to reduce noise Lo an acceplable level, impacts would remain significant and
unavoidable as described in the EIR.

Mitigation Measures:

Mitigation Measure 11-3a: Implement Mitigation Measure 11-2a (Construct masonry walls of
b feet elevation above pad)

Mitigation Measure 11-3b: Tmplement Mitigation Measure 11-2b (Conduct noise analvses and measurements
according to County standards and requirements)

Significance after Mitigation:
Significant and Unavoidablc,

Impact 11-4  Stationary noise soarces within Plan Area could produce excessive noisc levels at noise-
sensitive locations during project operations. This impact is considered Potentially Significant,

Findings:

Changes or alterations have been required in, or incorporated into, the project that avoid the significant
environmental effect as identified in the Final CIR.

Explanation:

There are at least two locations within the Plan Area, ong in the center of the Plan Arca and another designated as
being parl ol the Sacramento Municipal Utility District (SMUD?} 1n the southeasteon comer, where stationary
sources such as pumps and/or clectrical transformers are in proximity 10 residential units. The sigmficance criterion
is defincd by Placer County for stationary noise sources. Specifically, Table 9-1 of the noise element of the Placer
County General Plan requires non-transportation noise compliance with 56 dB Ldn at the property lines of
residential land uses, It is anticipated that all potentially significant impacts duc to stationary noise sources such as
pumps and electrical franstormers can be adequately mitigated to below an exterior Ldn of 50 dBA through
mitigation, such as design of appropriate shiclding, and equipment selection to reduce noise emissions, SMUD
would be responsible for the substation’s design and environmental clearance. It is recommended that SMUD
consider design features that would mitigate noise impacts from the construction and operation of the substation.

Mitigation Measures:

Mitigation Mcasure 11-4a: Design shielding of stationary noise sources to prohibit a day-night noise level
Ldn above 50 dBA '

Prior to approval of improvemeint plans, it shall be demanstrated to the satisfaction of Placer County DELH
that stationary sources such as punips within the Plan Arca will not result in an Ldn in excess of 50 dBA at
property lines for residences within the Plan Area. The mitigation specified shall also reduce noise levels for
receivers outside of' the Plan Arca. Mitigation Measure 11-4a is intended to ensure that noisc levels due
stationary equipment do not exceed applicable standards by controlling source noise entissions and
praviding enclosures and/or barriers as needed during final design. In the case of the electrical substation,

SMUD shall consider a facitity design that would reduce noise impacts to less-than-significant levels. In the
case of “Impulsive” or “simple tone™ noise sources, the criterion for exterior use areas shall be reduced, as
per the provisions of the Placer County Noise Ordinance, 1o an Ldn of 45 dBA. An example of a “simple
tone” noise source 1S an electrical transformer. An example of an “impulsive™ noise source i1s an abrupt air
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release from a pressure release valve associated with the mechanical systems of an air, water or sewage
system. An example of an electrical noise source that would be located in the Specific Plan Area is the
electrical pump station for the wastewater system. Other potential electrical noise sources could be rooftop
HVAC units located in the Commercial parcel. [t is anticipated that all potentially significant impacts due to
stationary neise sources such as pumps and electricat transformers can be adequately mitigated through
specification of a combination of the following:

¢ Resirict noise emissions of sources.

» Provide enclosures with adeguate acoustical features.

*  Maximize the scparation distance between the noise source and scnsitive recepiors.

e Orient structures such thal required openings are oriented away from receplors of concemn.

s Orient receptors such that doors and operable windows arc oriented away from noise stationary sources.
» Construct noise barriers.

Significance after Mitigation:

Less than Significant
L. SOILS, GEOLOGY AND SEISMICITY

Impact 12-1 Topographic alteration resulting from carth grading, This impact is considered Pofentially
Sipnificant.

Findings:

Changes or alterations have been required in, or incotporated inte, the project that avoid the significant
envirgmmental effect as identified in the Final EIR.

Explanation:

Grading for building pads, rccreational facilities, roads, and public facilitics and services would alter site
topography. Placer County’s Engineering and Surveying Division (ESID) has the authority to review and approve
all Improvement Plans for [uture construction within the Plan Area. This review would allow any identification and
avoidance of any significant site-specific inipacts to topography. Additionally, adhering to Placer County
ordinances for grading, drainage, and construction, and implementing a grading and erosion control plan would
reduce the effects of topographic alteration to a less-than-significant level.

Mitigation Mcasures:
Mitigation Measure 12-1a: Submit Improvement Plans

For future construction projects within the Plan Area, Improvement Plans, specifications, and cost estimates
(per the requirements of Section 11 of the Land Development Manual that arc in cffect at the time of
submitlal) will be prepared and submitted to the Placer County ESD for review and approval of each new
development project. The plans shall show the following:

s All conditions for the project as well as pertinent topographical features both on site and off site;

»  All existing and proposed utilities and easements, on site and adjacent to the Plan Area, that may be
aflected by planned construction; and

s All proposcd landscaping and irrigation facitities within the public right-of-way (or public
easements), or tandscaping within sight distance areas al interscctions.

The Applicant shall prepare and submit Improvement Plans, specifications, and cost estimates {per Lhe
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requircments of Section [T of the Land Development Manual that are in cffect at the time of submittal) to the
ESD for review and approval of each project phase, The plans shall show all conditions for the project as
well as pertinent topographical [eatures both on and off site. All existing and proposed utilitics and
casemcnts, on site and adjacent to the project, which may be affecied by planned construction, shall be
shown on the plans. All landscaping and irrigation lacilities within the public right-of-way (or public
easements), or landscaping within sight distance areas at intersections, shall be included in the Improvement
Plans, The Applicant shall pay plan check and inspection fces. Prior to plan approval, all applicable
recording and reproduction cosis shall be paid. The cost of the above-noted landscape and irrigation
facilinies shall be included 1n the estimales used Lo determine these fees. [t will be the Applicant’s
responsibility to oblain all required agency signatures on the plans and to secure department approvals. I the
Design/Sile Review process and/or Design Review Commitlee (DRC) review i1s required as a condition of

- .approval for the project, this review process shall be compleied prior 1o submittal of Improvement lans.
Record drawings shall be prepared and signed by a California Registered Civil Engineer at the Applicant’s
expense and shall be submitted to the ESD prior to acceptance by the County of site improvements (Placer
County Community Development Resoutce Agency, 2006).

Mitigation Measure 12-1b: Comply with the County Grading Ordinance

All proposed grading, drainage improvements, vegetation, and tree removal shall be shown on the proposed
project’s Improvement Plans, and all work shall conforin to provisions of the County Grading Ordinance
{Ref. Article 15.48, Placer County Code} that is in effect ai the time of submiital. No grading, clearing, or
tree disturbance shall occur until the Improvement Plans are approved and all temporary construction
fencing has been installed and inspected by a member of the DRC. All cut/till slopes shall be at 2 maxinium
of 2:1 (herizontal:vertical) unless a soils report supports a steeper slope and the ESD concurs with said
recommendation.

The Appiicant shall revegetate all disturbed arcas. Revegetation undertaken from April | to October 1 shall
include regular watering 1o ensurc adequate growth. A winterization plan shall be provided with project
Improvement Plans. It will be the Applicant’s responsibility to ensure proper installation and maintenance of
crosion controlfwinterization during project construction. Where soil stockpiling or borrow arcas are to
remain for more than one construction scason, proper erosion contrel measures shall be applied as specified
in the Improvement Plans/Grading Plans. Where roadside drainage is ofl of the pavement, erosion control
shall be provided for to the satisfaction of the ESD.

The Applicant shall submit to the ESD} a letter of credit or cash deposit in the amount of 110 percent of an
approved engineer’s esiumate for winterizalion and permanent erosion control work, prior to Improvement
Plan approval, to guarantce protection against erosion and improper grading practices. Upon the County’s
acceptance of improvements and satisfactory completion of a one-year maintenance period, unused portions
of this deposit will be refunded to the Applicant or authorized agent.

[f at any lunc during construction a field review by County personnel indicates a significant deviation from
the proposed grading shown on the Tmprovement Plans, specifically with regard 10 slope heights, siope
ratios, erosion control, winterization, tree disturbance, and/or pad clevations and configurations, the plans
shalt be reviewed by the DRC/ESD for a determination of substantial conformance to the project approvals
prior to any further work proceeding. Failure of the DRC/ESD to make a determination of substantial
conformance may serve as grounds for the revoeation/modilication of the project approval by the
appropriate hearing body (Placer County Community Development Resource Agency, 2006).

The projeet’s crosion control plan shall indicate that proper contrel of siltation, sedimentation, and other
pollutants will be implemented in accordance with National Polintant Discharge and Elimination System
(NPDES) permit reguirements and County ordinance standards. The plan shall propose best management
practices (BMPs) to reduce erosion and water quality degradation during construction to the maximum
extent practicable.
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Significance after Mitigation:

Less than Significant

Impact 12-2  Potential for scismic activity. This impact is considered Less than Sipnificant,
Findings:

Under CEQA, no mitigation measures are required for umpacts that are less than significant. (Pub. Resources Code,
§ 21002; CEQA Guidelines, §§ 15126.4, subd. (a)(3), 15091.)

Explanation:

The zoned active fault closest to the Plan Areca is located 70 kilometers to the north-northwest. No active fault traces
are found beneath the study area. Thercfore, the probability of surface ground rupture is negligible, and the
possibility of strong ground motion is low. Impacts associated with the potential for selsmic activity would be less
than significant.

Mitigation Measures:

No mitigation measures are required.

Significance after Mitigation:

This Impact is less than significant without mitigation.

Impact 12-3 Potential for increased erosion during and after construction. This impaci is considered
Potentially Significant,

Findings:

Changes or alterations have been required in, or incorporated into, the project that avoid the significant
environmental e[Tect as identified in the Final EIR.

Explanation:

Clearing, grading, and excavation activities would remove vegetative cover from the soils and expose soils to the
cticcts of wind, rain, and surface flow as a result of construction activities. The onsite soils are not classified as
having a high eroston polential and there are no areas with steep slopes on the site. Compliance with Section § of
Placer County’s Land Develepment Manual and the Placer County Storm Water Munugement Manual would reduce
these impacts to a less-than-significant level.

Mitigaiton Measures:
-Mitigation Measure 12-3a: Identify stockpiling and vehicle staging areas on Improvement Plans
For each construction phase within the Plan Area, slockpi]ing and/or vehicle staging areas shall be identified

on the Improvement Plans. These arcas shall be located as far as practical from existing dwellings and
protected resources in the area.
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Mitigation Measure 12-3b: Comply with NPDES requirements for construction

This project 1s subject to construction-related stormwalter permit requirements of the tederal Clean Water
Act NPDES program. Each applicant/developer for [uture construction projects within the Plan Arca shall
mmplement Mitipation Measure 13-1¢, which requires an applicant o submit a Notice of Intent (NOI) to
comply with the NPDES General Permit for Stormwater Discharges associated with Construction Activities
tor the State Regional Water Qualily Control Board if the specific project would disturb | acre ot land or
more. The project applicant/devcloper shall provide to the ESD evidence of a stale-issued Waste Discharge
Identification (WDID) number or filing of a NOI and fees prior to start of construction, as required by the
County’s Sample Conditions and Improvement Plans, paragraph ipl3 {Placer County Community
Development Resource Agency, 2000).

Mitigation Measure 12-3¢: Comply with NPDES Phase II reguirements

Development within the Plan Area must comply with the NPDES Phase IT Genera) Permit for the Discharge
of Stormwater from small municipal separaie storm scwer systems. Placer County is operating under the
NPDES Phasc I1 Rule permit, and as such, new developiment within the County must comply wilh the
permit requirements, New development is subject to Attachment 4 Design Standards of the State Water
Resource Control Board NPDES Phase 11 General Permit. These standards require that new development
must be designed 50 as 10 minimize, to the maximum extent practicable, the introduction of pollutants of
concern that may result in significant impacts, gencrated [rom site runoff of directly connected impervious
arcas, to the slormwater conveyance system as approved by the building ollicial.

Mitigation Measure 12-3d: Prepare and implement siormwater pollution prevention plan for construction

For all construction activitics that will disturb 1 or morc acre of land, a stormwatcr pollution prevention plan
{SWPPP) for the construction phase must be prepared and implemented. The SWEPP will include
development of site-specific structural and operational BMPs to prevent and control impacts to runoll
quality, measurcs to be implemented before each storm event, inspection and maintenance of BMPs, and
monitoring of runoff quality by visual and/or analytical means. The contents of the SWPPP are set forth in
detail in the permit application package. BMPs shall be designed according to the California Stormwater
Quality Association Stormwater Best Management Practice Handbooks for Consltruction (or other similar
source as approved by the DPW). BMPs for the proposed project include, but are not limited to, silt fencing
(Sediment Control SIE -1), straw bale barriers (Sediment Control SE-9), fiber rolls {Sediment Control SE-3),
storm drain inlet protection (Sediment Control SE-10), hydraulic mulch {Erosion Control EC-3), and
stabilized construction entrance {Tracking Control TR-1). The SWIPPP shall also include crosion control
measures, 10 be implemented during construction, that conform to the NPDES, Storm Drain Standards, and
local standards.

Significance afier Mitigation:
Less than Significant

Impact 12-4  Loss of availability of impartant mineral resources. This impact is considercd Less than
Sipnificant.

Findings:

Under CEQA, no mitigation measures arc required for impacts that arc less than significant, (Pub. Resources Code,
§ 21062; CLQA Guidelines, §§ 15126.4, subd. (a}3), 15091}
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Explanation:

It is unliketly that the Slt.ld}" area represents a source of known mineral resarves, and no mineral resources of value
are known 1o exist in the Plan Area. Therefore, loss of accessibility to mincral resources on the site as a result of
proposed project construction would be a less-than-significant impact.

Mitigation Mcasures:

No mitigation measures are required.

Significance after Mitigation:

This Impact is less than significant without mitigation.

Impact 12-5  Safety risk related to soil stability. This impact is considered Potenfially Significant.
Findings:

Changes or alicrations have been required in, or incorporated into, the project that avoid the significant
environmental elfect as identified in the Final EIR.

Explanation:

The Plan Arca is suitable for the planned construction if designed and constructed in accordance with generally
accepted geotechnical principles, provided that detailed, site-specific investigations are conducted at appropriate
times and the recomnmendations of each investigation are followed. The potential of expansive soils occurring
within the Plan Arca is considercd to be modcerate,

Mitigation Measurcs:
Mitigation Measure 12-5a; Prepare a'geotechnical report for all clements of proposed development

For each development phase or construction project within the Plan Arca, a geotechnical engincering report
produced by a California Registered Civil Engineer or Geotechnical Engineer shall be submitted 10 the ESD
for review and approval. The report shall address and make recommendations on the following:

Road, pavement, and parking area design;

Structural foundations, inclyding retaining wall design (if applicable);

Grading practices:

Erosion/winterization; .

Special problems discovered on site (i.¢., groundwater, expansive/unstable soils, etc.); and
Slope stability.

L I B B B B

When approved by the ESD, two copics of the final report shall be provided to the ESD and one copy to the
Building Department for their use, [f the soiis report indicates the presence of critically expansive soils or

~other soils problems which, if not corrected, could lead to structural delects, a certification of compietion of
the requirements of the soils report will be required for subdivisions and other entitlements, prier to issuance
of building permits. This certification may be compleled on a lot by lot basis or on a tract basis, or other
defined project basis. This shall be so noted in the Covenants, Conditions, and Restrictions and on the
informational sheet filed with the tinal map(s). [t is the responsibility of the developer to provide for
cnginecring inspection and certification that earthwork has been performed in conformity with
recommendations confained in the reporl.
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Significance alter Mitigation:

Less than Significam

J. HYDROLOGY AND WATER QUALITY

Impact 13-1 Reduced stormwater guality during construction. This impact is considered Potentially
Significant,

Findings:

Changes or alterations have been required in, or incorporated into, the project that avoeid the significant
environmental effect as identified in the Final CIR.

Explanation:

Project grading would decrease vegetative cover and incrcase the potential tor soil erosion, and thereby could canse
an increase in suspended solids in runoff and local receiving waters. Additional impacts to runoft water quality
during construction could potentially resolt from leaks or spills of fuel or hydraulic 1luid used in construction
cquipment; outdoor storage of construction matcrials; or spills of paints, solvents, or other potentially hazardous
-matcrials commonly used in construction. As each future construction project within the Plan Area is proposed,
grading and crosion control micasures would be included on the project’s improvement plans and submitted to the
Placer County Engineering and Surveying Department (ESD) for review and approval. The BMPs to be
implemented during construction to minimize discharge of sediments or pellutants off site would be included on the
improvement plans.

Mitigation Measures:
Mitigation Measure 13-1a: Implement Mitigation Measure 12-1b (Comply with County Grading Ordinance)

Mitigation Measure 13-1b: Implement Mitigation Measure 12-3b (Comply with NPDES requirements for
construction)

Mitization Measure 13-1c: Implement Mitigation Measurc 12-3d (Prepare and implement stormwater
pollution prevention plan for construction)

Significance alter Mitigation:
Less than Significant

Impact 13-2  Inerease in runoff rate downstream of the site. This impact is considered Potentially
Sienificant. '

Findings:

Chanpes or alterations have been required in, or incorporated into, the project that avoid the significant
environmental effect as identified in the Final EIR.

Explanation:

Development of the Plan Area would result in an increase in impervious surfaces due to the construction of
buildings, parking lots, and roads; therefore, peak flow rates would increasc during storm evenls, Currently the site
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is undevetoped with the exception of a few houses and roads. The proposed project would incorporatc low impact
design clements, particularly in regards 1o stormwater management and site drainage applications. BMPs that
promote overland flow ol stormwater runoff and nfiltration, such as bioswales, would reduce flow velocities,
increase {low paths, and reduce peak Mow rales. Aesthetically enhanced stormwater collection channels, detention
areas, and bioswajes are encouraged. Parks and greenways would be ingluded throughout the Plan Area and provide
opportunities {or stonmwater detention. Although the in situ soils are finc-grained and would likely not provide for
sufficient infiltration, fill materiai and/or subsurtace drains could provide an opportunity to incorporate intiltration-
type BMPs such as pervious pavement and percolation trenches.

During detailed design of each construction phase within the Plan Area, project-specilic peak flow caleulations and
evalnation would be necessary, The evaluation would assess whether detaining peak flows would exacerbate
downstream flooding by allowing downstream peak flows to combine contemporancously and would be uscd 1o
cnsure that tacilitics are sized to achicve the required reduction in flows in accordance with the County’s
Stormwater Management Manual. To support the design of cach canstruction phase, a project-specific drainage
report, inctuding drainage calculations, shall be preparcd for review and approval by Placer County ESD.

Mitigation Measures:
Mitigation Measure 13-2a: Prepare and submit projeci-specific drainage report

ach applicant/developer for future construction projects within the Plan Area shall prepare and submit with
their project Improvement Plans a project-specific drainage report in conformance with the requirements of
Section 5 of the Land Development Manual and the Placer County Stormwater Management Manual
(SWMM) that arc in effect at the time of submiltal, to the Placer County ESD for review and approval. The
project-specific drainage reports shall be consistent with the Drainage Master Plan and Development
Standards for Plan Area. The report shall be prepared by a Registered Civil Engineer and shall, at a
minimum, include: '

s Writlen text describing cxisting conditions and proposed improvements, -
s The cffccts of the improvements,

» All appropriate calculations,

= A watershed map,

¢ Increases in downstream flows, and

» TProposed onsite and offsite improvements and drainage casements to accommaodalte flows from the

project.

The report shall identify water qualily protection features and methods to be used both during construction
and for long-term post-construction water quality protection, “Best Management Practice™ {BMP) measures
shall be provided to reduce crosion. waler quality degradation, and prevent the discharpe of pollutants to
stormwater to the maximum extent practicable. No construction shall be permitted within any identificd
wetlands area, floodplain, ot right-of-way, cxcept as authorized by project approvals. The project-specific
drajnage report shall demonstrate compliance with all relevant mitigation measures included in this Draft
EIR.

Miftigation Mcasure 13-2b: Evaluate downstream offsite drainage facilitics

The project-specific drainage reports prepared for each future construction project within the Plan Area shall
evaluatc offsite drainage facilities for condilions and capacity and shall be upgraded, replaced, or mitigated
as specified by the Placer County ESD. Each future construclion project shall upgrade or replace drainage
facilities, or mitigate drainage impacts in other ways as needed and as specified by Placer County ESD. This
includes any existing drainage facilities located nnmediateiy downstream of the project that would receive
drainage and would be changed by the proposed project. The analysis must include any existing roadside
ditches andfor culverts along Wailerea Road, PFE Road, and Watl Avenue. While the Plan Area is wilhin the
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Dry Creek watershed and as such onsite detention is not required to reduce peak flow rates due to
development, onsite detention imay be required in order to comply with the County’s requirements regarding
road encroachments. In accordance with the SWMM, all ravel lanes of Watt Avenue, PIFE Road, and
Walcrga Koad may be required to remain clear of stormwater flow for all storm events, including the 100-
year event. [In addition, the Applicant will be required to mitigate peak flow rates to pre-development levels
for 10- and P00-year stornt events (per the Placer County Stormwater Management Manual) for only the
portion of the Riolo Vineyard Plan Area that drains south towards PFE Road.

Mitigation Mcasure 13-2¢: Submit one-time Dry Creek watershed drainage improvement fee

New development in the Plan Area shall be subject to the one-time payment of drainage improvement and
flood control {ees pursuant to the Dry Creek Watershed Interim Drainage Improvements Ordinance (Ref.
Article 15.32, tormerly Chapter 4, Subchapter 20, Placer County Code}. This fee 1s used to fund installation
and mainienance of roadway drainape and stormwater drainage improvements within the watershed. The
actual fees to be paid will be those in effect at the time the payment occurs and are assessed on the amount
of development area. Each devcioper will be responsible for submitting the appropriate fee for the specific
land development project Lo the Placer County ESD. The one-time fee shali be paid prior Lo issuance of the
building permit or approval of improvement plans.

Mitigation Measure 13-2d: Submit annual Dry Creck watershed drainage improvement fee

New development in the Plan Area shail be subject to payvinent of annual drainage improvement and flood
control fess pursuant to the Dry Creck Watershed Interim Drainage Improvements Ordinance {Ret. Article
15.32, formerly Chapter 4, Subchapter 20, Placer County Code). These [ees are used 1o [und installation and
mainienance of roadway drainage and stormwaler drainape improvements within the watershed. The
Applicant will be required to Torm a County Service Area zone, if onc currently does not cover the Plan
Area, for cellecting the annwal special assessment. The aclual fees to be paid will be those in effect at the
time the payment eccurs and are assessed on the basis of the hew development acreage. The annual fee is a
yearly charge and will be included on a parcel’s property tax bill,

Significance after Mitigation:
Less than Significant

Impact 13-3 Increase in runoff volume downstream of the site. This impact is considered Potensially
Significant,

Findings:

Changes or allerations have been required in, or incorporated into, the project that avoid the significant
environmental effect as identified in the Final EIR.

Explanation:

Development of roads, buildings, and other paved and impermeable surfaces would reduce the amount of
stormwater (hat infiltrates into the ground, and would increase the amount of water that runs off of the site. A
project-specific drainage report, including drainage calculations, shall be prepared for review and approval by
Placer County ESD. The proposed project must camply with the Placer County’s Dry Creek Watershed Drainage
[mprovement Ordinance. Increase in runoff guantity associated with development of the site is considered a
potentially signilicant impact; howewver, the proposced mitigation measures would reduce this impact to a less-than-
significant level.
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Mitigation Mcasures:

Mitigation Measure 13-3a: Implement Mitigation Measure 13-2a (Preparce and submif project specific
drainage report) o

Mitigation Measurce 13-3b: Implement Mitigation Measure 13-2c (Submit one-time Dry Creck watershed
drainage improvement fee}

Mitigation Mcasure 13-3¢: Implement Mitigation Measure 13-2d (Submif annuwal Dry Crecl watershed
drainage improvement fee)

Significance after Mitigation:

Less than Significant

Impaet 13-4 Reduced water qualiéy daring operation. This impact is considered Potentially Significant.
Findings:

Changes or allerations have been requived in, or incorporated into, the project that avoid the significant
environmental effect as identified in the Final EIR.

Explanation:

The proposed project would increase the overall amount of impervious surtace, thereby increasing runotf from most
of the site. Following construction of the proposed project, stormwater runoff quality would be expected to decline
as more potential pollutants would be generated by human activines. Additionally, pollutants would tend to be
flushed from impervious surfaces where they accumulate (e.g., paving and roofs} into drainage conveyances.
Stormwater runoff from streets and the parking area would be expected to contain oils, grease, and debris.

The goal of the proposed preject is to integrate BMPs throughout the project development (o provide source control
and water guality treatment of runoff [rom paved and other developed arcas prior to discharge into the swales and
stecams that ultimately discharge into Dry Creek. In accordance with NPDES I requircments, the proposed project
design would be required to incorporate BMPs to reduce the discharge of stormwater pollution to the maxinium
extent practicable, Potential significant impacts to water quality during operations would be mitigated 10 a less than
signilicant level by designing the proposed project to include appropriate and effective BMPs, including LID
Imeasures.

Mitigation Measures:

Mitigation Measurc 13-4a: Implement Mitigation Measure 12-3¢ (Comply with NPDES Phase 11
requirements)

Mitigation Measure 13-4b: Prepare site-specific BMDP plan

Lach applicant/developer for cach construction phase within the Plan Area shall submit a project-specific
BMI* Plan with the project iimprovement plans showing the onsite locations and effectiveness of the BMP
facilities proposed for long-term water quality impact reduction duning the Subsequeni Conformily Review
process and prior to [mprovement Plan approval. The plan shall include a methed tor financing the long-
term maintenance of the propesed project-specific facilitics.

All BMPs for water quality protection, source control, and treatment control shall be developed in
accordance with the California Stormwater Quality Association Stormwater Best Management Practice
Handbook for New Development/Redevelopment {or other similar source approved by the Engincering and
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Surveying Division) for the applicable type of development and/or improvement. BMPs shall be designed to
mitigate (ininimize, infiltrate, filter, or treat) stormwater runoff. Flow or volume based postconstruction
BMPs shall be designed at a nunimurn in accordance with the Placer County Guidance Document tor
Volume and Flow-Based Sizing of Pertanent Post-Construction Best Management Practices for Stormwater
Quality Protection. Provisions shall be included for long-term maintenance of BMPs. BMPs shall reflect
improvements in technigues and opportunities made available over time and shall reflect site-specilic
limitations. The County shall make the final delerminations as to the appropriateness of the BMPs proposed
for each projuct.

Source control BMPs should be incorporated into the design of each [ulitre construction project within the
Pian Arca. These BMPs emiphasize reducing or eliminating pollutant in stormwaler runofl at their source
through runoft reduction and by scgregating pollutants from stormwater runoff. Examples of source control
BMPs that should be evaluated during design and could be incorporated into the project-specific BMP Plan
as feasible include the lollowing:

s Incorporate landscaping into the design, including planting of native and drought-tolerant plants to
maximize natural water storage and infiltration opportunities and protect slopes and channels (Source
Cantrol SD-10),

* Dircct roof runoff to grassy areas and away from paved areas or storm drains to promote overland
fow of stonmwater runoff and reduce velocities and peak flow rates (Source Control SD-113;

» Incorporate pervious pavement to promote infiltration and reduce runotf (Source Control SD-20}

s Provide enclosed commercial trash areas to avoid contact with stormwater runoff (Source Control
SD-32);

¢ Design parking lois to direct storm water to storm drain inlels and away {rom garbage disposal areas
{Source Control SD-32);

* Perform street and parking lot cleaning to remove potential debris and polluianis thai could be picked
up and conveyed by storm water;

+  Where practical, install drip and low-flow irrigation systems to provide cfficicnt irrigation and
minimize runoll of excess irrigation water (Source Control 3D1-12); and

+ Select building materials that do not introduce sources ot pollutants {Source Control SD-21}.

In addition, storm drainage from onsite and olizile impervious surfaces (including roads) shall be collected
and routed through specially designed water quality treatment facilities (i.e., treatment contral BMPs) for
removal of polivtants of concem (i.e., sediment, oil/grease, etc.), as approved by the County’s Engineering
and Surveying Division. Treatment control BMPs should be integrated into and throughout the site lo
enhance the removal of pollutants that have entered the stormwalter runoff. Examples of (reatment conlrol |
BMPs that should be cvzluated during design include the following:

» TProvide vegetalive swale or buffer areas, which could be incorperated into landscaped arcas, to slow
down runoff velocities and allow sediments and other pollutants to settle {1'reatment Control TC-30,
TC-31):

s Inslalt water qualily inlets (c.g.. oil/water separators) to remove “first flush” pnllutams ineluding oil
and grease {Treatment Control TC-50); and
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# Incorporate biofiltration facilities to capture stormwater runol from impervious areas and remove
poliutants (Source Control TC-32).

With the Improvement Plans, the applicant/developer for the construction project shall verily thal proposed
BMPs arc approptiate Lo treat the pollutants ot concern from the project. The applicant/developer shall
provide for the establishment of vegetation, where speciticd, by means of proper irrigation, for ctfective
performance of BMPs. No water quality facility construction shall be permitted within any identified
wetlands area, floodplain, or right-of-way except as authorized by the project approvals or subsequent
amendments approved by the County.

Mitigation Measure 13-de: Maintain BDMPs

Storm drainage from impervious surfaces proposed with the project shall be collected and routed through
specially designed caichbasins, vegetaled swales, vaults, infiltration basins, water quality basins, filters, ctc.,
for entrapment of scdiment, debris, and oils/greases or other identified poliutants, as approved by the Placer
County ESD. The Applicant shall provide for the establishment of vegetation, where specified, by means of
proper irrigation, for cffective performance of BMPs. Contractual evidence of a monthly parking lot
sweeping and vacuuming, and cateh basin cleaning progran: shall be pravided to ESD upon request. Failure
to do so will be grounds for discretionary permit revocation. Maintenance of BMP facilitics shall be
provided by the project owners/permitiees for each future construction project within the Plan Area unless,
and until, a County Service Area is created and said facilities are accepted by the County for maintenance.
Prior to approval of improvement plans, final maps shall show easemcnts (o be created and offered for
dedication to the County for maintenance and access to these facilitics in anticipation of possible County
maintenance. No water quality facility construction shall be permitted within any identilied wetlands area,
floodplain, or right-cf-way, except as authorized by project approvals or subscguent amendments approved
by the Connty.

Mitigation Measure 13-4d: Implement Mitigation Measure 14-4a (Design onsite and offsite pipelines to have
watertight joints in accordance with Placer County standards)

Mitigation Measure 13-4e: Design and construct LID measures that comply with performance measures

The Applicant’s 11D strategics would consist primarily of bioswales that would fit inta the overall drainage
pian. Bach major drainage discharge point in the Plan Area would be designed to include bioswales or a
similar L1D measure. The bioswales would be designed to be integrated with the rest of the drainage
structures in the Plan Area and comply with the following performance standards to ensure that conslructed
grassy swales and other BMP/LID measures perform necessary functions related to protect the Plan Arca’s
water quality:

» Maximum flow rates in the swale should not exceed 1.5 fect per second.

» Swalcs should be designed so that they are as flat and as wide as possible. In areas where topography
prevents this, check dams would be installed to slow water movement. These check dams will
periodically need to be cleared of sediment to remain {unctional. The swales should be constructed
so that the side slopes are 3:1 or less to cnsure that they do not contribute to sediment loading in the
drainage.

+  Swales should be designed for @ maximum residence time of 24 hours to abate mosquito problems.

¢ Swalc vegetation should consist of specics that are native or at a minimum noninvasive, The use of
perennial grasses or other plants that are not winter-dormant is recommended.

» The swale vegetation should be mowed at a frequency that maximizes performance. Four times per
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year is recommended for some species.

« A single swalc can drain up to 4 acres of land (or surface). The proposed bioswales plan will include
the maximum drainage arca proposed per swale. The County would be responsible for verifying that
the Applicant and other landowners in Plan Arca have designated sufficient area for the grassy
swalcs.

Preference is given to natural, low-maintenance L1D selutions over engineered solutions. Review and
approval by the County would be required for each 11D plan before it 1s constructed in the Plan Arca,

Significance after Mitigation:
Less than Significant

Impact 13-5 Placement of fill or structures in 100-year floodplain. This impact is considered Paotentially
Significant,

Findings:

Changes or alicrations have been required in, or incorporated into, the project that avoid the significant
environmental cffect as identified in the Final EIR.

Explanation:

The 100-year floodplain associated with Dry Creek exists within the Plan Area. Developient of the proposed
project would include regrading of the Plan Arca, which could alter the fleodplain. In general, the majority of the
existing floodplain would remain in a natural state within open spaces along the creek. The proposed development
would include minor encroachments into the floedplain, mostly to smooth out the edge of the flocdplain against the
northerly roadway within the Plan Arca, Additional encroachments would be associated with several building pads
that would be construcied along the same roadway. As such, there would be slight changes to the boundaries of the
{lovdplain compared 1o the existing FEMA-designated boundaries. The proposed project would provide in-kind
compensatory slorage to offset the hydraulic impacts duc to these cneroachments. The analysis described in the
EIR shows that with the proposed full development of the Plan Area and with in-kind compensatory storage, the
proposed project would not have a significant cffect on the base flood elevations along Dry Creck or its tributaries.

No development would occur within the 100-vear {leodplain; therefore, no people or structures would be exposced to
flood hazards. Finished pad clevations and finished floor elevations would be set a minimum of 2 fect and 3 feet
above the adjacent 100-year floodplain water surface elevation, respectively. As project-specific land uses and
designs are developed, the foodplain analyses would be further retined to ensurc that no private development

would oceur within the floodplain.

Implementation of the proposed miligation measures would reduce this impact 10 a less-than significant level by
cnsuring that development docs not occur in the 100-year floodplain, or il small amounts of fill are piaced in the
floodplain, compensatory in-kind storage would be provided so that there would be no net increase in base flood
elevations.

Mitigation Measures:

Mitigation Measure 13-5a: Implement Mitigation Measure 13-2a {Prepare and submit project specific
drainage report)

Mitigation Weasure 13-3b: Delineate post-project floodplain boundary
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The Drainage Master Plan for the Plan Area shows the {imits of the future, unmitigated, {ully developed
100-vear [aodplain {post-development} for Dy Creek and its tributaries. Each future construction project
within the Plan Area shall delincate the 100-year {loodptain in the site-specific dratnage report and on the
ITmprovement Plans and shall restrict development in floodplains. Placer County shall require evaluation of
potential flood hazards prior o approval ot cach construction project. The County shall require proponents
of new development to submit accuraie topographic and flow characteristics information and depiction of

" the 100-vear floodplain boundaries under fully developed, unmitigated runofT,

All development in the 100-year floodplain must comply with the provisions of the Placer County Flood
Damage Prevention Ordinance to prevent damage to structures and (o limit the effect of development on
base flood elevations. '

Mitigation Measure 13-5¢: Provide in-kind compensatory storage

The placement of till in floodplains should be minimized. In the event that some fill within a floodplain is
unaveoidable, in-kind compensatory storage should be provided. During design, hydrautic analyses would be
requited to cvaluate the reseltant impacts on the floodplain and base flood clevations. While 611 may be
allowed within the fMloodplain fringe zone, fill should not be placed within the designated regulatory
floodway. The floodway is the portion of the floodplain that must be reserved 1o convey the base flood
without increasing the base flood ¢levation by morc than onc foot.

When a development encroaches into a floodplain, the flood storage lost must be compensated by providing
in-kind storage. This is defined as excavating the sume amount of material al the same clevation as placing
fill to provide hydraulically equivalent storage. In addition to providing an offsetting volume of material at
the same elevation, the replacement excavation musi be located where it will be inundated during a 100-year

flood; that is, it cannot be isolated away from the floodplain,
Mitigation Measure 13-5d: Prepare and submit conditional leéter of map revision (CLOMR)

Prior to any modifications within the cxisting FEMA mapped 100-year floodplain along Dry Creek and its
tributaries, the Applicant will prepare CLOMR Application documents, submit them to Placer County for
review, amend as nccessary and submit final CLOMR application to the County, with FEMA fees. Upon
County signature of the application, the County may request that the Applicant’s consultant process the
application with FEMA, and provide additional information as requested by FEMA.

Mitigation Mecasure 13-5¢: Submit Letter of Map Revision (LOMR)

Each applicant/developer for each construction phase within the Plan Area shall submit an application to
FEMA for a LOMR if the development alters the floodplain boundarics and/or the base flood elevations by
more than 1 foot. Prior to submitting the LOMR application, data and analyses will be revicwed and
approved by the County ESD,

Mitigation Mcasure 13-5F: Prohibit grading activitics within post-project floodplain

[n order to protect site resources, agriculiural practices cannot result in substantial modifications to
topography or drainage that would aflect the [loedplain boundaries or base (lood elevations. With the
exception of agricultural activities such as plowing or planting, no grading activities may take place in the
post-project 100-year floodplain as identilied in the Drainage Master Plan except as necessary to construct
and mainiain drainage improvements.

Significance after Mitigation:

Less than Significant
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Impact 13-6 Reduce groundwater recharge. This impact is considered Less than Significant.
¥Findings:

Under CEQA, no mitigation measurcs are required for impacts thal are less than significant. (Pub. Resources Code,
§ 21002; CEQA Guidclines, §§ 15126.4, subd. (a)3), 15091.)

Fxplanation:

Development and urbanization of the Specific Plan Arca could reduce pervious area, which in turn would limit the
percolation process and reduce eroundwater recharge. Based on the low value of the Plan Arca for recharge (with
the exception of the Dry Creck corridor, which would remain in open space), this impact would be less than
significant.

Mitigation Measures:

Ne mitigation measures are required.

Significance after Mitigation:

This Impact is less than significant without mitigation,

Impact 13-7 Depletion of groundwater supplies. This impact is considered Less than Significant.

Findings:

Under CEQA, no mitigation measures arc required lor impacts that are less than significant. (Pub. Resources Code,
§ 21002; CEQA Guidelincs, §§ 15126.4, subd. {a)3), 15091.)

Explanation:

Since the proposed project would not use proundwaler as a water supply and several of the existing wells would be
abandened, there would be no impact to well production or on groundwater supplics. Future owners of the
Agricultural-10 parcels may want to install groundwater wells for irrigation water supply. These wells would be
installed in accordance with Placer Counly and DWR regulations. Historically, the Plan Arca was used for
agricuiture. In the event that these property owners decide to install wells for irrigation of their crops, the amount of
land urigated and the amount of groundwater that would be used by these properties would likely be less than
historical groundwatet nse. Thercfore this impact would be less than significant.

Mitigation Measures:

No mitigation measures are required.

Significance after Mitigation:

This Impact is less than significant without mitigation.

Impact 13-8 Loss of grassy swales, potentially affecting hydrelogic and water guality functions. This impact
is considered Ségnificant,

Findings:
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Changes or alterations have beeo required in, or incorporated into, the project that avoid the significant
environmental elicet as identitied in the Final EIR.

Explanation:

Grassy swales are nol regulated by the Corps under the federal Clean Water Act. However, these swales receive
overflow from irrigation ditches, channelized streamns, and perennial seasonal wetlands. The loss of approximately
11 acres of this habitat would be a significant impact because these featurcs provide important water quality and
hydrotogic functions that are similar to jurisdictional wetlands. These functions include retention of seasonal runoff,
stabilization of scdiment, nutrient removal, and transformation ol captured nutrients illlﬂlplanl mazierial. The
proposed project design would incorporate BMPs to reduce the discharge of stormwater pollution to the maximum
extent practicable. Potential significant impacts to water quality during operations would be mitigated 1o a less-than-
sigaificant level by designing the proposed project 1o include appropriate and cifective BMPs, including LID
measures, -

Mitigation Measures:

Mitigation Measure 13-8a: Implement Mitigation Veasurcs 12-3d {Prepare and implement
stormwater pollution prevention plan for construction}, 13-4b (Preparc site-specific BMP plan),
13-4¢ (Maintain BMPs), and 14-4a (Design onsite and offsitc pipelines to have watertight joints)
Significance after Mitigation:

Less than Significant

Impact 13-9  Reduced water quality during operation {Program-level). This impact is considered Potentially
Sionificant.

Findings:

Changes or allerations have been required n, or incorporated into, the projcct that avoid the significant
environmental eflect as identified in the Final EIR.

Explanation:

Landowners of program-level parcels who apply for development entitlements will need o provide the Courity with
LID plans to cnsure water quality for any discharge to Dry Creek, Such plans would be designed to discharge all
waters within 72 hours of the completion-of runoff from a storm event, so as to comply with the Placer Mosquito
Abatement District’s requirements.

Mitigation Measures:

Mitigation Measure 13-92a: Implement Mitigation Mceasure 13-4¢ (Design and construct LID
measures that comply with performance measures)

Significance after Mitigation:

Less than Signilicant
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K. PULBLIC SERVICES AND UTILITIES
Impact 14-1 Increased demand for treated surface water. This impact is considered Potentially Significant,
Findings:

Changes o alterations have been required in, or incorperaled into, the project that aveid Lhe significant
environmental effect as identified in the Final EIR.

Explanation:

Treated water for domestic and commercial use would be supplied to the proposed project by PCWA via the retail
supplier (Cal-Am} after annexation into PCWA Fone 1. Al present, the total projected water supplics available
during normal, single dry, and multiple dry water years, as included in the 20-year projection contained in the
Urban Water Management Plan, will meet the projected water demand associated with the proposed project, in
addition to the system’s existing and planned {uture uses. PCWA has prepared an analysis regarding available
resources to provide waler service to the Plan Area to meet the requirements of 8B 610. Therefore, sufficient water
supplies are available {o serve the Plan Arca. It is noled that water scrvice is allocated by PCWA on a first-come,
first-scrved basis and water availability must be ascertained prior to any deveiopment. Because the Plan Arca would
be built-out over tume, Mitdgation Measure 14-1b to limit building permils to coincide with water service allocation
is also proposed. With implementation of mitigation measures, impacts would be less than significant.

Mitigation Measures:

Mitigation Measure 14-1a: Pay connection fees and construct 16-inch- and 24-inch-diameter transmission
line extensions to the Plan Area in accordance with PCWA and Cal-Am standards
Payment of the connection fees is intended to act to offsct future maintenance of the planned water main
extensions. Censtruction of the lines to the appropriate standards is intended to ensure the transmission
mains are in 2 condition suitable for opcration and maintenance by Cal-Am in the future, provide a reliable
resouree 1o the arca, and provide a source of water for adjoining vses not included in the project.

Mitigation Measyre 14-1b: Essue building permiis only when sufficicnt treated water supply exists

Prior to approval of any small lot tentative subdivision map, the County shall comply with.Govemment
Code Section 66473.7 or make a factual showing or imposc conditions similar te those required by Section
66473.7, as appropriate to the size of the subdivision. Prior to the recordation of any final subdivision map
or prior to County approval or any similar approval or entitlement required for nonresidential vses, the
Applicant shall obtain a written certification from the waler service provider that cither existing services are
availablc or that nceded improvements will be in placc prior to occupancy.

Significance after Mitigation:
F.css than Significant

Impact 14-2 The impacts of climate change on water supply could affect future water supply in the Specific
Plan Area. This impact is considered Less than Significant.

Findings:

Under CEQA, no mitigation measures are requircd for impacts that are less than significant. {Pub. Resources Cdde,
§ 21002; CEQA Guidclines, §§ 15126.4, subd. {a)}{3), 15091.)
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Explanation:

The impacts of climate change on lung-tern water supply in Califernia and Placer County is uncertain, Howevet,
given current water supply sources and Californias abiliry to adapt to global change, it is reasonable to expect that
the proposed project’s impact on long-term walter supply would be less than significant,

Mitigation Measures:
No mitigation measures are required,
Significance after Mitigation:
- This Inpact is less than significant without mitigation.

Impact 14-3  Potendial impacts to CED facilities if wastewater facilitics are shared with Placer Vinevards
wastewater flows, This impact is considered Potentially Significant.

* Findings:

Changes or alterations have been required in, or incorporated into, the project that avoid the significant
cnvironmental effect as identified in the Final EIR.

Explanation:

[fthe impacts from the proposed project along are evaluated, impacts to existing sewer facilities would be less than
significant. The peak flow rates from the Plan Arca (including adjacent offsite areas wastewater {lows passing
through the proposed project’s onsite pump station) are estimated at 560 gallons per minule (gpm), which is well
below the design allowance of 1,100 gpm. 11 is acknowledged that there is an opportunity {or the proposed project
to share facilities with the proposed Placer Vineyards development to the north and west. If flows from Placer
Vineyards were to be combined with tlows from: the Plan Area, combined peak flow rates to the CFD pump station
would be on the order of 1,900 gpm, whach is greater than the design capacity allowance of 1,100 gpm alloited 1o
the Plan Area. This flow rate would also exceed the current flow capacity of the existing CF[) pumps and associated
force main, potentially rendering the pumps unable to overcome the increased head conditions

Mitigation Measurcs:
Mitigation Measure 14-3a: Upsize existing CFD pump station pumps and ancillary equipment

To provide the CFD pump station with the ability to operate simultanecusly with the Riolo Vinevard pump
station, the existing CFD pump station pumnps will be changed to operate at higher head conditions and
lower resultant flow rates. Mitigation Measure 14-3a is to be implemented if Mitigation Measure 14- 3b is
not implemented.

Mitigation Measurc 14-3b: Do not allow sewage conveyance connection from Placer Vineyards to common
force main

To avoid overwhelming the CFD pump station pumps due to high head conditions in the force main, if the
wastewaicr flows from Placer Vineyards were not dirccted to the CFD force main the CFD putnps would
continue to [unction as they do now. The wastewater flows from the project are below what the existing
CFD pump station and associated force main were designed 1o handie. Mitigation Mcasure 14-3b is to be
implemented if Mitigation Measure 14-3a is not implemented.
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Significance after Mitigation:
Less than Significant

Impact 14-4 Potential redoction in water quality resulting from accidental discharge of wastewater into Dry
Creek drainage, This impact is considered Potentiaily Significant,

Findings:

Changes or alierations have been required in, or incorporated info, the project that aveid the significant
environmental cffect as identified in the Final EIR.

Explanation:

As proposed, sewage conveyance facilities for the proposed project would flow to the Dry Creck WWTP.
Conveyance infrastructure within the Plan Area would be located adjacent 10 the Dry Creck channel.

Potential pipe leakage atfecting Dry Creek can be imited by ensuring compliance with enhanced construction
specifications where needed. To address potential impacts from flooding of the pump station and associated
coliection sysiem manholes, mitigation is proposed o locate these features in areas above the 100-year tloodplain,
and/or require the use of bolt-down covers on manholes, which would reduce the likelihood of flooding. The
Applicant also proposcs to consiruct a sufficiently sized storage tank and an emergency generator with a sufficient
volume of properly stored fuc] with adequate amount of secondary containment, which would reduce the likelihood
of a loss of power to the pump station.

Mitigation Measures:

Mitigation Measure 14-4a: Design onsite and offsite pipelines to have watcrtight joints in accordance with
Placer County Standards

To reduce the potential for any of the proposed water or recycled waler supply or wastewaler transmiission
pipelines to leak and affect service and environmental conditions of surrounding areas, Placer County
standards specily material type; wall thicknesses; connection methods, including coupling information,;

_backfill material type and placement methods; and installation location relative to other utilities, Adhering to
these standards will reduce the likelihood that the project pipelines would afiect adjacent or sensitive arcas.
However, in areas where the groundwater 1able is elosc to the pipeline, additional measures may be needed
1o protect groundwater guality, including more robust pipe joint details, use of fusible C-900/903 pipe
sections, pipe wrap, or cathodic protection.

Mitigation Measure 14-4b: Locate the pump station system above the [00-year {loodptain and nse bolt-down
covers for sewer manholes which are within the 100-year floodplain

Since the adjacent Dry Creek has a history of flooding, the gravity collection and transmission portions of
the wastewaler system should be located outside of the proposed limits of the 100-year floodplain and
require the use of bolt-down covers on manholes, to avoid co-mingling of wastewater with Creek flows
during periods of flooding, The elevations used for this evaluation should be based on a sile-specific
hydrologic evaluation 10 ensure that the most current floodplain clevation is used.

Mitigation Measure 14-4c: Install an emergency generator and fucl storage with adequate spill containment
for extended operation

In the event that the onsite waslewater pump station were to lose electrical power, gravity collection of
wastcwatcr would continue to be direeted to the pump station, but flows would not he conveyed to Dry
Creek WWTP. Under this condition, wastewater flows would back up inte the pravity collection system and
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could potentially ovenop the waslewater pump station wel well and/or associated system manholes. To
reduce the potential for this o occur, an emergency generator with sufficient quantities of fucl will be
located adjacent to the wastewater pump station to provide dedicated electrical power. The fuel storage will
be contigured to provide secondary containment in the event ot a tank rupture to avoid fuel spills. With
implementation of these mitigation measures, impacts on groundwater and surface water quality resulting
from accidental wastewater discharge would be reduced to a less-than-significant level.

Significance after Mitigation:
Less than Significant

Impict 14-5 Tnereased demand on wastewater treatment system. This impact is considered Pﬂ!érr!iﬂﬂy
Significant.

Findings:

Changes or alterations have been required in, or incorporated into, the praject that avoid the significant
environmental effect as identified in‘the Final BIR.

Explanation:

Sewer treatment would be provided by the City of Roscville and the existing treatment facilitics are in compliance
with requirements of the RWQCB and should not require expansion as a result of the proposed project. The sewage
generated by this profect would be typical of residential developments and is not cxpected to cause the existing
facilitics to exceed existing NPDES requirements. The Plan Area was included within the 2005 service arca
boundery for the Dry Creek WWTP, and the service area boundary will only direct 14.8 mgd to the Dry Creek
WWTP, which is below the Dry Creck WWTP pennitied maximum discharge limit of 18 mgd. Therefore, there is
sufticient capacity at the Dry Creek WWTP 10 serve the Plan Arca.

Mitigation Measures:
Mitigation Measure 14-5a: All new development in the Specific Plan arca shall comply with General Plan
Policy 4.D.2, which requires written certification from the service provider that either existing services are
available or necded improvements will be made prior to occupancy to meet wastewater demands of the
Specific Plan.
Commitments from the wastewater treatment provider ta receive anticipated flows from the specific plan
area at the Dry Creek WWTP shall be secured by Placer County prior 1o County approval of improvement
plans for wastewater collection and transmission infrastructurc,
Significance after Mitigation:

Less than Significant

Impact 14-6  Increased demand for recycled water for nonpotable water use. This impaet is considered
Potentiatly Significant.

Findings:

Changes or alterations have been required in, or incorporated into, the project that avoid the signiticant
environmental cffect as identified in the Final CIR.
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Explanation:

Although it 15 estimated that there would be adequate recyeled water supply from the Dry Creck WWTP 1o meet
both average annual and peak day demand, the maximum amount of water available to the Plan Area potentially,
would be limited to the amount of effluent delivered to the Dy Creek WWTP. This amount of water is tnsulficient
to meet the irrigation demands of the Plan Area, which would necessitate the use of potable water for ireigation
regardless of whether recycled water is made available. [t is proposed that recycled water allecable to Riolo
Vineyards be transferred 10 the Placer Vineyards Specific Plan area to assist in meeting that project’s reeycled water
demand. Accordingly, the project does not propose the extension of recycled water conveyance inlrastructire within
the Plan Areca, although such infrastructure has been analyzed in the EIR. In the event that recycled water
infrastrocture is constructed along the Dry Creek corridor, the following mitigation measure would apply.
Mitigation Measures:

Mitigation Measure 14-6a: Implement Mitigation Measure 14-4a (Design onsite and offsite
pipelines to have watertight joints in accordance with Placer County standards)

Mitigation Measure 14-44 should be implemented if the recycled watcr line is located along Dry Creek. This
mitigation measurc applies to the construction of the planned recycled water force main it is located along
Dry Creek rather than aleng Walerga Road and through the main east/west cotlector roadway. If the pipeline
carrving recycled water is located along Dry Creek, and a line break were to oceur, the potential for
discharge of reeveled water into Dry Creek would be higher due to the proximity of the line to Dry Creck.
Significance after Mitigation:
Less than Significant
Impact 14-7 Increased demand for electrical supply. This impact is considered Less rhan Significant.
Findings:

Under CEQA, no mitigation measures are required for impacts that are less than significant. (Pub. Resources Code,
§ 21002; CEQA Guidelines, §§ 15126.4, subd. (a)}(3), 15061.)

Explanation:

Electric service would be provided by SMUD. The projected electric energy use for the proposed project at buildout
is cstimated to be 7,077 MWH/yr. At present, SMUD does not anticipate any supply issues that would impact this
level of service.

Mitigation Measures:

No mitigation measurcs are required.

Significance affer Mitigation:

This Impact is less than significant without mitigation.

Impact 14-8 Increased demand on the electrical distribution network. This impact is considered Lesy thas
Significani.

Findings:

Linder CEQA, no mitigation measures are required for impacts that are Iess than significant. (Pub. Resources Code,
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'§ 21002; CEQA Guidelines, §§ 15126.4, subd. (a)(3}, 15091.)

Explanation:

In general, SMUD has sufficient regional clectric facilitics to serve the project. SMUD has indicated that the initial
development withio the Plan Arca could be served by existing supply infrastructure. Full development of the
proposed project would require development of a new substation by SMUT). The Applicant proposes to provide to
SMUD a half-acre site with the Plan Arca to accommodate the new SMUD substation. As a result, the capacity to
handle increased demand on the electrical distribution netweork from the proposed praject would be less than
significant.

Mitigation Mcasures:

No mitigation measures are required.

Significance after Mitigation:

This Impact is less than significant without mitigation.

Iinpact 14-9 Tnercased demand for natural gas supply. This impuct ts considered Less than Significant,

FYindings:

Under CEQA, no mitigation measures are required for impacts that are less than significant. (Pub. Resources Code,
§ 21002; CEQA Guidelines, §§ 15126.4, subd. (a)3), 15091 )

Explanation:

Natural gas service would be provided by PG&E. The estimated natural gas demard at buildout for the
proposed project is 56.754 cubic feel per hour. At this time PG&E does not anticipate any supply 1ssues
that would impact this level of service As a result, the impact of increased demand for natural gas supply
would be less than significant.

Mitigation Measures:

No mitigation measures are required.

Signilicance after Mitigation:

This Impact is l¢ss than significant without mitigation.

Impact 14-10 Increased demand on the natural gas distribution network. This impact is considered Less than
Significant.

Findings:

Under CEQA. no mitigation measures are required for impacts that are less than significant. {Pub. Resources Code,
§ 21002; CEQA Guidelines, §§ 15126.4, subd. (a){3), 15091.)

Explanation:

Since two medium-sized pipelines exist adjacent to the praject, no offsite gas extensions are anticipated. Asa
result, the impacts ol increased demand on the natural gas distribution pipeiine would be {ess than signilicant.
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Mitigation Mceasores:

Mo mitigation measures are required.

Significance after Mitigation:

This fmpact is less than significant without mitigation.

Impact 14-11 Increased demand for existing public parks and recrealional facilities for new residents in
project-level parcels. This impact is considerced Less than Significant.

Findings: -

Under CEQA, no mitipation measures are required for impacts that are less than significant. (Pub. Resources Code,
§ 21002: CEQA Guidelines, §§ 15126.4, subd. (a)(3), 15091.)

Explanation:

Policy 5.A.3 of the Placer County General Plan requires the provision of 5 acres of parkland and 5 acres of open
space per 1,000 residents. Upon agreement between the County and Specific Plan developers, in-lieu fecs may be
stipulated for a poition of this requirement. As identified in the FIR, the proposed project would meet the County’s
requirements for park lacilities. All recreational facilities inciuded in the proposed project would be open to the
public and create recreational opportunities [or nearby communities. Therefore, the proposed project’s impacts to
recreational facilitics would be less than significant.

Mitigation Measures:

No mitigation measures are required.

Significance after Mitigation:

This Impact is less than significant without mitigation.

Impact 14-12 Increased demand for public schools. This impact is constdered Significant,
Findings:

Changes or alterations have been required in, or incorporated into, the project that avoid the signiticant
environmental effect as identified in the Final EIR.

Explanation:

The Plan Arca is located within the jurisdiction of Center Unified Schoo! District. Since the passage of state
legislation on developer fees (i.e., 5B 50 and Proposition 1A), mitigation 15 limited by state law (o the statutory
developer fee procedures, so no additional mitigation is identified. This impact would be considered less than
significant, provided that the developer pay the statutorily required school impact fees.
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Mitigation Measures:
Miligation Mceasnre 14-12a: Pay statufory school impaet fees

The statutory schael impact fee shall be paid to help lund new school facilities for students who would live in the
Plan Arca.

Significance after Mitigation:

lL.ess than Significant

Impact 14-13 Increased demand for fire protection services for prbjcct-lcve] parcels. This impact is
considered Potentially Significant,

Findings:

Changes or alterations have been required in, or incorporated into, the project that avoid the significant
-environmental effect as identified in the Final EiR.

Explanation:

The addition of new residents in both project- and program-level parcels would increase the need for additional fire
protection resources. Development within the Specific Plan proposes to fund thesc additional positions. With
impletnentation of this mitigation, impacts related to fire protection on projeci-level parcels would be less than
significant.

Mitigation Measures:
Mitigation Measure 14-13a: Fund additional fire protection staff to maintain required staffing ratios

The stafting ratios contained in Table 14-14 of the EIR shall be maintained (or the Specific Plan area,
concurrent with demand, during all phascs of development. The Applicant shall be required to establish a
special benefit assessment district or other funding mechanism to assure adequate funding for the ongoing
maintenance and operation of fire protection and related services, with funding responsibilities imposed on
residential and commercial properties within the Specific Plan area, including the costs {or services required
to satisfy Placer County Fire Department staffing requirements set forth above. The funding mechanism
shall be subject to the prior review and approval of Placer County, and shail be approved by the affectled
landowners prior to recordation of the first final subdivision map. 1t shall be maintamed until such time as
the County deternmines that property tax revenues are adequate to maintain the required statfing.

Significance after Mitigation:

Less than Significant

Impact 14-14 Increased demand for police protection services and law enforcement facilities resulting from
increased population, which could cause or contribute to safety issues and crime. This impact is
considered Significant.

Findings:

Changes or allerations have been required in, or incorporated into, the project that avoid the significant
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environmenial effect as identified 1 the Final EIR.
Fxplanation:

Development of the Specific Plan would necessitale additional staffing and equipment for the Placer County
Sheriff’s Department to serve the proposed project. Without the additional personnel, equipment and resources,
appropriate law enforcement service may be impaired. Implementation of proposed mitigation measures would
reduce impacts on police protection services and law enforcement facilities required 10 protect pubiic safety in the
Pian Arca and vicinity to a less-than-significant level.

Mitigation Measures:

Mitigation Measure 14-14a: Provide funding for additional lvw enforecment personnel and equipment to
serve the Plan Area

The staffing ratios contained in Table 14-15 ol the EIR, or ratios as otherwise approved by the Board of
Supervisors, shall be maintained for the Specific Plan area. The Applicant shall be required to establish a
special benefil assessment district or olher funding mechanism to assure adequale funding for the ongoimg
mainienance and operation of law enforcement services, with funding responsibilities imposed on residential
and commercial properties within the Specific Plan area, including the costs for services required to satisly
the staffing standards set forth above and General Plan standards now in existence or as later amended. The
funding mechanism shatl be subject to the prior review and approval of Placer County.

Mitigation Measurc [4-14b: Implcment Crime Prevention throupgh Environmental Design in cooperation
with the lacer County Sherifi®s Department

Potential crime problems dealing with circulation systems and structures may be reduced by utilizing the
concepts of Crime Prevention Through Environmental Design. Development design shall consider the eflect
on features that could encourage crintnal activity and werk to eliminate such features. Coordination with the
Sheriff's Department shall be required during design stages of all developiment within the Plan Area.
Approval of [inal subdivision maps shall require Sheriff"s Department review, including written approval,
relating to safety in design

Significance after Mitigation:
[¢ss than Significant

Impact 14-15 Increased demand for solid waste hauling and disposal, This impact is considerced Less than
Significant.

Findings:

Under CEQA, no mitigation measures are required for impacts that are less than significant. (Pub. Resources Code,
§ 21002; CEQA Guidelines, §§ 15126.4, subd. (a)(3), 15091}

Explanation:

The Western Regional Sanitary Landfill, operated by the Western Placer Waste Management Authority, would
provide residential and commercial garbage service, debris box service, and blucbag recycling to residents and
businesses in the proposed Plan Arca. Adequate landfill capacity exisis to serve the Plan Area.
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Mitigation Mceasures:

No mitigation measures are required.

Signiftcance after Mitigation:

This Impact 13 less than significant without mitigation.

Impact 14-16 Increased need for additional library services. This impact is considered Less than Significant.
Findings:

Under CEQA, no mitigation measures are required for impacts that are Jess than significant. (Pub. Resources Code,
§ 21002, CEQA Guidelines, §§ 151264, subd. (a){3), 15091.)

Explanation:
No libraries are proposed as part of the proposed project. A 23.500-square-foot library is planned to be constructed
within the ncarby Placer Vineyards, which is focated west of the proposed Plan Area. The Plan Arca will provide |
{funding for library services and facilities.
Mitigation Measures:
No mitigation measures are required.
" Significance after Mitigation:

This Impact is less than significant without mitigation.

Impact 14-17 Inereased demand for existing public parks and recreational facilities for new residents in
program-levcl parcels. This impact is considered Potentially Significant.

Findings:

Changes or alterations have been required in, or incorperated into, the project that avoid the significant
cnvirgnmiental effect as identified in the Final EIR.

FExplanation:

Development applications for each program-level parcel would be required to include parkland acreage in
accordance with County standards. At the County’s discretion, in-licu fees may be stipulated. In this event, the in-
lieu fees would be used for park improvemenis within the Dry Creck/West Placer Commumity Plan area. With
implementation of either of these options, inpacts on parks and recreation resulting from development of program-
level parcels would be less thun significant.

Mitigation Measures:

Mitigation Mcasure 14-17a: Dedicate parklands for program-level parcels in accordance with
County requirements

Lach development application for program-level parcels proposed for residentizl development shall include
parkland acreage in accordance with Counly standards, Currently, only the Frisvold and Lund parcels would
be expected to propose residential development requiring implementation of this mitigation measure. At the
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County’s discretion, in-licn fees may be stipulated. [n this event, the in-lieu fees wouid be used for park
improvements within the Dy Creek/West Placer Community Plan atea.

Although it cannot be puaranteed that project residents will not use facilities in Roseville and Sacramento
County, the proposed Specific Plan includes 10 acres of parkland and 123.9 acres of open space dedicated
for active and passive recreation, which meets or exceeds the County’s standard. Between recreational
facilities within the Specific Plan Area and the County’s facilities, such as the nearby Dry Creek Regional
Park, the Specific Plan Arca’s residents would be adequately scrved by the open space, park land, and
recreational facihitics and would make it more likely that the residents would not overuse existing park
facilities in surrounding areas and cause physical deterioration. In addition, sharing of facilities is viewed as
desirable in some respects, and is the reason trail networks in Sacramento County, Placer County, and
Roseville are to be connected.

Significance after Mitigation:
Less than Significant
L. HAZARDS AND HAZARDOUS MATERIALS

Impact 15-1 Accidental releases of hazardous materials or hazardous waste during construction due to
presence of construction-related hazardous materials. This impact is considered Potentially
Significant.

Findings:

Changes or alterations have been required in, or incorporated into, the project that avoid the significant
environmental ¢ficct as identified in the Final EIR.

Explanation:

Hazardous malerials could be used and stored in the Plan Area during construction. [ocal and state requirements
for interim storage of hazardous and flammable materials have been adopled 10 ensure proper use, storage, and
handling ol these malerials. Ensuring compliance with these regulations would reduce potential impacts from
accidental releases. With implementation of the specified mitigation measures, impacts would be reduced to a less-
than-significant ievel.

Mitigation Measures:
Mitigation Measure 15-1a: Comply with Placer County EHS and Fire Department requirements

Each phasc of construction within the Riolo Vineyard specific plan area shall comply with Placer County
EHS and Fire Department requirements for temporary storage of combustible/flammable liquids at
construction sites, These requirements include inspection to verify maintenance of a vegetation break and
identification of emergency shutoff valves and switches. [f clectrical connections are provided to these
facilities, the County will additionally require permilting through the County Building Department.

Mitigation Measure 15-1b: Comply with Placer County EHS requirements regarding releases of hazardous
materials '

Each future construction project within the Riolo Vincyard specific plan area shall comply with Placer
County EHS requirements for reporting releases of hazardous materials. [f a release of hazardous materials
should occur, it will be contained and immediately reported to the County EHS. impacted soil shall be
excavated and disposed as required by the agency with regulatory jurisdiction.
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. Significance after Mitigation:
Less than Signiticant

Impact 15-2 Release of hazardous materials or hazardous waste during construction due to existing site
conditions on project-related parccls. This impact is considered Potentially Significant.

Findings:

Changes or alterations have been required in, or incorporated into, the project that avoid the signilicant
environmental eflect as identified in the Final EIR.

Explanation:

Dhsturbance of on-site soils during construction could result in exposure to workers and the environment to
potentially contaminated soil. However, implementation of mitigation measures would reduce the impacts to a less
than significant level.

Mitigation Measares;
' Mitigation Mecasure 15-2a: Remediate contaminated properties in accordance with applicable regulations

Contamination found during construction is reported to EHS, which in turn confers with state oversight
agencies as nccessary for removal. [f near surface soil sampling and testing is conducted, a letter
documenting the sampling program and test results shall be submitted to the DTSC, and no construction
activities shall be initiated at the site until the D'TSC issues a letter authorizing such activities, which should
be based upon a risk assessment. Prior to Grading ot Improvement Plan approvai, the Apphcant shall
complete a risk assessment with DTSC and submit the results to EHS. The risk assessment shall address
future use as open space as well as removal of fill materials proposed for areas with past vineyard, orchard,
-or soil stockpile use. ‘

As discussed in Scetion 15.1.2 and presented in Tables 15-1 and 15-2, some preliminary removal of
contaminated materials of project-level parcels has already occurred and been documented. Additionally, an

~evaluation of possible pesticide contamination associated with past agricultural uses has been conducted
{Ramecon, 2007a, 2007b).

The potential for worker contact with hazardous materials and hazardous release of waste or materials at the
project-level parcels during construction activities would be subject to a risk assessment and appropriate
remediation, if necessary, or if not already completed. Prior to Final Map approval, the Applicant shall
complete and certify any remedial action required by DTSC. Remediation, il required, may include a range
of activities, including restrictions on use, soil excavation, disposal off the site, or encapsulation in
appropriate areas away from sensilive receplors.

Mitigution Measure 15-2b: Remove debris and report possible contamination to DTSC

Partial removal of debris has already occurred on certain parcels (Rarmcon, 2004a and 2005b). During future
constructicn, projects within the Riolo Vineyard specific plan area shall include removal of debris and
reporting of any possible contamination to DTSC in their constrection contracts.

Prior to initiating construction, all abandoned refuse on the site shall be removed and disposed of
appropriately. Construction contract specifications shall require that during the course of construction of any
individual project within the boundaries of the Riolo Vineyard Specific Plan, if cvidence of soil and/or
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groundwater contamination with hazardous material (i.c., seil staining, unusual odors) is encountered, the
Applicant shall stop work and immediately contact the DTSC and/or RWQUCB. 1f such a condition is
identificd, then (1) the condition shall be resolved (i.e., through soil excavation, remediation, covering, or
other method) to the satisfaction of D'TSC and/or the RWQCB, and (2) construction activities shall not
commence until the DTSC and/or RWQCB 1ssue a letter of authorizing such activities,

Mitigation Measure 15-2¢; Implement Preliminary Endangerment Assessment in accordance with
DTSC protocols

A Preliminary Endangerment Assessment (PEA) will be conducted in accordance with DTSC protocols

prior to grading or other earth-moving activities to address the potentially significant health and

environmental risks assuciated with the current concentrations of arsenic detected in the soils assessments

conducted for the project site that are above the most recently developed PRGs. DTSC will evaluate the

PEA as part ot the Voluntary Cleanup Agreement and provide additional project-specific requirements.
Mitigation Measure 15-2d: Obtain “No Further Action” letter from DTSC

Prior to grading and other earth-moving activitics, the Applicant shall obtain notice from DTSC that the
property in question does not require further investigation and action.

Mitigation Measure 15-2¢: ITmplement Mitigation Measure 15-2a {Remediate contaminated propertics in
accordance with applicable regulations)

Sipnificance after Mitigation:
Less than Significant

Impact 15-3 Potential hazards associated with unused wells. This impact is considered Porentially
Significant.

Findings:

Changes or alterations have been required in, or incorporated into, the project that avoid the significant
cnvironmental effiect as identified in the Final EIR.

Explanation:

All wells within the project-level parcels will be abandoned according to applicable standards. Proper closure of
these older wells of unknown construction according to local and state regulations would eliminate this impact,

Mitigation Measures:
Mitigation Measure 15-3a: Abandon onsite wells in accordance with local and state regulations

The Applicant shall ensure that unused wells on the site are ¢losed in accordance with local and state
regulations prior to initiating any construciion activities. A permit for well destruction shall be obtained
from the Placer County EHS and a licensed contractor shall perform the work, as required. The
abandonment of the onsite wells would need to oceur prior to occupancy of development within the project
phase comaining the well site in question.

Significance after Miligation:

1ess than Significant
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impact 15-4  Accidential releases of hazardous imaterials or hazardous waste during project operation. This
impact is considered Potestially Significant.

Findings:

Changes or altcrations have been required in, or incorporated into, 1he project that avoid the significant
cnvlmnmcntd] cffect as identified in the Fipal EIR.

Explanation:

Accidental relcases of hazardous materials and hazardous waste after construction could occur from onsite or offsite
sources. During the storage and/or use of chemical produets, the risk of an accidental release exists. However, bascd
on the types and quantitics of hazardous substances anticipated to be used, the risk of a relcase of a significant
guantity of hazardous substances on the Plan Area is considered minimal. By following local and state requirements
for the management of hazardous materials, the risk of a release of hazardous substances on the Plan Area would be
reduced (o a less-than-significant level.

Mitigation Measures:

Mitigation Measure 15-4a: Comply with requircments for ﬁllng of cmergency response and hazardous
matcrials sterage/containment [JIH ns

Conply with Placer County EIIS requirements for preparation and filing of Emergency Response Plans and
Hazardous Materials Storage and Containment Plans.,

All future developmoent within the boundaries of the Riolo Vineyard specific plan arca will comply with

EHS requirements for preparation and filing of Emergency Response Plans and Hazardous Materials
Storage and Containment Plans. These cequircments apply to any commercial business that stores an acutely
hazardous substance or 55 gallons and/or 30 pounds of a hazardous substance or 200 cubic feet of
combustible gas. These plans would be prepared under Article 80 of the Uniform Fire Code. Copics of these
documents must be provided to the Placer County Division of Environmental Health as the CUPA.

Mitigation Measure 15-4b: Comply with underground storage fank and aboveground storage tank
regulations of Placer County EHS and the RWQUCB

Comply wilh underground and abovepround storage tank regulations of the County EHS.

Any commercial busincsscs located within the boundaries of the Riolo Vincyard specific plan arca that have

underground storage tanks and/or aboveground storage tanks shall comply with the underground storage

tank regulations of Placer County and the aboveground storage tank regulations of the RWQUB.
Significance afier Mitigation:

Less than Significant

Impact 15-5 Potential health hazard caused by mosquitoes and other vectors. This impact is considercd
' Potentiaily Significam,

Findings:

Changes or alierations have been required in, or incorporated into, the project that avoid the significant
environmental effect as identified in the Final EIR.
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Explanation:

The Plan Area includes wetland, park, agricultural, and open space arcas that have the polential to become tocations
for mosquito breeding. [fnot managed properly, residents and businesses may be exposed 1o discases transmitted by
vectors such as mosquitoes. This is considered a potentially significant tmpact. The Placer Mosquito Abaternent and
Vector Control Dhstrict would be allowed to perform vecter control in all common areas of the proposed project in
perpetuity. These measures would reduce the resulting impacts to a less-than-significant level.

Mitigation Measures:

Mitigation Measure 15-5a: Aveid occurrence of standing water during construction (Proposed)
During construction, all grading shall be performed in a manner to prevent the occurrence of standing water
or other arcas suitable for breeding of mosquitocs and other disease vectors. Direct pumping and/or ditching
will be used to reduce  the amount of standing water or reducc the length of time water can stand in low
areas following rainfall events. The target helding peried is 72 hours, which is consistent with guidelines
being developed by the Placer County Mosquito Abatement and Vector Contrel District (Scott, 2007).

Mitigation Mceasure 15-5b: Grant access to Placer Mosquito Abatement and Vector Control
District for vector control

The Placer Mosquito Abatement and Vector Control District shall be granted access to perform vector
contro! in all common areas including drainage, open space corrider, und park areas in perpetuity. Such
access shall be a condition of approval of all tentative maps approved within the specific plan area.

Significance after Mitigation:
Less than Significant

Impact 15-6 Potentiz] health and safoty hazard caused by abandoned septic systems on project-level
parccls. This impact is considercd Potentially Significant.

Findings:

Changes or alterations have been required in, or incorporated into, the project that aveid the significant
environmental effect as identified in the Final EIR,

Explanation:

All existing septic systcms on project-level parcels would be abandoned and cxisting and future residents would be
provided sewer service. The presence of existing and praobable abandoned septic systems in the specific plan arca is
considered a potentally significant impact. Mitigation includes appropnate site-specilic evaluations of possible
septic systems conducted in accordance with County policy and the destruction of septic facilities in accordance
with state and Placer County regulations. This mitigation measure would reduce the impacts associated with onsite
septic systems on praject-level parccls to a less-than-significant level.

Mitization Measures:

Mitigation Measure 15-6a: Destroy existing septic systems in accordance with Placer County EHS
criteria

Site-specific cvaluation shall be conducted in accordance with County policy at each identified existing and
former dwelling area 1o identify surface indications and locations of septic tanks or cesspoals prior (o
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demolition of existing residences. [dentified seplic tanks shall be destroyed according o Placer County EHS
criteria prior to recordation of final smatll lot subdivision map lor the aflecied property. The locations of
existing septic systems shall be shown on the {inal small lot subdivision map to ensure that the septic systemn
remains with the associated parcel.

SBurface conditions shall be evaluated by Placer County EHS when the dwellings are vacated, and prior to
demolition of the structures regarding the possibility of previous site uses that may have included hazardous
matcrials that could have been disposed of in onsile wastewater disposal systems.

Tank or cesspool destruction shall be performed under permit with Placer County LS. Any required
remediation work shall be completed in accordance with state and IMacer County regulations prior to
recordation of a final small lot subdivision map for the affected property.

Significance after Mitigation:
Less than Significant

Impact 15-7 Potential bealth hazard caused by asbestos in older structures to be demolished. This impact is
considered Potentighly Sienificant,

Findings:

Changes or alterations have been rciuired in, or incorporated into, the project that avord the mgmhcam
cnvironmental effect as identified i the Final EIR.

Explanation:

The possible presence of asbestos-containing materials (ACMs) in the Plan Area is considered a potentially
significant impact. 1If ACMs are identified, mitigation of the potential hazards associated with ACMs would include
pre-demolition surveys performed by a Certilied Asbestos Consultant followed by proper removal and disposal
accomplished by a California licensed asbestos abatemcnt contractor, implementation of this mitigalion would
reduce the impacts associated with ACMs to a less-than-significant level.

Mitigation Measures:
Mitigation Measure 15-7a: Evaluate and abate ACMs in accordance with regulations

Surveys of structures that are planned for demolition during Specific Mlan development shall be conducted
by a Certificd Asbestos Consultant licensed with the California Department of Occupational Safety and
Health 1o determine i friable Regulated ACMs or non-friable ACMs are present within the structure
demulition arcas. This is required in order to oblain a demolition permit from the Placer County Building
Department. The Placer County Air Pollution Control District does not have delegation for Asbestos

* National Emission Standard for Hazardous Air Pollutants enforcement. Accordingly, asbestos notifications
will be sent to the 1.8, LPA Region LX and the California Air Resources Board. (Nishikawa, 2007). Any
regulated ACMs found in the investigated arcas shall be removed and disposed of by a California Yicensed
ashestos abalement contractor. All removal of ACMs shall be completed prior to recordation of final maps
for the affected property.

Significance after Mitigation:

Less than Signifwant
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Impact 15-8 Release of hazardous materials or hazardous waste during construction duc to existing site
conditions on program-level parcels. This impact is considered Potentinfly Significant.

Findings:

Changes or alterations have been required in, or incorporated into, the project that aveid the significant
environmental effect as identificd in the Final C1R.

Explanation:

- Program-level parcels have not been subjected 10 Phase 1 ESAs. Phase [ ESAs would be required prior to approval
of development on program-ievel parcels, and all appropriate remediation performed, if necessary, Additionally,
mitigation measures identified for release of hazardous materials or hazardous waste during construction due o
existing site conditions on project-level parcels would be required for program-level parcels. Tmplementation of
these mitigation measures would reduce the impacts to a less-than-significant level.

Mitigation Measures:

- Mitigation Measure 15-8a: Conduct Phase I Environmental Site Assessments on program-level parcels
proposcd for development, and comply with Placer County requirements for remediation, if required

For each program-level parcel proposed for development, properties not previously evaluated with a current
Phase T ESA may be required to complete an ESA determined by Environmental Health Services. [f past
uses are disclosed that could have resulted in persistent contamination, then soil sampling shall be conducted
within appropriate areas according to guidelines developed by the D'TSC Phase 11 Environmental Site
Assessment and/or equivalent protocol.

The site investigation including sampling shall be conducted by a California registered environmental
professional, performed with oversight from Placer County Eavironmental Iealth Services, in accordance
with applicable permits. As a result of soil investigation, a limited and restricted area of contamination may
be identified and judged suitable for simple removal. Ifthis is the case, remediation will be required to mect
state and County regulations. If a result of soil investigation, widespread residual concentrations ol
chemicals or other contaminants maybe identified at levels where they individually or in combination meet
or exceed U.S. EPA, Califormia EPA Preliminary Remediation Goals, or equivalent screening levels, a risk
assessment wiill be required. Risk assessments shall include a DTSC Preliminary Endangerment Asscssment
or no further action determination, or equivalent.

Any remedial action indicated by a risk assessment shall be completed and certiflied. Remediation shall
include u DTSC Remedial Action Workplan, or equivalent, and involve a range of aclivities, including deed
restrictions, soil excavation and offsite disposal, or encapsulation away from sensitive receptors in the
Specific Plan Area. -

Mitigation Measurc 15-8b: Implement Mitigation Measure 15-2a (Remediate contantinated properties in
accordance with applicable regulations)

Mitigation Measure 15-8¢: Implement Mitigation Measure 15-2b (Remove debris and report possible
contamination to Placer County EHS)

Significance after Mitigation;
Less than Significant

Impact 15-9 Potential health and safety hazard caused by abandoned septic systems on program-level
parcels. This impact is considered Pofentially Significant,
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Findings:

Changes or alterations have been required in, or incorporated into, the project that avoid the significant
cnvironmental etfect as identified in the Final EIR.

Explanation:

All existing scptic systems on program-level would be abandoned as landowners apply {or development permits.
Future residents of these parcels would be provided sewer service. The presence of exisling and probable
abandonced septic systems in the specific plan area is considered a potentially significant impact. Mitigation includes
appropriate site-specific evaluations of possible septic systems conducted by a gualilied professional and the
destruction of septic facilities in accordance with state and Placer Counly regulations. This mitigation measure
would reduce Ihe impacts associated with onsite septic systems to o less-than-significant level.

Mitigation Mcasures:

Mitigation Measure 15-9a: Destroy existing septic systems in accordance with Placer County EHS criteria on
prograi-level parcels when these lots receive development entitlements

Significance after Mitigation:
Less than Significant
X. GROWTH INDUCING IMPACTS

The CEQA Guidelines require an EIR to evaluate indirect or secondary eftects of a project, which inay include
growth-inducing effects. Section 15126(d) of the CEQA Guidclines states that a project could be considered growth
inducing if it could “foster economic or population growth, or the construction of additional housing, either directly
. of indirgctly, in the surrounding environment.” A development projeclt may have growlh-inducing potential if, for
example, it extends infrastruclure {e.g., water, sewer, roads) to undeveloped areas or increases the capacity of
existing infrastructure; promotes similar development to occer on adjacent parcels; increascs the arca’s housing
supply; of introduces new crployment to an area.

In the absence of other favorable conditions, however, i1 is unlikely that any onc of these components could induce
significant growth. A mix of economic, political, physical, and social factors vitimately determines the magnitude,
location, and timing of growth. Variables, including repicnal economic trends, housing demand, land availability
and cost, quality of infrastrecture and public services, proximity to employment centers, and regulalory
considerations, affect the way in which growth occurs, '

Growth Anticipated in the Dry Creelh/West Placer Community Plan

The Dy CreekWest Placer Community Plan provides for development of land within the Riolo Vincyard Specific
Plan area and within the Community Plan area. The development visions for the specific plan area expressed in the
Community Plan include low-density residential devetopment and two commercial centers, located along PFE Road
with its intersections with Watt Avenoe and Walerga Road. The proposed project would provide for a level of
growth beyond that anticipated In the Community Plan by allowing up to 933 dwelling unils, as opposed to (he
approximately 650 units envisioned in the Community Plan, This would introduce an unanticipated incrcase in
population of approximately 670 persons within the proposed project arca.

Small parcels of undeveloped or vacant land lie south of PFE Road, west of Watt Avenue, and within the Dry Creek
floodplain. The lands surrounding the proposed Plan Arca are currently undergoing rapid development. Except for
arcas within the 100-year floodplain of Dry Creek, surrounding lands are identificd for low-density residential
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development. The largest component of envisioned development identified for the immediately surrounding area in
the Community Plan is the Placer Vincyards Specific Plan area. As approved, Placer Vineyards will change the
character of the western portion of the Community Plan arca from rural to urban.

Current Constraints to Growth

As discussed in the EIR, there are few principal constraints to substantial new growih in the vicinity of the study
arca. Surrounding parcels are designated for Low-Lensity Developnient or other urban uses. Such land use
designations anticipate prowth; they do not provide a constraint 1o growth. Portions of the surrounding area rely on
individual septic systems. Waterand sewer pipelines serve portions of the Community Plan area from the west, up
to Walerga Road. Additional growth would require extensions of these services, including {depending on location)
annexation into PCWA’s Zone 1 and into the West Dry Creek {Basin 5A) service area of the Dry Creek Wastewater
Treatment Plant. These are modest constraints, as are the existing two-lane roadways in the Community Plan area
that cannot adequately suppott a substantial increase in traffic. Therefore, the present lack of infrastructure is not
considered a substantial constraint to growth.

Removal of Growth Constraints

If the Appiicant constructs the necessary infrastructure to extend water, sewer, gas and electricity to support the
specific plan area, the modest constraint to growth afforded by lack of water and sewer service would be removed.
More substantively, if planned improvements to roadways surrounding ihe Plan Area are constructed, the additional
capacity of improved roadways would remove a constraint to growth.

XL. PROJECT ALTERNATIVES

These findings address whether the various alternatives lessen or avoid any of the significant unavoidable impacts

associated with the project and consider the feasibility of each alternative. Under CEQA, ““*(f)easible’ means

capable of being accomplished in a successful manner within a reasonable period of time, taking into account

economic, environmental, legal, social, and technelogical factors.” (CEQA Guidelines § 15364.) The concept of

- feasibility permits agency decisionmakers to cousider the extent to which an altcrnative is able to meet some or all

“of a project’s abjectives. In addition, the definition of feasibility encompasses desirability to the extent that an

- ageney’s determination of infeasibility represents a reasonable balancing of competing economic, environmental,
social, and technoiogical factors.

As stated in Section 15126.6(a) of the CEQA Guidelines, the primary intent of the alternatives evaluation in an EIR
is to:
*...describe a range of reasonable alternatives to the project, or to the location of the projeet, which would
feasibly attain most of the basic objectives of the project but would avoid or substantially lessen any of the
significant cffects of the project, and evaluate the comparative merits of the aliemalives.”

The feasibility of an alternative may be detcrmined based on a variety of factors including, but not limited to, site
suitability, cconomic viability, availability of infrastructure, General Plan consistency, other plans or regulatory
limitations, jurisdictional boundaries, and site accessibility and control {CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6(0)(1)).

The Board of Supecrvisers has considered the Project Alternatives presented and analyzed in the EIR and presented
during the comment period and public hearing process. Some of these Altematives have the potential to avoid or
reduce certain significant or potentiaily significant environmental impacts, as sct forth below. The Board of

- Supervisors finds, based on specific cconomic, tegal, soeial, technological, or other considerations, that these
Alternatives are infeasible and/or would not satisfy project objectives (either in whole or significant part}. Each
Alternative and the facts supporting the finding of infeasibility of each Alternative are st forth below.
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A, ALTERNATIVES CONSIDERED AND DISMISSED FROM FURTHER CONSIDERATION

Consisteni with CEQA, primary conslderation was given to alternatives that would reduce significant impacts while
still meeting most of Lthe project objectives, Those alternatives that would have impacts identical to or more severe
than the project, or that would not meet most of the project objectives (either in whole or in sigmificant part), were

- rejected from further consideration. Alternatives exceeding the signilicance thresholds for the aforementioned issue
arcas would not substantially lessen any significant environmental impacts identificd in the EIR and were rejected
from further analysis.

i. Onmnsite Alicrnatives

The significant impacts of the proposed project are associated with a change in land vsc and associated changes in
the visual character of the Plan Area, fill in the loodplain, increased traffic and an associated deerease in air quality
and increase in noise, and current lack of adequate school capacity to meet the needs of projecied residents.

The County worked to identify onsite alternatives that would avoid or substantially lessen any of these significant
effects. The efforts centered on reducing the project footprint, avoiding fill in the floodplain, and decreasing the
density within the Plan Area. A reduction in density of 50 percent of the proposed project was considered, but
eliminated because it would not be likely to produce enough revenue to construct the required water, sewer,
recycled water and roadway infrastructure, or provide sufficient revenue for the maintenance of public open-space
areas and park facilities, infrastructure, and public services. Given that the Plan Area lies between two roadways
destined to become major arterials, Watt Avenue and Walerga Road, the Plan Area is a good candidate for more
dense development in accordance with the Sacramento Arca Council of Government’s Bluepring for Regional
Growth, and a substantially reduced density alternative beyond those analyzed in the EIR would not be consistent
with those principles. ’

3 Offsite Alternatives

The West Placer/Dry Creek Conmunity Plan identifics the Plan Area for future residential and commercial uses,
and requires that a Specific Plan be prepared prior to approving development. There are no remaining arcas-within
the Community Plan arca that could feasibly accommodate a project of this size. One of the objectives identified in
the Rigla Vineyards Specific Plun is to conform to the Placer County General Plan and Dryy Creck/West Placer
Community Plan, which designate the proposed project area for urban development. Development outside of the
Community Plan area would not achicve the goals and policies of the Community Plan, and would instcad amount
to a reconsideration of the long range planning decision the Community Plan represents.

CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6(f{2){A) statcs that the key question and first step in analysis is whether any of
the significant effects of the project would be avoided or substantially lessened by putting the project in another
location. Only locations that would avoid or substantially lcsscn any of the significant effects of the project need be
considered for inclusion in the EIR. Develapment of the project at an alternative site would include the same uses
and, therefore, many of same effects would still occur. An alternative location would generally displace, but not
necessarily eliminate, the impacts identified for the Project.

The significant and unavoidable environmental impacts of the project on air quality and loss of agricultural land
would not be avoided if the project were located at an abternative location. The Plan Area is located in an area
served by existing regional infrastructure and arterial roadways, and is located adjacent to existing urban
development in Sacramento County, as well as existing and planned urban arcas within Placer County.
Development of the proposed project at an alternative Jocation within Placer County would requite the extension of
additional infrastructure and public services compared to the project site, and would not represent an efficienl use of
exisling public investments. 1n addition, an offsite alternative would require an expansion of urban uses (o areas
within Placer County that arc designated under the General Plan for agricultural use ot to areas unsuitable for
development compared to the project site due to environmental or habitat constraints. For these reasons, an offsie
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alternative was not idemiiled i this Draft FIR.
B. ALTERNATIVES CONSIDERED IN THE EIR

The EIR provides a comparative analysis of the merits of alternatives to the proposed project pursuant to Section
15126.6 of the state CEQA Guidelines, as amended. The purpose of the alternatives analysis i1s to explain
potentially feasible ways to avoid or minimize signiticant effects of the project. According to the CEGA Guidelines,
the EIR need only examine in detail those alternatives thal could feasibly meet most of the basic objectives of the
project. When addressing feasibility, the CIIQA Guidelines Section 15126.6 states that “among the factors that may
be taken inta accouni when addressing the feasibility of alternatives are site suitabihity, economic viablity,
availability of infrastructure, general plan consistency, jurisdictional boundaries, and whether the applicant can
reasonably acquire, control or otherwisc have aceess to alternative sites.” The CEQA Guidelines also specify that
the alternatives discussion should not be remote or speculative, and need not be presented in the same level of detail
as the assessment of the proposed projcct. -

Therelore, based on the CEQA Guidelines, several factors need to be considered in determining the range ol
alternatives to be analyzed in an EIR and the level of analytical detail that should be provided for each alternative.
These factors imclude: {1} the nature of the significant impacts of the proposed project; {2} Lhe ability of allernatives
to avoid or lessen the significant impacts associated with the project; {3) the ability of the altermatives to meet the
objectives of the project; and (4} the feasibility of the alternatives. These factors would be unique for each project.
These considerations narrowed the altematives for analysis in the EIR to thosc described below. This analysis
primarily evaluaies alternatives for their ability to eliminate or substantially reduce residual (post-miligation)
impacts or effeets atiributed to the proposed project and the impacts of mitigation measures.

The No Project Alternative is comprised of two sub-alternatives:

s Alternative 1 A: No Development Alternative
s  Alernative |B: Community Flan Development Alternative

Three additional project alternatives, described below, were selected to represent the range of project oplions for
purposes of cvaluating cnvirommental impacts. In addition to the No Project Alternatives, project alternatives
include the following:

» Altcroative 2: Floodplain Frneroachment Avoidance Alternative
¢« Aliernative 3; Reduced Density Allemative
»  Alternative 4: Clustered Develepment Alternative

Alternatives 2, 3, and 4 analyzed in the EIR were considered as potenlially feasible scenarios for diffcrent
development af the site. Together with the two No Project sub-altematives, the analyses capture 2 reasonable range
of site altcrnatives, from continuation of the existing conditions to other development that might reasonably occur.

1. Alternative 1A - No Dievelopment Alternative

Description

CEQA requircs the ¢cvaluation of the comparative impacts of the "No Project” alternative, (CEQA Guidelines
Section 15126.6{e)1}}. The No Development Alternalive describes an altermative in which no develapment would
occur on the project site and the uses on the site would remain the same as under existing condilions. Under the No
Development Alternative, the project site would likely continue to be used for agricultural production and open
space. The site-specitic impacts of the No Development alternative arc best described by the existing conditions
presented in the environmental setiing sections of the EIR.
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Analysis of the Alternative's Ability to Reduce Significant Unavoidable Project Impacts

The No Development alternative would produce no changes on the project site. effectively eliminating those praject
impacts discusscd in the FIR, Becanse the site would remain in its current condition, there would be no
environmental impacts associated with introducing buildings and people inlo an area that is currently undeveloped.
There would be no proposed cancelation of a Williamson Act contract, Under the No Development Alternative,
there would be no change in the existing visual environment. No light sources would be created and therc would be
‘no change to the existing visual character of the project site. There would be no increase in air pollutants associated
with project constriction nor an increase in pollutants associated with more vehicles accessing the area. The loss of
productive agricultural land would not oceur. There would be no increase in noisc associated with project
construction and/or any noise impacts associated with futere operational activities. Greenhouse gas emissions that
could contribute to global warming would remain the same. Under this alternative, the number of vehicles accessing
the site would not change; thercfore, there would be ne operational impacts to the surrounding roadway network or
freeway.

2. Alternative 1B - Cominunity Plan Development Alternative

Descripfion

Section 15126(e) of the CEQA Guidelines also refers to analysis of “what would reasonably be expected to pecur in
the foreseeable future if the project was not approved based on current plans and consistent with available
infrastructure and community services.” As a result of the existing Dry Creel/West Plucer Community Plan land
use designations applicable to the project site, it is anticipated that development on the project site would be
reasonzbly expected to occur in ihe foresecable future if the proposed project were not approved.

Under this alternative, the Plan Area would be built out under the permitied conditions described in the Community
Plan. The Community Plan designates porlions of the project sile as Low Diensity Residential (LDR), Open Space,
and Commercial, and notes the nced for cemetery expansion. It identifies about 230 vpland acres for LDR uses.
This alternative assumes that 630 LDR lots could be developed on approximately 230 upland acres within the Plan
Area under the existing Conumunity Plan. This alterpative assumes that the minimum lot size standards and the
density transfer provisions of ihc Community Plan (sce Community Plan pages 41 and 46) would be applicd to
development on the project site.

Analysis of the Altermative's Ahility to0 Reduce Significant I'navoidable Project Impacis

This alternative is environmentally superior to the proposcd project in most respeets. I would, by delinttion, meet
the project objectives related to implementing the County’s General Plan and Dry Creek/West Placer Community
Plan. It would meet many but not all of the Applicant’s objectives as well. It would not fully meet the following
objectives: preservation of agricultural uses, enhancement of trail connectivity, enhancement of smart growth
principles and the Sacramento Area Council of Government's Blugprint for Kegtonal Growih, and providing a full
range of housing densities and product choices, including medium and high density residential development.

This Alternative would convert existing land use designated Open Space to urban fand uscs, in a similar but less
intense manner than the proposed project. The alternative would devote less acreage for residential units (230 acres)
and more acreage for commercial uses (26.1 acres) than the proposed project (265.6 acres lor residential units and
7.5 for acres for commerctal uses). The combined acreage of both residential and commercial uses for the
Communily Plan Development Aliernative would be 256.1 acres, which is 7.5 ucres less than the combined acreage
of residential and commercial uses for the proposed project {273.1 acres). Impacts relaled to conversion of land use
from agricultural and open space to urban uses would be less than significant under this alternative, although
Alternative 1B would not incorporate Agricultural-10 parcels where agricultural uses would be continued, as would
the proposed project.
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Under this Alternative, temporary and long-lerm visual impacts duc to construction would be similar but likety not
last as long as under the propescd project, since the number of dwelling units under this Alternative would be
reduced by approximately 30 percent. View obstruction and change to landscape character for motorists on adjacent
roadways as well as visual intrusion and adverse change in visual character due to new residences in views from
Roseville Cemetery would also be similar.

This Alternative would gencrate approximately 837 fewer weekday daily trips than the proposed project. Overall,
the impacts o transportation would be less than the proposed project. However, even with mitigation similar to that
identificd for the proposed project, impacts to lransportation and circulation under this Alternative would still likely
be significant.

Construction of this Alternative would be expected o gencrate fewer emissions over the full duralion of the
construction aclivities and would be expected to generate the same or fewer cmissions during the peak day of
construction. Similar to the proposed project, short-term construction impacts would likely be signilicant. During
operations, this Alternative would generate 837 fower trips than the proposed project because, although there would
be approximately 30 percent fewer lots, the increase in commercial land use would provide additional trips as
compared to the commercial trips generated by the proposcd project. ‘This Alternative would gencrate
approximately § percent fewer criteria pollutant emissions. Assuming these reductions in emission sources, the
operational emissions of NOX, ROG, and CO would still be significant.

Alternative 1B would generate 837 fewer irips than the proposed project. Therefore, noise levels due to the trips
to/from the Plan Arca can reasonably be cxpected to be less than for the proposed project. Mitigation measures
identified for the proposed project would be applicable to Alternative [B. Noise impacts would be less than
sipnificant, unlike the proposed project. With respect (0 noise, Allernative 1B would result in a lesser degree of
impact than the proposed project.

3, Alternative 2 - Floodplain Encroachment Avoidance Alternative

Description

Under Alternative 2, development would not encroach into the floodplain. The six Agricultural Residential parecis
under the proposed project would not be developed, and thus this alternative would not provide for management of
this portion of the project site for agricultural use. With the exception of the loss of these & proposed units and the
Dry Creck Class | trail system proposed under the project, the level of development would remain the same under
Alternative 2, resulting in a land plan with a greater density of development on a per-acre basis than under the
proposed project. In addition, Allernative 2 would limit internal site cornectivity by omitting the proposed crossing
of the Southern Tributary of Dry Creck.

Analkysis of the Alternative's Ability to Reduce Significant Unaveidable Project Impacis

Alternative 2 would convert existing land use designated Open Space to urban land uses, in a similar but less
intense manner than the proposed project. Compared to the proposed project, this alternative would construct the
same number of dwelling units on 30 percent tewer acres, resulting in higher density. Alternative 2 would create
38.5 acres of agricultural land use, as compared to 91,1 acres of agriculture and Agricultural-10 land uses under the
proposed project, and would provide a 83 percent increase In land devoted to open space and recreation purposes,
{Landscape corridor acreages are not caleulated in open space and recreation uses for the proposed project.) This
alternative would be simiiar to the proposed project with respect to compatibility of the Plan Area with adjacent
uses and would better implament the vision of the West Places/'Div Creek Comprunity Plan with respect to allowing
no development in the floadplain, but would not preserve most existing agriculture nor would it provide as much
opportuaitics for agriculture as the proposed project. Permanent loss of farmland, and the Williamson Act Contract
cancellation, would be significant and unavoidable impacts of Alternative 2 (similar to (the proposed project). With
respect to land use, Alternative 2 would result in a greater degree of impact than the proposed project.
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Under Alternative 2, temporary and long=term visual impacts due to construction would be similar to the proposed
project. View obstruction and change to landscape character for motorists on adjacent roadways as weli as visual
intrusion and adverse change in visual character due to new residences in views from Rosevilie Cemetery would
also be similar, assuming that new public access 10 open space comparable to that identified under the proposed
project would be provided.

Alternative 2 would generate approximately 72 fewer weckday daily trips than the proposed project. Duc to the
change in connectivity internal to this alternative, there would be approximately 700 more trips using the middle
half of PFE Road between Watl Avenue and Walerga Road. Some of these trips would be additional turning
maovements at the Walt Avenue/PFE Road intersection. At the Watt Avenue end of PFE Road, thiere would be
approximalely 900 more trips, because vehicles traveling nonh on Watt Avenue would travef along PFE Road to
enter 1he site, rather than using a Watt Avenue entrance to get to internal connector roads. Approximately 200 of
these trips are included in the 700 trips on PFE Road described above, and the rest would be entering the western
portion of the sile lrom PFE Road. Other roadway and intersection impacts during project operation would be
nearly the same as for the proposed project. Overall, the impacts to transportation would be sunilar, Even wiih
mitigation similar to that 1dentified for the proposed project, impacts to transporiation and circulation under Lhis
alternative would still be signiticant, especially under cumulative conditions, similar to the proposed project.

Under Alternative 2, the level of construction activity would likely be similar to the proposed project, since the
same number of units would be constructed. Therefore construction of this alternative would be expected to
gencrate similar emissions over the full duration of the construction activities. Similar to the proposed project,
short-term construction impacts would likely be significant. During operations, Alternative 2 would gencerate 72
fewer trips than the proposed project. This is not substantially different from the propesed project {Iess than |
percent). Since the number of dwelling units, new vehicle trips and arca sources would all expected 10 be similar to
the proposed project, Alternative 2 would result in similar emissions as the proposed project during project
operalion.

Alternative 2 would generate 72 fewer trips than the proposed praject. Therctore, noise levels due to the trips
to/from the Plan Arca can reasonably be expected to be similar. Mitigation measures identificd or the proposed
project would be applicable to Allernative 2. Noise impacts would be significant, similar 1o the proposed project.

4. Alternative 3 — Reduced 1}ensity Alternative

Description

Alternative 3 assumes that residential land uses would be reduced in density as compared to the proposed project,
but that development would cceur within the same land are as proposed under the project. Residential land uses
would be 62 percent of the proposed project within approximately. the same footprint. This alternative was
formulated 1o lessen or avoid the significant traflic impacts of the proposed project by reducing the amount of
development. It would also reduce several of the project impacts related to air quality and noise. All residential
products would be single-family housing except for the high-density residential arca in the southwest comer of the
Plan Area, which would satisfy the County’s affordable housing requiremcnts. The six Agricultural-10 parcels
proposed under the proposed project would not be allowed, and thus would not be managed for agricultural vse.
Other features of the proposed project would remain under Alternative 3, although the acreage of improved park
facilities within the project site would be reduced as a result of the reduction in population under this alternative.

Analysis of the Alternative's Ability to Reduce Significant Unavoidable Project Impacts

Alternative 3 would convert existing land use designated Open Space to urban uses, in a similar but lcss intense and
less dense manner than the proposed project. The alternative wonld result in slightly more land developed for
residential units due to a reduction in park acreage and landscape corridors, as compared to the proposed project.
[mpacis related 1o permanent loss of farmland, and the Williamson Act Contract cancellalion would remain
significant under this allernative, and would be morc scvere than under the proposed project because of the
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proposed Agriculivral-10 parcels under the proposed project.

Under Alternative 3, temporary and long-term visual impacts due 10 construction would be similar but likely not last
as long as under the proposed projeet, since the nwnber of dwelling units under this alternative would be reduced by
approximately 30 percent. View obstruction and change 10 landscape character for motorists on adjacent roadways
as well as visua! intrusion and adverse change in visual character due to new residences in views from Roseville
Cemetcty would also be simnilar, assuming coinparable open space access, landscape sethacks on adjoining roads,
preservation of onsite open space, and other similar features ol the proposed project.

Alternative 3 would generate approximately 2,515 fower trips than the propesed projeet. Constraction traffic
impacts would be less because there would be less development under this altemative, With approximately 20
pereent fewce trips than the proposed project, roadway and intersection impacts during project operation would be
iess severe than the proposed project. Overall, the impacts to transportation would be less than the proposed project.
Howcver, even with mitigation similar to that identified for the proposed project, impacts to transportation and
circulation under this alternative would still be significant, especially under cumulative conditions. With respect to
transportation and circuiation, Alternative 3 wonld result in a lesser degree of impact than the proposed project.
With fewer dwelling units, it would contribute less to the traffic CIP to make transportation improvements that are
needed on a cumulative basis with or without the proposcd project.

Under Alternative 3, the length of construction activity would likely be less than for the proposed project. This is
because fewer units would be consiructed. The peak construction period could have the same level of aclivity or
less than the proposed project. Similar to the proposed projeet, short-lerm construction itmpacts would likely be
significant. During operations, Alternative 3 would generate 2,515 fewer trips than the proposcd project. Alternative
8 would generate approximately 20 percemt fewer criteria pollutant emissions. Since this alternative would include
30 percent fewer dwelling units, there would be a 30 percent reduction in the sources of non—transportatien-related
operational emissions. Assuming these reductions in emission sources, the operational emissions of NOX, ROG,
and CO would still be significant. The PM,q operational emissions would be less than significant.

Alternative 3 would generate 2,515 fewer trips than the proposed project. Thercfore, noise levels due to the rips
to/from the Plan Arca can reasonably be expected to be icss than for the proposed project. Mitigation measures
identified for the proposed project would be applicable 1o Alternative 3. Noise impacts would be signiticant at onc
location along Walerga Road and potentially at some locations along PFE Road, as 1s the case with the proposed
project.

3. Alternative 4 — Clustered Development Alternative

Descriplion

Alternative 4 would include the same number of residential umts as the proposed project, resulting in higher
development densities within a reduced development footprint, resulting in more open space. Compared 10 the
proposed praject, this alternative would provide increcased number of mediuvm- and high density residential units,
while reducing the level of low-density, single-lamily residences within the project site. 'This alternative would
include affordable housing in accordance with County requirements and a trail system similar to the proposed
project, as well as a commercial lund use in the southeastern corner of the site. This alternative would provide for
the expansion of the ccmetery. The six Agricultural-19 parcels proposed under the proposed project would not be
allowed, and thus would not be managed for agricultural use. The intent ol this alternative is to reduce impacts
associated with the conversion of open spaces areas within the project site to urban uses.

Analysis of the Alternative’s Ahility to Reduce Sienificant Unaveidable Project Impacts

Alternative 4 would convert existing land use designated Open Space to urban land uses, in a denser manner on
substantially fewer acres than the proposed project. The altermative would develop the same number of residential
. units as the proposed projcet on nearly half of the acreage identificd under the proposed project. Almost alt of this
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development would be owuside of the Dry Creek floodplain. This alternative would reduce land designated for
agricultural activities by 27 percent compared (0 the proposed praject. 1 would include 114 percent more land for
open space and recreational uses than the proposed project. Impacts refated to permanent loss of fanmland would be
reduced as compared to the proposed project, but would remain significant under this altcrnative. This alternative
would be different than the proposed project with respect to compatibility of the Plan Area with adjacent uses and
implementation of the Community Plan, because while it would preserve substanially mere open space and land in
agricultural production, it would provide a much more compact, urban feel with a 141 percent increase in density
within the area being developed. This would result in reduced compatibility with adjacent land uses as compared o
the proposed project.

Under Alternalive 4, temporary and long-term visual impacts due to construction would be similar to the proposed
project. View obsiruction and change to landscape character for motorists on adjacent roadways would be reduced
as compared to the proposed project. Because less open space would be converled 10 development, there is the
potential for this alternative to preserve greater scenic resources than the proposed project and thus be visually
superior, assuning that comparable public access werg provided, and similar site design standards were
incorporated.

Alternative 4 would generate approximately 700 fewer weekday daily trips than the proposéd project, because
higher density development generates fewer trips than low-density development on a per-unit basis. Construction
traffic impacts would depend on phasing in this alternative. Concentrating development in a smaller area could
reduce construction traflic because more high-density residential uses could be constructed faster than the same
number of low-density residential units. With approximately 6 percent fewer trips than the proposed project,
- readway and intersection impacts during project operation would be less severe than the proposed project.
However, even with mitigation similar to that identificd for the proposced project, impacts to transportation and
circulation under 1his alternative would still be signiticant, especially under cumulative conditions.

Under Alternative 4, the level of construction activity would likely be similar to the propoesed praject, since the

"same number of unils would be constructed. Therefore consiruction of this alternative would be expected to
generate similar emissions over the full duration of the censtruction activities. Similar to the proposed project,
short-tcrm construction impacts would likely be significant. During operations, Altcrnative 4 would generate 700
fewer weekday daily trips than the proposed project. Alternative 4 would therefore generate approximately 6
pereent fewer criteria pollotant emissions than the proposed project. Assuming these reductions in emission sources,
the operational emissions of NOX, ROG, CO, and PM;, would still be significant. The number of dwelling units
would be similar to the proposed project, 5o area seurces, such as consumer products and landscaping, would be
expected to be similar to the proposed project.

Alternative 4 would generate approximately 700 fewer trips than the proposed project. Therefore, noise levels due
to the trips to/from the Plan Area can reascnably be expected to be less than for the proposed project. Mitigation
measures identified or the proposed project would be applicable to Alternative 4. Noise impacts would be
significant for one recepior lovation on Walerga Road and potentially at some locations along PFE Road, similar to
the propesed project. '

0, Comparative Evaloation of the Project and Alternatives lo Satisfy Proposed Project
Objectives , _

This section of the Findings examines whether (or to what extent) cach of the Alternatives selected for more
detailed analysis meets the proposed project’s objectives, As described carlier in these findings, the concept of
"feasibility" encompasses the question of whether a particular alternative or mitigation measure promoies the
underlying goals and objectives of a project. (Sequovah Hifls Homeowners Assn. v, City of Oakland (1993) 23
Cal.AppAth 704.715.) "[Fleasibility’ under CEQA cncompasses 'desirability’ to the extent that desirability is based
on a reasonahic balancing of the relevant economic, environmental, social, and technological factors.” (City of Del
Mar v, City of San Diego (1982) 133 Cal. App.3d 410, 417}
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1. Implement the County’s General Plan and Dry Creek/West Placer Community Plan, which designate
the proposed project area for urban development. Alternative 1A, the no development alternative, would
not satis{y this objective. The remaining alternatives involve the development of urban uses on the project
sit¢, and would achicve this objective in a comparable manner. it is recognized that with the exception of
Alternative 1B, the Comununity Plan Development alternative, the propesed project and the rematning
alternatives would require amendments o the Dy Creek/West Placer Community Plan to be implemented.

2. Preserve the scenic Dry Creek riparian corridor and enhance trail connectivity to complentent a
regional recreation corridor for hicyele, pedestrian, and equestrian users. Because of the floodplain
topography adjacent to Dry Creck, the riparian corridor would be preserved under all of the allematives,
However, under Alternative 1A, the no-development alternative, the objective ol'a connected recreational
trail cgrridor would nol implemented. A corridor trail does not currently exist along Dry Creek within the
project arca, and Alternative 1 A would maintain the status quo in this regard. [t 1s assumed that a trail
facility would be construcled under any of the remaining allernatives, in light of Community Plan
requirements for this facility.

3. Provide a well-designed community with neighborhood identity in close proximity to jobs and services
in Placer and Sacramento Counties. By retaining the project area as undeveloped land, Alternative 1A
would not achicve this objective. Alternatives 1B and 3 would achicve this objective to a reducced extent
when compared to the proposed project, in that fewer residents would be placed in close proximity {o
cxisting jobs and services in Placer and Sacramento Counties. Given the higher population of residents
associated with the proposed project, Alternatives 2 and 4 would achieve this objective in a comparable
manner. However, Alternatives 2 and 4, by eliminating Agricultural-10 parcels proposed by the praject,
represcnt a greater departure from.the existing agricultural identity of the area that the project seeks to
preserve.

4. Create a high-quality environment contairing 2 mix of residential, open-space, and recrcational land
uses in an overall design that advances “smart growth” principles. By retaining the project arca as
undeveloped land, Allernative 1A would not achieve this objective. Alternatives 1B and 3 would achicve
this objective to a reduced extent when compared 10 the proposed project. The smaller population asseciated
with these altermatives would result in a reduced opporlunity to capitalize on the location of the project arga
in relation to existing developed areas to reduce sprawl. While Alternative 4 could be said to excmplify
“smart growth” principles among the allernatives analyzed, the net effect on a regional level would be the
samc as the proposcd project, in that the number of proposed units would be the same.

A

‘Design a project that minimizes encroachmeni into the existing 100-year fioodplain in the plan area
while balancing the housing needs and densities of the SACOG Blueprint process and the character of
the [ocal communify. The proposed project proposes minor encroachment and fill into the existing 100-year
floodplain of Dry Creek. This fill is ncccssary in order to facililaie the roadway design of the project
{(1including internal connection) and to provide building sites for residences on Agricultural-10 parcels.
Alterative 1A would maintain the existing floodplain but would not mect any of the housing needs identified
by the County General Plan, the Community Plan, or the SACOG Blugprint. Alternative 1B would avoid fill
in the floodplain, allowing for a density transter, but the realization of only 650 units under this altemative
would reduce attainment of housing objectives to a significant degrec. Alternative 2 would also avoid fill in
floodplain arcas but would increase density within developed arcas to compensate for the reduction in
developed acreage. This increase in development density would resuit in a greater departure from the
character of the local community than the proposed project. Alternative 3 would involve fill in the
floadpiain to approximately the same extent as the proposed project {excluding the Agricultural-10 building
pads), but similar to Alternative 1B would result in a reduced attainment of housing objectives. Alternative 4
would achicve the housing objectives to the same degree as the project but, as a result of the increase in
High- and Medium-Density Residential uscs, would do so at the expense of community character.
Alternatives 113, 2, 3, and 4 would not provide for Agricultural-10 parcels and would not preserve or
maintain historical agricultural vse within the Specific Plan, which is a delining characteristic of the focal
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community.

6. Provide for increased residential densities in areas presently planned for urban growth and
development with accessible infrastructure, consistent with arcawide infrastructure plans and growth
policies identified in SACOG’s Blueprint for Regional Growth. The project area ts currently planned for
urban growth and development by the Iy Creek/West Placer Community Plan. By retaining the project
arca as undeveloped land, Allernative 1A would not achicve this objective. Alternatives 1B and 3 would
achieve this objective to a reduced extent when compared to the proposed project. in that fewer residents
woutd be pliced in close proximity to existing jobs and services and existing accessible infrastructure. Given
the higher population of residents associated with the proposed project, Alternatives 2 and 4 would achieve
this objective in a comparable manner.

7. Reduce growth pressures on outlying areas of Placer County by efficiently utilizing the project area to
accommodate residential growth and development. The project area is curcently planned for urban
growth and development by the Dry Creek/West Placer Community Flan. By retaining the project area as
undeveloped land, Alternative 1A would not achicve this objective and would increase growth pressurcs on
iand farther from existing urbanized areas in Placer County. Alternatives 1B and 3 would achieve this
objective to some extent, but would increase growth pressures on outlying arcas when compared to the
proposed project. Given the higher population of residents associated with the proposed project, Alternatives
2 and 4 would achieve this objective in a comparable manner.

8. Incorporate an appropriate level of medium- and high-density residential development to take
advantage of the proximity of the proposed project area to region-serving arterials and support
oppertunities for transit to serve the proposed development. The project site 1s locaied along Watt
Avenue, Walerga Road, and PFE Road, which are or will bccome major arlerials as development of west
Placer County continues. These arterials are expected to become transit routes. Walt Avenue is planned to
provide Bus Rapid Transit lanes in ¢ach direction, dedicated exclusively to transit use. Altemative 1A would
not provide any development of the site, and would not achicve this objective. Alternative 1B would retain
the Commercial designation applicable to the parce! on the northeast corner of Watt and PFE Road, bul the
size of this parcel (3.2 gross acres) wounld not generally be suilable for commercial uses that could be served
by transit patrons, Instcad, it would be expected that. commercial uses in this location would be in the form
of a service station, fast food restaurant, or other service uses that would be visited by vehicles instead of
transit users. As a result, Alternative i B would not take advantage of fiture transit opportunitics o the same
extent as the project. Alternative 2 proposes High-Density Residential development in the sanie amount and
at the same location as the proposed project and would achieve this objective to the same exient. By
reducing the level of High- Density Residential development, Alternative 3 would achieve this objective to a
reduced extent when compared to the proposed project or Alternative 2. Alternative 4 would provide
substantially more High- and Medium-Density Residential development than the proposed project and
would achieve this objective to a higher extent, albeit at the expense of achicving other project objectives.

&. Provide [or a cohesive plan of development that maximizes internal connectivity within the project
area for pedestrian, bicycle, and vehicular travel, A goal of the proposed project is to reduce vehicle trips
on surrounding arterial roadways by creating internal connectivity within the Specific Plan arca. Alternative
I A would not provide any development of the site and would not achieve this objective. [t is noted that
Alternative 1A does not contribute additional trips to arterial roadways because it would preserve existing
conditions. Alternatives |B and 2 would not provide a roadway connection over the Southern Tributary;
they would require vehicle tnps on PFE Road to connect the east and west development arcas on the stie,
and would not provide internal connectivity to pedestrians. Alternatives 3 and 4 would provide this roadway
and sidewalk connection, as does the proposed project, and would achieve this objective to a similar degree.

10. Pravide for a full ranpe of housing densities and product choices affordable to all income levels.
Alternative 1A would not provide for development of additional housing on the project site and would not
achieve this objective. Altemative 1B would provide for approximately 630 residential units, However,
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under the existing Community Plan, residential development would be exclusively large-lot single fanuly
parcels, which would not result in a range of densitics or housing affordable to multiple income levels.
Alternative 2 would provide for a mix of residential densities similar to the proposed project and would
achieve this objective 1o a similar degree. Alternative 3 would provide a similar mix of densitics as the
project, but the reduction in the number of total unils under this alternative limits the achievement of this
objective when compared to the proposed project or Alternative 2. Alternative 4 would significantty increase
fligh- and Medium-Density Residential housing on the site, while reducing Low-Density Residential
development. This alternative would increase affordable housing opportunities when compared to other
alternatives, at the expense of being a substantive departure from the Community Plan.

11. Provide & comprehensively planned project that offers maximum feasible protection of sensitive
environmental habitat and resources. As Aliernative 1A proposes to maintain existing conditions on the
site, this alternative would likely maximize protection and preservation of existing habitat resources.
Howewver, it should noted be that this Alternative would not preclude intensification ot agricultural
operations on the site, including areas of existing sensitive habitat such as wetlands. Depending on the
nature of future agricultural operations, the existing foraging value of grassiand habitat throughout the site
for the Swainson’s Hawk could be reduced under Allemative 1A without the need for apency approval or
mitigation. The proposed project would convert existing grassland areas above the floodplain elevation to
urban use but would preserve extensive arcas of grassland ip the floodplain area in perpetuity through
dedication as open space or through land use restrictions applicable within the Agricultural-10 parcels.
Allernative 1B would provide for development of upland arcas at a similar extent of acreage, albeit ata
reduced density, but would not necessarily provide for the preservation of foraging habitat values within the
floadplain area through land use restrictions. Alternatives 2 and 3 would result in a slightly greater level of
maintenance of cxisting habitat conditions within the floodplain avea and, in this regard, satisfy this
objective to a greater degrec than the proposed project. Alternative 4 would maximize the amount of open
space area preserved within the site and would achicve this objective to a higher degree than the proposed
project, albeil at the cxpense of achieving other objectives,

12. Create a community that recognizces, respects, and preserves historic agricunltural uses of the project
area through active management within Agricultural Residential parcels. By maintaining existing
conditions, Alternative | A would achieve this objective as a peneral matter, depending on the level ol
agricultural activity that occurs in the future. Allernatives 1B, 2, 3, and 4 would not provide for active
management of areas within the Specific Plan for agricultural purposes {with the exception of the Singh
parcel) and would not achieve this objective. '

13. Provide a planned infrastructure system with all public [acilitics and services necessary o meet the
nceds of development with the proposed project area. By maintaining existing conditions on the project
site, Allernative 1A would neither necessitate nor provide for public [acilities or scrvices and would not
contribute toward the achievement of this objective. Alternatives IB and 3 would reduce development
density and thus would reduce contributions to existing and proposed County fee programs for public
facilitics identified as needed to serve cumulative development in West Placer County. Alternalive 2, by
proposing a similar mix and degree of development as the proposed project, would achicve this objective to
the same extent as the project. Alternative 4 would provide the same number of unitg as the proposed project
but would be weighted heavily toward Medivm- and High-Density Residential units, which typically
maimain a lower property value and assessment on a per unit basis than Low-[ensity units or Agricultural-
10 parcels.

14. Provide a sufficient pumber of residential units within the project arca to support necessary
improvements to local and regional public facilities, By maintaining existing conditions on the project
site, Alternative 1A would neither necessitate nor provide for public facilities or services and would not
contribute woward the achievement of this objective. Altematives 1B and 3 would reduce development
density and thus would reduce contributions to existing and proposed County fee programs for pubhc
facilitics identified as needed to serve cumulative development in the West Placer Counly region. When
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compared to the propoesed project, the public infrastructure demands of Aliernatives 113 or 3 are not
sionificantly reduced, which results in a significantly higher infrastructure cost on a per-unit basis under
these altematives, Alternative 2, by proposing a similar mix and degree of development as the propased
project, would achicve this objective to the same extent as the project. Alternative 4 would provide the same

. number of unils as the proposed project but would be weighted heavily toward Medium and High-Density
Residential umts, which typically maintain a lower property value and assessment on a per unit basis than
Low-Densily or Agricultural-1Q parcels and a reduced ability to spread facilitics and services costs ina
feasiblc manner,

15. Provide for dedication of land within the project area for the expansion of the Union Cemetery.
Alternative 1A would perpetuate existing conditions within the Specific Plan area, including the existing
arca of the Union Cemetery, and would not achieve this objective. Alternative 1B would provide for
development under the existing Community Plan, which does not envision nor require that additional fand
be dedicated for public usc at no cost for cemelery purposes. Alternatives 2, 3, and 4 would designate an
expansion area for future cemetery purposes, but dedication of the land at no cost to the public by the
landowner has not been propesed under these altermatives,

Alternative 1A is impractical and unrcalistic, in the sense that the permanent preservation of status quo conditions is
not consistent with the General Plan and Community Plan as currently written. Despite the fact that most, if not all,
of the significant impacts associated with implementation of the project would be reduced in significance under this
Allernative, the implementation of the No Development Alternative would {ail to achieve any of the project
chjectives. The No Development Alternative's desirability is not on balance with the project in terms of its

economic, envirpmmental, social and technological clements. The project is the more desirabic choice for the
community and the region. The Board finds the No Development Alternative to be infeasible for the above reasons
and vcjects it as a viable alternative to the project.

Alternative 1B would, by definition, meet the project obiectives related to implementing the County's General Plan
and Drv Creek/West Placer Community Plan. 1t would nat fully meet the following objectives: preservation of
agricultural uscs, enhancement of trail connectivily, enhancement of smart growlh principles and the Sacramento
Area Council of Government’s Blucprint for Regional Growth, and providing a full range ol howsing densities and
preduct choices, including medivm and high density residential development. The smaller population associated
with this Alternatives would result in a reduced opportunily to capitalize on the location of the project area in
relation 1o existing developed areas to reduce sprawl. Altematives 1B would not extend an internal roadway
connection through the Plan Area from Watt Avenue to Walerga Road, which is necessary to provide an altctnative
means of travel between these two roads in the event that PFE Road is not available. Alternative 18 would not
avoid or substantially decrease significant and unavoidable impacts of the proposed project on visual quality, traffic,
and air quality. The desirability of Alternative 113 is not on balance with the project in terms of its economic,
cnvironmental, social and technological elements. The project is the more desirable choice for the community and
the region, The Board finds the Community Plan Development Altemative to be infeasible for the above reasons
and rejects it as a viable alternative to the project.

Alternative 2 would meet and exceed the project objectives related to implementing the County’s Gereral Plan and
Dy Creek/West Placer Community Plan. Alternative 4 would not meet the objectives of providing enhanced trail
connectivily, and preservation of agricultural uses, Avoidance of all fill within the floodplain would eliminate the
ability to extend an internal roadway connection through the Plan Area from Watt Avenue to Walerza Road, which
is necessary to provide an alternative means of travel between these two roads in the event that PFLE Road is not
avaitable. Alternative 2 would not avoid or substantially decrease any of the significant and unavoidable impacts of
the proposed project. The desirability of Alternative 2 is not on balance with the project in terins of its economic,
environmental, social and technological elements. The project is the more desirable choice for the community and
the region. The Board finds the Floodplain Avoidance Alternative to be infeasible for the above reasons and rejects
it as a viable alternative to the project.

Alternative 3 (Reduced Density) would mect most of the project objectives related to implementing the County’s
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General Plan and Dy Creek/West Placer Community Plan, 11 would meet many but not all of the Applicant’s
abjectives as well. [t would not fully meet the following objectives: enhancement of trail connectivity, preservation
of agriculiural uses, enhancement of smart prowth principles and the Sacramento Area Council of Government’s
Blueprint for Regional Growth, and providing a full range of housing densities and product choices, specifically
medium density residential development. [t may not provide enough development to create a fiscally responsible
and balanced community, and would provide a reduced contribution to support neécessary improvements to [acal
and regional public facilities. In this case, the cosl of the public infrastructure and improvements to local and
regional public facilities, both new and upgrades 1o existing facilitics, need (o be spread among a sufficient number
of homes that will be constructed and sold to make the overall project feasible from the economic and marketability
standpoint. The total cost burden of backbone infrastructure and impact fees for the Specific Plan site is cstimated
to be approximately $67.4 million, or approximately $72,260 for each of the 933 unils proposcd under the specific
plan. This infrastructure cost is approximately 1% percent of the estimated average sales price ($400,000} for a
dwelling unii in the Specific Plan area (Mackay and Somps, 2007). A fee and cost burden 1o sales price ratio of 20
percent is gencrally regarded as the upper limit of feasibility for development (EPS, 2007). Under the Reduced
Density Alternative, backbone infrastructure costs would remain roughly equivalent to the proposed project, but
would be spread over 652 units instead of 933, resulting in a fee and cost burden in excess of the 20 percent
threshold of feasibility. As a resuit, it would be impracticable to develop this alternative under existing or
foreseeable market conditions. The Beard finds the Reduced Density Alternative to be infeasible for the above
reasons and rejects it as a viable alternative to the project.

Allernative 4 would meet the project objectives related to implementing the County’s Geaeral Plar and Dry
‘Creek/West Placer Community Plan, at least in terms of unit count. 1t would provide enhancement of the following
objectives as comparcd {o the proposed project: enhancement of smart growth pringiples and the Sacramenta Area
Council of Gavernment’s Biuweprint for Regional Growik, and providing a more balanced range of housing densities
and produet choices. Alternative 4 would not provide for enhanced trail connectivity, nor would it provide for
preservation of agricultoral uscs in the same manner as the proposed project. Development of the site with
substantial medium- and high-density developiment would result in a substantial departure from the established low-
density charactler of the Community Plan Arca. Alternative 4 would provide the same number of units as the
proposed project but would be wetghted heavily toward Medium and High-Density Residential units, which
typically maintain a Jower properly value and assessment on a per unit basis than Low-Density or Agriculiural-10
parcels and a reduced abilily to spread facilities and services costs in a feasible manner. Altermative 4 would
maximize the amount of open space area prescrved within the site and would achicve this objective to a higher
degree than the proposed project, at the cxpense of achicving other important objectives. The desirability of
Alternative 4 is not on balance with the project in terms of its economic, environmental, social and technclogical
elements. The project is the more desirable choice for the community and the region. The Board finds the Clustered
Development Alternative to be infeasible for the above reasons and rejects it as a viable alternative to the project.

7. Environmentally Superior Alternative

Basis for Identifving Environmentally Saperior Alternative

An EIR is required to identify the environmentally superior alternative from among ihe range of reasonable
allernatives 1hat are evaluated. Section 15126.6{¢)(2) of the CEQA Guidelines requires that an eénvironmentally
superior alternative be designated, and statcs that “if the environmentally superior altemative is the No Project
Alternative, the EIR shall also identify an environmentally superior akiternative among the other allernatives.” Table
16-6 in the Draft EIR compares the five altcrnatives to the proposed project in terms of the impact arcas that were
analyzed in the Revised Draft EIR. The conclusions contained in the table are subjective and required that
judgments be made on emphasis in some areas of analysis. '

Identification of Environmentally Superior Alleroative

The analysis in the EIR indicates that Alternative 1A, the No Development Allernative, would be the
Enviromnentally Supenor Alternative, Among the “build” alternatives, Alternative 3, the Reduced
Riole Vineyard Specitic Plan 121 '
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Density Ailernative, was determined in the EIR to be the Environmentally Superior Alternative, for the reasons
discussed below.

Alternative 2 and Aiternative 4 were climinated from consideration as the Environmentally Superior Alternative
because they would introduce a higher number of new residents than other alternatives, which would have ripple
effects on traffic, air, noise, and public utilitics and services. The development patterns in Alternative 2, the
Floodpiain Encreachment Avoidance Alternative, would avoid butlding in the floodplain and decrease associated-
impacts in many resource arcas, including biological resources and hydrology. Its smaller footprint would also
translate to decreased impacts to cultural resources, soifs and geology, and hazardous materials. 1lowever, as
Alternative 2 would generate the same number of new residents as the proposed projeet, it would therefore not

- reduce impacts on traffic, air quality, noise or public utilities and services as compared to most other alternatives.

Under Alternative 4, the Clustered Density Alternative, the only develepmicnt in the floodplain would be at the Watt
Avenuc entrance to the Plan Arca, near Walerga Road, at the internal roadway connection, with the Rural '
Residential flag lot, and with the nltimate widening of PFE Road. This alternative would allocate the most land for
open space, which would decrease impacts to biological resources and hydrology. Like Alternative 2, its smallcr
footprint would translate to decreased impacts to cultural resources, soils and geology, and hazardous materials. But
similar to Alternative 2, this altermative would generate nearly the same number of new residents as the proposed
project and Alternalive 2. While clustered development tends to reduce vehicle trips and corresponding emissions of
criteriz pollutants and noise, this alternative would nevertheless gengrate the second highest number of vehicle trips
of all aligrnatives. Other impacts associated with Allemative 2 would be similar upder Alternative 4.

Alternative 1B, the Community Plan Development Alternative, and Alicrnative 3, the Reduced Density Alternative,
were the strongest candidates for the Environmentally Superior Alternative. Both would generate approximately 70
pereent of the pepulation of the build alternatives and of the proposed project, resulting in less demand on the
transportation network and on public services. Both altematives would concentrate most of their development
cutside of the lloodplain, with Alternative 1B aveiding the floodplain entircly. Alternative 1B and Alicrnative 3
would also have less acreage devoted to farmlands than the proposed project and the other two build alternalives.
This would result in loss of more farmland but would further reduce impacis on biological resources. Alternative 3
would generate substantially fewer vehicle trips than all of the other alternatives. This would reduce but not
eliminate significant impacts of the proposed project and all of the other alternatives related to trallic congestion, afr
quality, and noise. 1t would also result in less demand on public utilities and services. For these reasons, Alternative
3, the Reduced Density Allernative, is found to be the Environmentally Superior Alternative.

XN. FINDINGS RELATED TO THE RELATIONSHII BETWEEN LOCAL SHORT-TERM USES OF
THE ENVIRONMENT AND MAINTENANCE AND ENHANCEMENT OF LONG-TERM
PRODUCTIVITY.

Based on the EIR and the entire record before the Board of Supervisors, the Board of Supervisors makes the
following lindings with respect to the project’s balancing of local short term uses of the environment and the
maintenance of long lerm productivily:

a. As the Project is implemented, certain impacts would occur on a short-term level. Such short term
impacts are discussed fully above, as well as in the EIR document. Such short term impacts may
include, without limitation, impacts on traffic and circulation, air quality and noise, althcugh
measures have been and will be incorporated to mitigate these impacts to the extent feasible.

b. The long-icrm implementation of the project would serve to provide necessary housing, employment
opportunities and recreational/open space uses to the County of Placer, Notwithstanding the
loregoing, some long term impacts would result. These impacts include, without Yimitation, impacts
on transportation and circulation and air quality. However. implementation of the Project would
provide many benefits, as set forth in the Statement of Overriding Considerations. below,
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c. Although there are short term adverse impacts from the Project, the short and long-term benefits
justify its implementation.

XIL. STATEMENT OF OVERRIDING CONSIDERATIONS

As set forth in the preceding sections, the Placer County Board of Supervisors’ approval of the Riolo Vincyard
Specilic Plan Project will result in significant adverse environmental effects that cannot be avorded even with the
adoption of all feasible mitigation measures, and there are no feasible project alternatives which would mitigate or
substantially lessen the impacts. Despitc the occurrence of these effects, however., the Board chooses to approve the
project because, in its view, the economic, social, and other benefits that the praject will produce will render the
significant effects acceptabic.

In making this Statement of Overriding Considerations in support of the findings of fact and the project, the Board
of Supervisors has considered the information contained in the Final EIR for the project as well as the public
testimony and record in proceedings in which the project was considered. 'The Board has balanced the project’s
benefits against the unavoidable adverse impacts identified in the Final EIR. The Board hereby determines that the
project’s benefits outweigh the significant unmitigated adverse impacts. '

A, SIGNIFLCANT AND UNAVOIDABLE IMPACTS

As discussed in Section TX above, the Riclo Vineyard Specific Plan project will result in the following significant
and unavoidable impacts, even with the tmplementation of ail feasible mitigation:

Project-Specific Impacts
s  Permanent loss of farmland
«  Williamson Act Contract cancellation

* [nconsistency with plans and policies, ifthe Placer County General Plan and Dry Creek/West Placer
Community Pian Amendments are not adopted

* ‘Temporaty and long-term visual impacts due to construction

» Contribule to traffic volumes on regional roadways and intersections that would exceed their capacity
with or without the proposed proeject

s« Additional transit patrons would not be accommodated by existing transit service
e Construction activitics would increasc short-tern criteria air pollutant emissions

e Operational air quality impacts, including significant PMyp, ROG, and NOX cmissions in the short term
and significant PM g and ROG emissions in the long-term

e [nconsistent with the Placer County Air Quality Artainment Plan
+ Emissions of greenhouse gases potentially contributing to global warming
»  Construction cquipment would generate short-tern noise level increases at nolse-sensitive locations

« Transporiation noise saurces in excess of an Ldn of 60 dBA externally al the property line and in excess
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af 45 dBA internally at second {loor elevations.

Cumulative impacts

¢ Pormanent loss of farmland

e Loss of vegelation and wildlilc habitat

o Transformation in landscape character from rural 10 urban
= Increase in ambicnt night sky illumination

s Unacecprable levels of service along some roadway segmenis and at some intersections within the
transportation analysis study area: ’

¢ With PII: Road open, the proposed project would cause PFE Road east of Watt Avenue 1o operate at
LOS L. Walerga Road south of PFE Road and Baseline Road west of Locust Road would have an
increased volume to capacity ratio of more than | percent at an already substandard LOS;

o Wilh 'FE Road clased, the proposed project would cause Watt Avenue south of Baseline Road and
PFE Road, east of Watt Avenue, 10 operate at LOS E. Walerga Road south o PIFE Road and
Baseline Road from Watt Avenue Walerga Road would have an increased volume (o capacity ratio
of more than 1 percent at a substandard LOS.

o With PFE Road open or closed, the proposed project would cause the intersection of Watt Avenue at
PFL Read to operate at L.OS D, and the following intersections to have an increase in the volume to
capacity ratio of more then 1 pereent at 3 substandard LOS: Watt Avenue at Baseline Road,
Fiddyment Road/Walerga Road at Baseline Road, Walerga Road at PFE Road, and Cook-Riclo Road
at PFE Road; -

o With P Road closed, the proposed project would cause the intersection of Galleria Boulevard and
Antelope Creck Drive to operate beyond acceptable LOS ihresholds;

o With PFE Road open, the propesed project would contribute traffic to the frecway segment between
Ricgo Road and Elkhorn Boulevard on SR 70099, and between Watt Avenue and Eureka Road on I-
80, which would be operating at LOS F;

o With PFE Road closed, the proposed project would cause the freeway segment of SR 70/99 between
Riczo Road and Elkhorn Boulevard, SR 65 between Blue Qaks Boulevard and 1-80), and 1-80
between Watt Avenue and Eureka Road to operate beyond acceptable LOS thresholds;

* Increase in regiomal criteria pollutant enussions during constroction and operation

»  Thcrease in noise levels

8. OVERRIDING CONSIDERATIONS

In the Board’s judgment, the proposed project and #ts benefits outweigh its unavoidable sipnificant effects. The
following statement identifies the rcasons why, in the Board's judgment, the benefits of the project as approved
culweigh its unavoidable significant cffects. Any onc of these reasons is sufficient to justify approval of the project.
Thus, even if'a court were 1o conciude that not every reasoit is supported by substantial evidence, the Board would
stand by its delermination that cach individual reason is sufficient. The substantial evidence supporting the various
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benefits can be found in the preceding findings, which are incorporated by reference into this Section (XII1), and in
the documents found in the Record of Proceedings, as defined in Section V.,

Some of the Project’s benefits include the {ollowing principles:

l. Encourage distinctive, attractive communities with quality design. The project will create a
distinclive community designed in harmony with the land. Open space is a defining clement of the
Specific Pian, providing a sense of balance with the environment. The riparian area of Dry Creck and
the adjacent floodplain will provide an appealing landscape throughout the Riole Vincyard community,
enhanced by the preservation of the existing native oak trees and the development of trail corridors for
bicyclists, pedestrians, and equesirians. The Specific Plan community will provide several communily
and neighborhood parks, all within walking distance from residences. Quality design is defined by the
project’s adopted Development Standards and Design Guidelines.

2. Offer housing choices and opportunities. The Specific Plan provide opportunities for single-family
residential development, as well as smaller percentages of medium and high-density housing. In this
manner, the Riole Vineyard plan provides a choice of housing design and community living 10 meel
diverse housing needs and individual preferences. The medium and high-density communities in the
Riolo Vincyard plan respond to the unmet need for such housing in the south Placer County area by
young families, seniors and others who prefer such communities to a traditional single family residential
lifestyle. In so doing, the Riolo Yineyard will contribute to Placer County’s efforts to provide affordable
housing.

3. Take advantage of compact development. SACOG has recognized that crealing environments that are
more compactly built and use space in an efficient but morc aesthetic manner can encourage more
walking, biking, and public transit use. The Riolo Vineyard plan is an important component of
achieving this principle in the south Placer County region. By incorporating medium and high-density
residential conmunities in an arca suitable for these communities, the Riolo Vingyard plan will reduce
future development pressure on outlying agricultural and open space areas and assist in prescrving such
areas for generations to follow. Moreover, the Riolo Vineyard plan will enhance pedestrian and bicycle
access through trailways, paths and sidcwalks, and bike paths thronghout the site.

4. Preserve open space, farmland, and natural beauty threugh natural resonrces conservafion. The
Riolo Vincyard site is located along the Dry Creek riparian cotridor, and Riolo Vineyard plan will
preserve 1his unique resource and its natural beauty, along with seasonal wetland areas and grasslands
occurting within the 100-year flood plain of Dry Creek, The Specific Plan will develop trail amenities
throughout, in order to enhance the scenic and recreational potential of Dry Creek.

5. Capitalize on Existing Infrastructure Investments. An existing network of roads and infrastructure
serving the area form the foundation of the Riolo Vineyard plan, and additional improvements will be
umplemented by the Riclo Vineyard plan to improve access and services. The project site is located
between two sub-region serving arterials (Watt Avenue and Walerga Road) and will contribute toward
the widening of these arterials to their ultimate planned width, The Riolo Vineyard property is
surrounded by existing and planned development, including the [Doyle Ranch and Morgan Creek
residential communilies and the approved Placer Vineyard Specilic Plan. The Riole Vingyard plan will
tie into these surrounding developments and contribute to the overall community fabric of the area as it
transitions into urbanization.

6. Supporta variety of transportation choices. [t is anticipated that future residents of the Riclo
Vineyard community will primarily rely upon personal motor vehicles as the means of trangportation,
However, by providing a mix of residential product types, incloding medium and high density
communitics, the Riolo Vineyard plan will support the availability of transit to serve the area. In
addition, the Riolo Vineyard plan is intended 10 facilitate on-site circulation by pedestrians and bicyclists
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through an inviting network of walkways, trails and bike paths connecting residential communities to
neighborhood parks and o one another. The Riclo Vineyard plan will capitalize on the unique
opportunitics aftorded by the adjacent Dry Creck by enhancing traill facilities along the creek to
compliment a regional recreation corridor.

7. Facilitate the construction of pew publid factlitics to serve County residents. The project will
provide, or contribute its fair share to the provision of, all public facilities and scrvices nccessary o meet
the needs of development within the Specific Plan arca. The Development Agreement provides for
payments towards, Lthe dedication of, or the accelerated construction of local and regional fransportation
infrastruciure, wastewater infrastructure, and other public facilities which are over and above the
measures required to miligate for the impacts of the Project.

C. CONCLUSION

The Board has balanced these benefits and considerations against the potentially significant unavoidable
environmental effects of the project and has concluded that the impacts are cutweighed by these bencfits, among
others. After balancing environmental costs against project benefits, the Board has concluded that the benefits the
County will derive from the project, as compared to existing and planned future conditions, outweigh the risks. The

Board believes the project benefits outlined above override the significant and unaveidable cnvironmental costs
associated with the project,

In sum, the Board adopts the mitigation measures in the [inal Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program,
attached to and incorporated by reference into the Riolo Vineyard Specific Plan, and finds that any residual or
remaining etfeets on the environment resuliing from the project, identified as significant and unavoidable in the
preceding Findings of Fact, arc acceptabie due to the benefits set forth in this Statement of Overriding
Considcrations.
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