COUNTY OF PLACER
Community Development/Resource Agency

Michael J. Johnson, AICP ‘ PLANNING

Agency Director

MEMORANDUM
TO: Honoruable Board of Supervisors
{ FROM: Michael J. Johnson, CDRA Director

DATE: March 10, 2009

SUBJECT: RIOLO VINEYARD SPECIFIC PLAN (PSPA T200501386),
Development Standards and Desipn Guidelines, Amcndments to the Placer County
General Plan, Amendments to the Dry Creek/West Placer Commumity Plan,
Rezoning, Development Agreement, Large-Lot Vesting Tentative Subdivision Map,
Small-Tot Vesting Tentative Subdivision Map {(PSUB 20040397), Final
Envitonmental Tmpact Report (SCHE 2005092041)

REQUESTED ACTIONS: The Board of Supervisors is asked to consider the Riolo Vineyard Specific
Plan project, including consideration ol the following actions related 1o the approval of the Riolo
Vineyard Specific Plan:

»  Approval of amendments to the Placer County General Plan,

s Approval of amendments to the Dry Creel/West Placer Community Plan;
» Approval of the Riolo Vineyard Specilic Plan;
= Approval of the Riolo Vinevard Specific Plan Development Standards;
s Approval of the Riolo Vineyard Specific Plan Design Guidelines;
s Approval of the Rezoning to Specific Plan {SPL-RVSP);
o Approval of the Project Development Agreement; |
¢ Approval of the Large-Lot Vesting Tentative Subdivision Map;
*  Approval ol the Small-Tot Vesting Tentative Subdivision Map, and
s Certification of the [inal Environmental Impact Report.
In association with these actions, the Board of Supervisors is also asked to accept the Public Facility

Iinancing Plan and the Urban Services Plan that have been prepared for this project.

This project was noticed and scheduled to be heard by the Board on February 10, 2009, On February
9, 2009, a lerter was delivered from Brigit Bames and Associates commenting on the envirorumental
document and the project on hehalf of Russ and George Carollo and the Frisvold famly. A responsc
was submitted on February 10, 2009, by Kevin Kemper on behalf of the Applicant. ‘This matter was
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continued by the Board to this datg in order to provide staff the opportunity to review this late
correspondence.

{[t should be noted that the envirermental document for this project includes analysts of the
cancellation of a Williamson Act contract that covers the property owned by the IFrisvoid family,

This entitiement was included in the project description at the request of the Frisvold tamily after they
filed a request for cancellation. Their request for cancellation was withdrawn by them just prior 1o the
hearing on February 10, A representative of the Frisvold family participated in many discussions
involving the project and the environmenial document and had opportunities to comment on the
cnvironmental document, but prior to February 9, the Frisvold family indicated no objection o lhf:
document.)

Staft has reviewed the Barnes letier and the Kemper letter, which are attached hereto as Exhibit 13
Staff has concluded that the Kemper letter fully and adequately responds 10 the issues raised in the
Barnes letter and there 1s no need to amend or change the recommendations as originally proposed in
the staff report of February 10, 2009, This staff report is essenually identical to the prior stafl report,
and there 15 no change in the Requested Actions, as listed above. The only document that has been
modified from the documents provided to the Board of Supervisors lor the hearmg on February 10,
2009, 1s the Public Facilittes Financing Plan. These modifications are discussed under “Other
Supperting Documents™ on page 21, below.

GENERAL PLAN DESIGNATION: The area encompassed by the Riolo Vineyvard Specific Plan is
within the Dry Creek/West Placer Community Pian on the Land Use Diagram of the Placer County
General Plan. The Dry Creck/West Placer Communtity Plan describes the iand uses within the Riolg
Vinevard Specific Plan area as Low-Density Residential (1.DR), Greenbelt/Open Space (G & O8) and
Commercial (C). The Low-Density Residential land use designation within the Riole Vineyard
Spectfic Plan arca is additionally identified as “Developiment Rescerve,” which indicates that the
County anticipates the preparation of a Specific Plan for any development proposal within this project
area.

LZONING: The project site is currently zoned OPD=2 (Open Space, combining Planned Residential
Develepment maximum two units per acre), RS-AG-B-20-DR-PD=2 (Single-family Residential,
combining Agriculture, combining minitnum Building Site of 20,000 squarc feet, combining
Development Reserve, combining Planned Residential Development maximum two units per acre),
C1-UP-De¢ (Neighborhood Commercial, Conditional Use Permit Required. combining Design Scenic
Corridor), and CPD-Dc (Commercial Planned Development, combining Design Scenic Corridor).

PROJECT TEAM LEADER: Ann Baker, Pnngipal Planner

LOCATION: The project is located in the unincorporated portion of seuthwest Placer County. The
site is south of Dry Creck between Wart Avenue to the west and Walerga Road 1o the east. The
southern boundary 1s PFE Road. The Sacramento County / Placer County boundary 15 located less
than one-guarter mile to the south of PFE Road. (Exhibit 2}

APPLICANT: PFE Investors, LLC.

BACKGROUND: The Rioto Vimeyard Specific Plan is located in an area of unincorporated Placer
County that is experiencing a transition from agricultural uses 1o suburban, residential deve!opmcm At
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the time the Dry Creek/West Placer Conumunity Plan {Community Plan) was adopted in 1990, a vision
for growth within the Plan Area was developed. The Community Plan specifically identifies the area
“south ol Dry Creek and west of Walerga Road” as an arca to be planned as a simgle unit {1.e., a Specific
Plan}, through the Design Review (DR) land use designation. The Raolo Vineyard Specific Plan area
(Plan Area} is designated in the Community Plan for large-lot residential development with an agpregate
density of up to two units per acre for the entire site. Under the Community Plan, minimum ot sizes
ranging from 12,000 square [cet to 15,000 square feet are described, while up 1o 20 percent of the units
could be as small as 10,000 square feet. The Community Plan also recognizes the exceptionally broad
floodplain associated with Dry Creek and provides tor density transfers to take place. The density
transfers provided by the Community Plan would permit increased densities above two units per acre {i.e.
smaller lots) on lands suttable for development in recogmition of the development limitation imposed by
the Drv Creck floodplain. The 933 units proposcd under the Riolo Vinevard Spearfic Plan would not
éxceed the overall iwo units per acre density hmitation for the Plan Area,

The Riolo Vineyard Specitic Plan s located south and cast of the previously approved Placer Vineyards
Specific Plan (PVSP}. The development of the Riolo Vineyard Specific Plan would require some
infrastructure that would also be utilized by development within the PVSP, specifically, arterial roadway
improvements to Watt Avenuc and Walerga Road, as well as sewer conveyance improvements. The
construction of this infrastructure would be required of the first project o develop. Other services and
facilitics may also be shared by the two Specific Plan developments. The PVSP includes a library, an
aguatic center and other public facilities that are anticipated be used by residents of the Riolo Vineyard
Specific Plan area and other developments in the Southwest Placer County region.

li1 addition to the PVSP, a number ol low-density residential subdivisions, similar in nature (o the
proposed project, have been approved to the east, north and southeast of the Plan Area. Doyle Ranch,
Silver Creek, Morgan Place, Morgan Creek, RBrookwood, Whisper Creek, Riolo Greens and Winding
Creek are among the subdivisions that have been approved and, in some cases, buill 1n recent vears
withun the Dry Creek/West Placer Community Plan.

An application for the development of a Specific Plan for the Plan Area was submined in 2004 by
PFE Investors, .I.C (PFE Investors). The project proponent owns eight of the 15 parcels (322.8 acres
or approximately 61.4 percent) that comprise the Plan Area. The balance of the Plan Area (seven
parcels, or 38.6 percent) is under the contro] of non-participating ownership.

PROJECT DESCRIPTION: The appheant is reguesting approval of the Riole Vinevard Specific
Plan tor the development of a largely residential community, with an anticipated build-out of 933
dwelling units. The residential developmenlt includes a mix of low-density, medium-density and
high-density residential uses. The proposed land use plan also includes a 7.5-acre commercial site, a
3.1-acre high-density residential site fproposed as affordable housing), two rural-residential sites
{including the existing Riolo home site), four park sites, six 10-acre agricultural-residential home
sites, four public or quasi-public sites (including an expansion site for the existing Union Cemetery),
as well as landscaping and open space lots {FExhibit 3}, Implementation of the proposed project wili
result in a build-out population of approximately 2,477 persons (based on the anticipated occupancy
of approximatelv 2.0 to 2.7 persons per residence, depending upon the tvpe of residential unit). New
employment opportumities within the Riole Vinevards Specific Plan project are limiated 10 those
associated with the development of the 7.5-acre commercial site.




PFL Investors submitted a Large-Lot Vesting Temative Subdivision Map for all of the property within
the Plan Arca that is under its ownership and a Small-Lot Vestuing Tentauive Subdivision Map for a
portion of the Plan Arca. The Iarge-Lot Vesting Tentative Subdivision Map divides the property into 20
lots covering 292.2 acres, bul does not convey any development rights (Exhibit 4). The purpose of the
Large-Lot Vesting Tentative Subdivision Map is to reconfigure the property iincs consistent with the
land use designations described within the Specific Plan and 1o allow properties to be sold, if desired.
The Cenditions of Approval for the Large-Lot Vesting Tentative Subdivision Map arc attached to this
report as Exhabat 5.

The Small-Lot Vesting Tentative Subdivision Map covers an 86.5-acre portion of the site and divides the
property into 300 lots, including 157 mediun-density restdential tots, 128 low-density residential lots,
two rural-residential lots. one high-density residential lot, three public/quasi public lots, six open-space
lots, and three park-and-recreation lots (Exhibit 6.

The submitted maps are consistent with the proposed Specific Plan and accompanving docutnents. The
Planning Commission recommmended approval of both the Large-Lot Vesting Tentative Subdivision Map
and the Small-Lot Vesting Tentative Subdivision Map. subject to the conditions ot approval prepared by
County staff except for amending the language of Condition 195 on the Small-Lot Vesting Tentative
Subdivision Map (Exhibit 7}, and subject to the approval of the Specific I'lan project before the Board.

PROPOSED RIOLO VINEYARD SPECIFIC PLAN ¥

Land Use Summary :

The Riolo Vinevard Specific Plan {(RVSP) is a predominantly residential development with supporiing
land use and infrastructure on 525.8 acres. The Land Use Diagram (Exhibit 3) provides a graphic
depiction ol the location and extent of 1he proposed land use types. Table t, below, provides a summary
of the land use designations, lot sizes and the number of units where applicable, the {(otal acreage for each
land use type and the percent of the project site represented by that land use:

Table 1
Summary of Land Use Designations

Land Use l Lot Size Units | Acres | Percent |
Residential : i
Low Density Residential . 5,500 sfor larger SRR : 21t.1 42.0 |
Medium Density Residentizl | 2,000- 54908 | 277 | 363 17.1 |

High Density Residential . N/A 6t 3.2 0.6
Rural Residential o _ 2 acre minimum 1 . 5.0 o L '

| Residential Total | 927 2556 607

i : e — b | LEs 1 P
Agricultural _ ' i - R
Agriculture - 10 10 acre minimum_ 6 61.3 ! 11.7 _‘

| Agricufture o N/A : N/ A 20.8 - )

| Agricultural Total 6 91 L S 174
o . = i S
Commercial . L C :
Commereial N/A ' N/A 7.5 1.4 |I
Commercial Total 7.5 . 1.4 |
Green Space } _ ——— ___4, ]

¢t Open-Space : : IN/A = NiA 1239 234

| Parks and Recreation o NIA N/A I 1.9
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- = _ 4 - -/ -/ =7 o : P
i Green Space lTotal . ) 134.0 255
v Public or Quasi-Public . !
- Cemetery . O NA o NA 4.8 R 0.9

Major Road/Landscape Corridor N/ ! N/A 203 | 3% ]
Pump Station/RW Facility ] NiA —NAA 2.0 0.4
Substation NiA N/A 0.5 _ 0.1

:Public.-"Quasi-Public Total S 276 | 53

Moter sf = square feet; RW = Recyeled Water: N/A = Not Applicable

Ownership within the Specific Plan includes the project applicant. PFE Investors, with control over
approximately £1.4 percent of the site. The nen-participating properties include the Frisvold parcel
{APN 023-200-057), the Singh parcel (APN 023-200-019), the Lund parcel (APN 023-220-063}, the
Park Arva parcel (APN 023-220-065}) and the Elliott parcel {APN 023-221-005}). Also, the County
owns the former Dovle Ranch mitigation site along Dry Creek (APN 023-221-054) and the Roseville
Public Cemetery District {APN 023-200-027} owns a 1.9-acre parcel adjacent o Watt Avenue,

With the excention of the Singh property and the lands under public ownership, the Specific Plan
anticipates future development on all of the parcels within the Riolo Vinevard Specific Plan. The
Singh parcel 1s currently an agricultural truck farm, and development 1s not anticipated since the site
is entirely within the 100-vear floodplam. Both the Lund and Elliott properties are envisioned for
future development as Low Density Residential uses. The Frisvold property is designated for
Medium Density Residential development and the Park Arva parcel, located a1 the intersection of
Walerga Road and PTL Road, is designated as a Commercial site.

Within the Specific Plan, the proposed low-density tesidential development is anticipated to be
traditional single-family, detached residential development. [n contrast. the medium-density
residential development allows for an alternative product type that may include detached. zero-iot line
or attached uniis on smaller lofs and may include private alley access to garages localed at the rear of
the lots.

The applicant owns the only High Density Residential site within the Plan Area, which is located at
the intersection of Watt Avenue and PFE Road. The Specific Plan envisions the 3.1-acre site to be
developed as a multi-family project such as apartments or condominiums that could provide 60 or
more residential units. The applicant has identilied this 3.1-acre site as the location for the
development of the affordable housing uniis that are required for the portion of the project proposed
by PFE Invesiors, plus any additional affordable units that could be constructed on the site to
accommudate the alfordable housing obligations of other Specific Plan developers.

Proposed Circulation System

Arterial Roadways and Site Access

The project site will be served by three major, existing roadways: Watt Avenue to the west, PFE
Road 1o the south and Walerga Road to the east. The proposed project accommodates the projected
ultimate cxpansion of cach of these major roadways, In addition. the applicant will be responsible for
the consiruction frontage improvements as well as the widening of the major roadways and
interscetion improvements, as identified in the accompanying Development Agreement. As
subsegquent tentative subdivision maps arc submitted to the County within the Riolo Vineyard Specific
Plan, applicants will be responstble for any frontage improvemcents that arc associated with that phase
of development.




Watt Avenue is an existing arterial roadway that extends from Baseline Road to the nonh, continuing
south into Sacramente County. The ulumate right-of-wav for Watt Avenue 1s planned as a 130-foot-
wide, six-Jane facility. Right-of-way for Watt Avenuc is planned to accommadate a 20-foot-wide
landscape median, on-street bike lanes and a dedicated lane (o accommodate bus rapid transit (BRT).
A primary entry way to the project site is planned for Watt Avepue, immediately north of the Union
Cemetery. A secondary access point is located further to the south to serve the high-density
residential parcel.

PFE Road 1s currently a two-lane roadway that 1s proposed (o be widened to a 64-foot-wide, four-lane
facility with a six-fool-wide paved median strip and Class [ bike lanes. This roadway will also serve
as a primary access to the site. A major cntryway is proposed just cast of the Frisvold parcel, and a
second entrance is planned across from the future site of the Rex Fortune Elementary School,
Additional access points include a connection at the high-density residential parcel, one access 1o
serve the Frisvold parcel and one access 1o serve the commercial site.

The ultimate roadway cross-section for Walerga Road provides for a 106-foot-wide, six-lane facility
with a 20-foot-wide landscape median and Class 1] bike lanes. The primary entry way along Walerga
Road 1s proposed north of the commercial site. The commercial site is served with another, secondary
access that would permit only right-in and right-out movements,

Proposed Internal Roadways '

Primary Residential Street - The internal Circulation Plan includes one primary residential street that
will ultimately conneet Watt Avenue to Walerga Road. The road is planned as a two-lane roadway
with Class 1! bike lanes. The circulation plan proposes two roundabouts/circles along this roadway as
well, One roundabouticirele 1s located just east of the project entryway from Watt Avenue, with a
~second roundabout/circle located just cast of the casterly-most AG-10 lot, as shown on the submatted
Small-Lot Vesting Tentative Subdivision Map (Attachment F). These features provide traffic
calming, cak tree preservation and serve as a visual amenity. The submitted Small-Let Vesting
Tentative Subdivision Map would construct this primary roadway {Tom Watt Avenue, east to the
Southern Tributary of Dry Creek. Future subdivisions would be responsible for its extension to
Walerga Road. mcluding a wributary crossing.

The right-of-way for the primary residential roadway varies from 40 [eet to 58 feel to accommodate
varying parking requirements. Where this road traverses open space and/or agricultural uses, parking
on the readway will not be permitted (40-foot-wide right-of-way). Where this road fronts on open
space and residential development, parking will be permitied only on the residential side of the road
(45-foot-wide right-of-way). Areas where this readway is adjacent to residenuial development on both
sides, parking will be permitied on both sides of the street (52-lool-wide right-of-way). Where ths
roadway is adjacent to active parks and residential uses, a 38-fpot-wide right-of-way is planned to
allow for parking on both sides of the street and a six-foot-wide sidewalk within the right-of-way to
serve the park.

Secondary Residential Streets - Other public roadways within the Plan Area are planned as secondary
residential streets. Although some varation pccurs throughout the site depending upon the adjacent
land uses, these roadways are typically two-lane, 40-foot-wide roads with parking on both sides of the
street.



Privateh-Cwned Aflevs - Within the medium-density development (as proposed by the applicant on
the Small-1.ot Vesting Tentative Subdivision Map). private residential alleys are included. These
privately-owned alleys, maintained by the Homeewners' Association, would have a 24-foot-wide
right-of-way to provide access to residential garages at the rear of the lot. No parking would be
permitied along these allevs.

Public Services

Parks / Gpen Space Network

The Riolo Vinevard Specific Plan proposces a large amount of open space, roughly coinciding with the
100-year floodplain of Dry Creek. exclusive of those areas within the private Agricuitural-Residential
parcels. A total of 1239 acres of open space are inciuded in the plan, representing 23.6 percent of the
total project site. The open space will serve 1o protect the floodplain of Dry Creek, offer habiat for
Swainson's hawk and other wildlife, provide for the preservation and re-creation of wetlands, and
serve as a visual amenity to project residents and recreational users of the regional Dry Creek trail
svstem.

The Specific Plan includes a svstem of trails that traverse the open space, extending the regional trail
svstem within the Dry Creek riparian cortidor and connecting to the proposed development. Four
active park sites, totaling 10.7 acres, arc also included in the land use plan to serve Plan Arca
residents with tot lots. ball fields, picnic areas and other recreational amenities. (Note that the park
acreage does not include the additional acreage or monetary obligations that may be required of the
non-participating properiy owners al the time development is proposed.} The Plan Arca will also be
served by the Dry Creek Regional Park that 1s planned for a site east of Walerga Road. Landscape
corridors, 10 be located aleng all major roadways and primary residential streets, will contain
pedestrian and/or bike lanes, These will enhance connectivity and recreational opportunities within
the Plan Area. The corridors comprisc 3.9 percent of the total project site and cover 20.3 acres.

Fire and Police Protection
Fire protection and rescue/emergency response would be provided by the Placer County Fire
Department (PCFD). In addition, Cal Fire would provide personnel and admanistration for wildland
fire prolection, under contract with Placer County. The Placer County Sherift’s Department provides
general law enforcement services 10 the Plan Area, while the Califomia Highway Patrol provides

traffic enlorcement.

In recognition of the impact of the proposed urban level development represented by the Riolo
Vinevard Specific Plan as well as other large specific plans, Placer County contracted tor urban
service studies to address the future need for services. As a result of that effort, applicants will be
required to fund the additional personnel and equipment that wilt be required to serve their
developments.

Library .

It is anticipated that the future residents of the Plan Area will utilize the Library facilities within the
Placer Vinevards Specific Plan area which have becn sized to accommodate the Riclo Vinevard
Specilic Plan population,

Schools
The Plan Arca s located within the boundary of the Center Unificd School District (CUSD). As
stated by the CUSD, the Specific Plan is not required to provide school sites. A new middle school,




Wilson Riles Middle School, is located south of the site along PFE Road. Adequate capacity is
available for the residents of the RVSP. A new clementary school, Rex Fortune Llementary School,
is praposed to be constructed adjacent o the middle school by 2012, However, that facility will not
he adequate to serve all the new clementary students generated from the build-oul of the Plan Arca

plus other development 1n the vicinity, Center High School, located 1in Antelope, 15 currently
impacted. The students generated by RVSP would exacerbate the existing over-crowding.

A representative of the CUSTY has submitted a letter in response to the proposed RVSP (Exhibit 8).
The District is concerncd with the provision of infrastructure to the future Rex Fortune Elementary
School. The District has also requested that a signal or pedestrian crossing be provided, connecting
the Plan Area with the District’s school sites that are located south of PFLIE Road. (Note that this signal
15 identificd as a Mitigation Measure 9-20A in the Draft EIR.) The Specific Plan requires that a signal
be installed prior to the issuance of the 450™ residential building permit. The provision of a site for
the SMUI substation was also an area of discussion. The Riole Vinevard Specific Plan provides for
a site within the Plan Area that would serve SMUD's needs.

As indicated in the Drafi Environmental Impact Report for the project, mitigation is limited by State
law 10 a statutory developer fee. However, other Specilic Plans within Placer County have entered
into agrecments with the CUSD o assist wn providing adequate school facilities for their
developments. The CUSD has requested that the applicants enter into a similar agreement for this
Specific Plan project. At this time, the applicants are meeting with CUSD representatives. An
agrecment 15 anlicipated prior (0 any development within the applicant's initial Small-Lot Vesting
Tentauve Subdivision Map.

Public Utilities

Sanitary Sewer .

The project proposes to convey wastewater to the Dry Creck Waste Water Treatment Plant
{DCWWTP}, which 1s the nearest existing treatment facility. The City of Roseville owns and
operates the DOWWTP on behalf of the participants of the South Placer Wastewater Authority,

The RVSP proposes three alternatives lor the convevance of wastewater. The three alternatives have
been proposed to accommodaic various phasing plans (Initially, the project was proposed to be
phased from east (o west. Currently, the applicants propose phasing from west to east } Alterpative 1,
the preferred alternative, would convey all wastewater from the Plan Area to a pump station and
torcemain that would be located along Dry Creek, connecting to the existing laciities located east of
Walerga Road. This alternative accommeodates the currently proposed phasing plan. In the second
alternative, a portion of the wastewater from the casternmost part of the Plan Area would be conveyed
north and connect to an 8-inch sewer line within the future Dry Creck Regional Park. The third
altcrnative would also convey the tlows {rom the castern portion of the site to the north along Walerga
Road. but would connect to the proposed torcemain where it crosses Walerga Road rather than 1o the
line 11 the Dry Creek Park. The latter two alternatives would accommodate a phasing plan that
develops from casl to west. At this time, the applicant prefers, and staff coneurs with, a phasing plan
that develops from west to east with the accompanying "Alternative 1" sewer alternative,

Water Supply and Dhstribution Svstem

The Riolo Vinevard Specific Plan area {Plan Area} must be annexed inlo the service area of the Placer
County Waler Agency (PCWA) Zone 1. PCWA will provide wholesale water supplies and
Calilornia-American Water Company (Cal-Am) will retail water to the site. The initial source of
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water will be conveved through PCWA's Foothill Water Treatment Plant. Delivery of water supplics
would be through Roseville's distribution system. A cooperative agreement between Roseville and
PCWA permits PCWA to wheel up (o 1} million gallons daily {mgd) to serve the Plan Area and other
projects.

The Plan Area has two points of connection for the water distribution system. A 16-inch water main
is located within Walerga Road and currenily erminates at PFE Road. A second point of connection
is a propased 24-inch water main that would be extended along PFE Road, terminaring at Walerga
Road. The latler is intended to be the primary source of water, once construction is complete. Until
that time. the 16-inch water main will be the source for water. Lltimately, the 16-inch water main
will only serve as a seconddry, emergency connection.

Recycled Water

Reeyeled water supply improvements are currently propescd for the Riolo Vineyard Specific Plan.
As 18 the case for the other Specific Plans within unincorporated Placer County, the City of Roseville
will be the wholesaler of recyeled water from the Dry Creek Waste Water Treatment Plant
(DCWWTP) 1o the Plan Arca. Has the City of Roseville's stated pelicy w provide new developments
with recveled water in amounts cqual to the wastewater flows received. As recognized by the
Recveled Water Master Plan for both this project and for the Placer Vinevards Specific Plan, reeveled
water allocation from the DCWWTP would not be adequate to serve the projected demand of the
Placer Vinevard Specific Plan, cven under a scenarto where recycled water allocated to the Riolo
Vineyard Specific Plan were to be transferred to Placer Vineyards.

The project proponents. however, have proposed an alternative plan to distributing recycled water io
the public uses within the Riolo Vinevard Specific Plan area {nven the high costs of providing
infrastructure for a recycled water system and the limited use for the supply within a largely
residential project, the applicants have proposed to forego construction of a reeveted water system,
Domestic water would be used in the place of recycled water. If this option is implemented. the
County may opt to negotiate with the City of Roscville to transfer the Riolo Vincyard Specific Plan
recyeled water capacity for use within the adjacent Placer Vincyvards Specific Plan area. The County
has no preference between the two alternatives. In either case. waste water generated within County
developments would be returned for use as recyeled water within this or other County deveiopments.

Drainage and Flood Control

The Plan Area is wholly contamed within the Dry Creck watershed, The drainage plan would provide
for the collection of runett for discharge into the exisung channels that drain into Dry Creek.
Qverland ditches are planned to convey stormwater [rom storm drain pipes across the Dry Creek
overbank floodplain to the creek. These ditches would be designed as low-velocity, grass-lined
channels.

The applicants also propose to excavate within the 100-vear floodplain to provide volumetric
compensation for unpacts (fill} elsewhere in the tloodplain. Maintenance of this storage area has been
a topic of discussion between the County and the applicant. The current proposal, as agreed upon by
the applicant and staft, would identify the ownership and maintenance of the volumetric
compensation areas as a responsibility of a future homeoywner's association, rather than the County..
Solid Waste Disposal

Solid waste collection and disposal in the Plan Arca would be by Placer County’s franchise waste
collector, Aubum Placer Disposal Service, Afier collection, solid waste would be transported w the




Western Placer Wasic Management Authority’s Materials Recovery Facility located at the
intersection of Athens Road and Fiddvment Road,

Electrical Service

The Sacramento Municipal Utility District (SMUD) will provide electric service to the Plan Arca. An
electric substation 1o serve the Plan Arca and the surrounding area is planned to be located just north

of the commercial parce] located at the intersection of Walerga Road and PFE Road.

Natura! Gas Service |
PG&E would provide natural gas upon request and in accordance with the rules and tarifts of the
California Public Utilities Commission. (as scrvice to the Plan Area would be obtained by
constructing off-site transmission facilities necessary to serve the Plan Area.

Telephone and Communications Service
Surewest (or a competitive provider) will provide telephone services to the Plan Area.

REQUESTED ENTITLEMENTS

The Riclo Vineyard Specific Plan requires a series of sequential actions by the Board of Supervisors 1n
conjunction with the consideration of the propesed project. The necessary entitlerments are discussed
belosy:

Amendments to the Placer County General Plan
The applicant 1s proposing amendments to the Placer County General Plan. The requested amendments
{additions in underlined type, deletions in strike-through} arc |isted in Table 2. below.

Table 2
Proposed General Plan Amendments

General Plan Policy

Number Proposed Amandment

Agricultural Land Use

1.H.6. The County shali require new non-agricultural development immediately adjacent to agricult-
ural lands to be designed o provide a buffer in the form of a setback of sufficient distance to
avoid land use conflicts between the agricultural uses and the non-agriculiural uses except
as it may be determined to be unnecessary of inappropriate within 3 Specific Plan as pant of
the Specific Plan approval. Such selback or buHfer areas shall be established by recorded
easement or gther insirument, subject te the approval of County Counsel. A melhod and
mechanism {e.g., 2 homeowners association or easement dedication to a non-profit
crganization or public entily) far guarante&ing the maintenance of this land in a safe and
orderly manner shall be also established at 1he time of development approval,

Development Fc-m:t fnd Design
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1.0.1. Except as atherwise provided in the Design Guidelines of an approved Specific Plan, the
County shall require all new development to be designed m compliance with applicable
provisions of the Flacer County Design Guidelines Manual.

Streets and Highways

3.A7. The Counly shall develop and manage its roadway syslem to maintain the following minimunt

levels of service (LOS), of as othenwise specified in a Cammunity or Specific Plan.

o LOSC" on rural roadways, except within one-half mile of state highways where the
standard shalf be LOS "0

« LOS "C" on urbanfsuburban readways excepl within one-half mile of state highways
where the standard shall be LOE "0 "

«  An LGS no worse than specified in the Placer County Congestion Macagement Program
(CHE for the state highway system.

The County may allow exceplions to these levels of sarvice standards where it finds that the

improvements or other measures required to achieve the LOS standards are unacceptable

based on eslablizhed criteria. In allowing any exception te the standards, the County shall

consider the following factors:

= The number of hours per day that the intersection of roadway segment woukd operale at
conditions worse than the standard.

= The ability of the required improvernent to significantly reduce peak hour delay and
mprove traffic operations.

s The right-of-way needs and the physical impacls on surrounding properies.

» The visual aesthetics of the required improvement and its impact on community idenlity
and character.

= Enrvirenmental impacts including atr qualily and noise impacts.

+ Construction and right-of-way acquisition costs.

» The impacts on general safety.

» The impacts of the required construction phasing and traffic maintenance,

« The impacts an guality of life as perceived by residants.

+ Caonsideration of other environmenlal, social, or economic factors on which the County
may base finding to allow an exceadance of the standards.

Exceptions to lhe standards wilt only be allowed after all {easible measures and options are

explored, including alternative forms of transpodation.

3.A.8. A General Plan amendment is proposed o delete Policy 3.A 8 since the policy 18 proposed to
be included in Policy 3.A.7. as described above. '
Pmpc—sed General Plan Amendment

LANZ The County shall requite an analysis of the effects of traffic from all land deve!opment
projects. Each such project shall construct or fund improvemenls necessary to mitigate the
effects of traffic from the project consistent with Policy 3.A.F7. Such improvemants may i
include a fair share of improvernents that provide benefits lo others. !

Land Use Conflicts

7TEB.1. The County shall identify and rmaintain clear boundaries hebween urban/suburban and
agricwtural arezs and require land use buffers between such uses whete feasible, excepl as
may be determined to be unnecessary or imappropriale within g Specific Plan as par of the
Specific Flan approval

These buffers shall ocour on the parcel for which the development permil is sought 2nd shall
favor protection of the maximum amount of farmland.

General Plan Consistency

The Placer County General Plan designates the Riclo Vinevard Specific Plan arca as a part of the Dry
Creek/West Placer Community Plan. No change to the General Plan land use designations are
proposed for the project site.

11



The project docs, however, include a request for a number of General Plan amendiments as identified
in Table 2, above. Most of these policy amendments also have been proposed and approved by the
Board of Supervisors for the Placer Vinevards Specific Plan and/or Regional University Specific Plap
projects and address modifications to General Plan policy language that are necessary to allow the
County to process and approve a Specific Plan. The amendments address a number of issues,
including land use buffers between urban land uses and existing agricultural lands, Level of Service
{LOS} standards for specific plans, and references to project-specilic design guidelines, With the
approval of the requested policy amendments 1o the Placer County General Plan (as have already heen
approved for the Placer Vinevards and Regional University Specific Plans), the proposed Riolo
Vinevard Spccific Plan will be consistent with the General Plan.

Amendments to the Dy CreelWest Placer Community Plan

The applicant is proposing amendments to the Dry Creek/West Placer Commumity Plan. The
requested amendments (additions in underlined type, deletions in strike-through) are listed in Table 3,
below:, ' '

Table 3
Proposed Community Plan Amendments
r__F-"{:llitt:‘_mf o o ) ]
I Number . L Proposed Amendment
ill. Community Development: Land Use
i 2 i The County shall require new non-agricuftural devetopment immediately adjacenl 1o agricutural

lands to be desigred 1o provide a buffer in the form of a setback of sufficient distance to avaid land
use conflicls between the agricullural uses and the non-agriculiural uses excepl as it may be

: determined to be ynnecessary or inappropriate within @ Specific Plan as part of the Spegific Plan ‘
approval. Such setback or buffer areas shall be established by recorded easemant or alher |

instrument, subject to the approval of County Counsel. A method and mechanism {e.qg., a

hameowners association of easement dedicateon to a non-profit organization or public entity} for

guaranteging the maintenance of this land In a safe and orderly manner shall be also established at

the time of development appreval. ]

25 : Cantinue to implement Zoning pelicies which minimize potential loss of property and threat 1o hluman

i life caused by flooding and prohibii the crealion of new building sites within 1he floodplain. Through

the adoption of a Specific Plan_the County may approve altgration of the existing 100-year

floodplain, based upon a demonstration that such alleration will not result in an sigpifisanl increase

. in flgod risk under post-development condilions.

 Description | The LDR disingt allows for the greatesl number of new dwelling units in the Flan area and,

. of Low |censeguently, the greatest change to the axisting rurat environment. Approximately 1,128 acres or
Crensity | 12% of the Plan area is encompassed by this land use dislrict. It allows (or a range of densities from

Residential | 1-2 dwelling units per acre or approximately 1/2-1 acre |at sires and can accommodate in excess of
{LDR) 2.000 homes. 1t is less than 10% built-out at present.

Land Use | The LDR district is found in two separate ar@as. Much of the land south of Dry Creek and norlh of
District, |ihe Sacramenio County line1s included in this district as is an grea between Raseville City Iimils and
Hem (¢}, |East Drive in the north-eastern pottion of the Plan area. In the area adjoining Roseville, this district
page 32 |will provide a lower density iransition area between the higher densities in Rosevilke, lower densilies

o the wast, and commercial uses along Baseline Road,

To the south of Dry Creek and west of Walerga Road a large area {330+ acres) included in the LDR

district alsg has a "Developmeant Resanva” (DR) designation attaghed to it. For several reasons it is

believed |hat this "DR" area should be planned as a distinct unil and therefore subject to approval by
the County of a “Specific Plan” which would address a wide range of issues relative 1o development.
Much of the property in this DR area is encumbered with California Land Conservation Act
tWilliamson Act) contracls which guarantee that the land will stay in agricultural use for a period of
years. The landowners have filed "notices of non-renswal” meaning that Ihe property will nol be sg
| encumbered afler 1998. {In some cases land v this area will be out of the Willamson Act as early
as 1992 1 Alse, the floodplain of Dry Creek in this area is exceptionally broad thus rendering a
significant amount of land unsuitable for hornes but, possibly useful for parks, golf courses, ocpen
"space, or sther recreational uses. The only cemelerny in the FPlan area also lies wilhin this "DR” area.
__. 1A need exists to expand this Use and sugh an expansion should be included in any design for the
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‘ Policy
Numher Proposed Amendment

'TCommumty Development. Public Services

area, As a 0ol 10 ensure the preservation of the floodplain and associated, woodlands, density can
be permitted to be transferred off of the floodplain and used on adjoining lands. In this area the
result could be a significant increase in density on the lands which are found 1o be suilable for
deyelopment. And finally, the land remains in relalively large parcels thus increasing the oppoartunily
for cosperative planning for the ultimale and most appropriate use of the land. The Specific Plan
process can address the issues of timing of developmen!. pravision of infrastructure, preservation

y and appropriate use of the floodplains, and placement of permitted density within the area. Virth a
"specific plan, Ins area should be considered as a whole and permit the relocation of commercial
uses to the best possible location and still be cansidered compatible with the Community Pian, Also,
rinimum led sizes in PUDs within the LDR district should not be lzss than 12-15,000 sq. ft. A small
percentage of lots, up to a maximuem of 20%, in any PUD in this district may be as small as 10,000

1 sq. . Smaliediot sizes may be permilted within an adopted Specific Plan,

4

Maintain natural condilicns within the 100-year floedplain of all slreams except where work is
required to maintain the stream s drainage characterslics and where such work is done in
accordance with the Placer County Flood Damage Prevention Ordinance, Department of Fish and
Game regulations and Clean Waler Act provisions administered by the U S drmy Corps of
Engineers, or when facilities for the treatment of urban run-off can be located in the floodplan
providing that there is no destruction of nparian vegetation. Through the adoption of & Specific Plan,
the County may approve alleralion of the exisling 100-vear flondplain, based vpon a dempnsiration
]lhat such alteration will not result in an sigeifisertincrease in Nlood risk under posl dewlopment

L. Enwronmental Resources Management‘ Natural Resources

L conditigns. e __I
Designate the 100-year floodptain of Dry Creek. including the mayor tributaries as open space, and
provide for some compatible use of these areas in arder to engourage therr preservation. Through
Ihe adoption of a Specific Plan, lhe Counly may approve alteration of the existing 100-year
ﬂoudpiaind based upgn a demansiration thal such alleration will not result in an sigieant ncrease

14

No construction activities shall accur within the Dry Creek floodplain and only limited alteration of its |
tributarias shall be permitted except as part of the development of lhe flondplain as & recreational
area. or for stream enhancement, or where work is done in accordance with the Placer County
Flond Damage Prevention Ordinance. Department of Fish and Game Regulations. and Clean Water
Act Provisions administered by the LS. Army Corps of Engineers. Through the adopticn of a
Specific Plan, the County may approve allgration of the existing 100-year flocdplain, based upon a

: development candmcrns.

W. Transportation FCirculation: Circulation

B

The rights-of-way for roads shall be wide encugh to accommadate roadways. trails, bikeways,
drainage, public utiiies, landscaping/vegetation, and suilable separation between facilities,
Minimum right-of-way widih for Walerga Road shail be 144 feet. Minimum right-of-way width shall
be 120 feet for PFE Reoad. Baseline Road. Cook-Riolo Road. Bon Julic Blvd |, and Watt Avenue.
Chther roads shall have a 80-foot minimum right-of-way widlh. Thrgugh the adoption of a Specific
Plan, he Counly may medify these right-of-way standards, and may elecl to exclude {andscaped
areas sidewalks and utilities from the defined public right-of-way. .

The level of service {LOSY on roadways and itterseclions identified in the Capilal Improvement
Program (CIP) shall be a Level C or better. The first prionty for available funding shall be the
correction of potentiat hazards
Lard-devaleprrentprojestis-shal-be approved-only HEODE-Csanbe

susiained-on-the CIP- mad%and imtersectioralten

The County may allow éxceplions to this level of service {1 OS5y standard where it finds that the

\ improvements or other measures réquired 1g achieve the LS standard are unacceptable based on
| established eriteria. _In allowing any exception 1o the standard, the Counly shall consider the
:follnwmg factors:

.' The nurmber of hours per dav that the intersection or readway segmeni would operate at

| cenditions worse than the standard.

l+ The ability of the required improvement g significantly reduce peak hour delay and improve

| traffic operations. .

+ The right-of-way needs and the physical impacls on surreynding properies.

» The visyal agsthetics of the required improvement and its impact on community identity and

13



[ Policy
Number Proposed Amendment

1 character, '
e Envirgnmental impacts including air quality and nojse impacts
' Construction and righl-of-way acquisition cosls.

+ The impacts on general saiefy,
ie The impacts of the required censtruction phasing and traffic maintenance,
i Thaimpacts on quality of life as perceived by residents.

«  Consideration of glher environmental social_or ecanaomic factors an which he County may hase

findings to allow an exceadance of the standards.

Exceplions lo Lhe standard will only be allowed_after all feasible measures and options are explored,
ncluding alternative forms of transportation,

Dry Creek/West Placer Community Plan

The Dry/Creek West Placer Community Plan (Community Plan} is part of the Placer County General
Plan. The Riolo Vineyard Specific Plan project must also demonstrate consistency with the
Community Plan for the project to be approved by the County.

The proposed project would change the Community Plan land use designation for the Plan Areato
"Riolo Vineyard Specific Plan." The more detailed land use designations and descriptions would then
be defined by the Specihic Plan documents.

In addition, the proposed amendments to the Community Plan include policy amendments that allow
for the approval of 4 Specific Plan, similar to the General Plan amendments. These include the need
for agricultural land use buffers and Level of Service standards for roadways. The County has
previously approved these amendmments 1n conjunction with the Placer Vineyards and/or Regional
Elniversity Specilic Plans.

This Specifie Plan project, however, includes requests tor a number of Community Plan amendments
that are unique to the Riolo Vineyard Specilic Plan (RVSP). The project speciiic amendments
mclude one amendment relating 1o the night-of-way for PLLE Road and one addressing the minimum
lot sizes permitted, and four amendments pertaining to development in the floodplain. An explanation
of each is discussed below.

PEE Road Right-of-Wap, Community Plan Policy 6 requires a mimmum right-of-way for PFE Road
ot 120 teet. The applicant has requested an amendment to that policy (o permit a Specific Plan
projeci to develop allernative standards. Tn this case. the proposcd amendment refleets two changes to
the road cross-section that require the amendment. First, the Community Pian envisioned that PFE

Road would include a 20-toot-wide landscaped median. The RVSP proposes a six-foot paved median -

as ah alternative. Placer Vinevard Specific Plan, lacated adjacent (o the Riolo Vineyard Specific Plan
project site, maintains the 20-foot-wide landscaped medians as set forth in the Community Plan.
While staff has some concern that permitiing an alternate approach for PFE Road 1s inconsistent with
the community visien and ¢liminates an amenity associated with the Dry Creek West Placer
Coemmunity, (he requested amendment would serve (o address two 1ssues. First, the applicant's
proposal does not compromise the physical condition of the roadway. The reduction in the otal
width, I pan, recognizes that landscape corridors are no longer included in the right-of-way, but they
are identified as a separate parcel, thus reducing the 1otal right-of~way width. Sccondly, the reduction
in width recogmzes the increasing narrow parcels (proceeding east-to-west) located on the south side
of PFE Read along the Sacramento County line. The additional road right-of-way could adverscly
irnpact the ability to develop these irregulariy-shaped properties which have limited lot depth. The

14
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Planning Commission concluded that, based upon the above, there was merit 1o the proposed
amendment.

Reduction in Minimum Lot Size: The amendment 1o the Community Plan 1o address the reduced lot
sizes (the RVSP provides for lots as small as 2,000 square feet) 1s not an amendment 1o a peiicy, but
rather an amendment to a discussion about this spceific project site within the Communiiy Plan. The
Community Plan requires 4 minimum 1ot size of 12,000 to 15,000 square feel, A minimum tot size of
10,000 square feet is permitted for up to 20 percent of the lots withina PUD . Also, in recognition of
the expansive Dry Creek floodpiain, the Community Plan permits a transter of density from the
undevelopable floodplain w areas of higher elevation. This transfer ol density acknowledges that
smaller tot sizes will result.

While the West Placer MAC opposed this amendment to the Community FPlan, the Planning
Commission has concluded that the apphicant’s proposal 1s more etficient in terms of per-unit
infrastructure costs and may offer @ more affordable home to buvers and could reduce development
pressure on agricultural-designated areas within the County. Also, the Riolo Vinevard Specific Plan
largely internalizes the smaller lots. The smaller lots within the areas set aside for medium-density
and high-density residential land uses are bordered by the larper-lot. low-density residential
development or by public uses, hmiting the potential for land use conflicts. The Planning
Commission recommended approval of this amendment.

Floodplain Developmene: As indicated above, four Community Plan amendments relate 10 the
County's policy on development in the floodplain. Two other Community Plun policies. while not
proposed to be changed, are relevant to the discussion concerning the applicant’s proposal to alter the
[00-vear floodplain. These poiicies include:

Commuuity Development: Land Use Policy 23 - "Centinuc to implement policies which
minimze potential loss of property and threal (o human hie caused by flooding and prohibu
the creation of new building sites within the floodplain.”

Community Development: Public Services Policy, Flood Control 41 - "The approximate 100-
vear {[loodlplain designation for Dry Creek and its tributaries shall be revised and modified as
additional information becomes available, or as changes oceur in the Dry Creek watershed
which should cause changes in the flow characteristics. The modifications shall alsa lead to
changes in zoning sa that the 100-vear floodplain continues to lie within the Open
Space/Greenbelt land use designation.”

Community Development:-Public Scrvices, Flood Control Policy 4 - "Mamtain natural
conditions within the 100-vear {locdplain ef all streams except where work is required 10
maintain the stream's drainage characteristies and where such work is done in accordance with
the Placer County Flood Damage Prevention Ordinance, Department of Fish and Gaine
regulatiems and Clean Water Act provisions administered by the LIS, Army Corps of
Engincers, or when facilities for the treatment of urban run-off can be located in the floodplain
providing that there 15 no desirection ol rniparian vegetation,” '
Community Development: Public Serwvices Policy 3 - "Designate the 100-year floodplain of
Dry Creek, including the major tnbutarics as open space, and provide for some compatible use
of thesc arcas in order to encourage their preservation.”
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Environmental Resources Management: Natural Resources Policy 2 - "Preserve in their
natural condition all strcam environment zones, including floodplains and niparian vegetation
areas.”

Environmental Resources Management: Natural Resources Policy 14 - "No construction
activities shall occur within the Dry Creek floodplain and only lmited alteration of its
tributaries shall be permitted except as part of the developrient of the floodplain as a
recrealional area, ot for stream cnhancement, or where work 1s done in accordance with the
Placer County Flood Damage Prevention Ordinance, Department of Fish and Game
Regulations, and Clean Water Act Provisions administered by the U.S, Army Corps of
Engineers."

As proposed by the applicant, each policy amendment would add language to allow tor an exception
1o the policy for an adopted Specific Plan, provided that the alteration 1o the floodplain did not result
in a significant increase 1n flood risk.

Implementation of the Riola Vinevard Speeific Plan, as proposed, would result in development and
i1l within the existing 100-year floodplain of Dry Creck and its tributary flowing from the south
through the pmJect site. The proposed fill would be used to:
Elevate the proposed 1-acre building pads to be located within each of the 4G-10 lots;
+  Fill portions of Lots 3 through 17, as shown on the Small-L.ot Vesting Tentative
Subdivision Map, and an unknown number of similar residential lots in the future
phase of the praject on the north side of the drainage, immediately north ¢f PFE Road;
» Construct the roadway crossing of the tributary as an extension of Street "A™ as shown
on the Small-Lot Vesting Tentative Subdivision Map.

For the iniual development, fill would also be used for minor encroachments (o permit the
construction of other roadways and infrastructure,  Under existing conditions, approximately 267
acres of the 526-acre Plan Area are within the existing 100-vear floodplain elevation. Undet post-
project conditions, approxunatcly 16 acres would be elevated and filled along the fringe of the
floodplain. Approximately 231 acres of the Plan Area would remain as floodplain.

The applicant’s proposal would further alter the pre-development 1 00-year floodplain by excavatung
areas within the proposed open-space lots and wihin the future AG-10 lots {outside of the building
pad). The excavated material would be used to clevale argas ot the site above the 100-vear tlocdplain
to allow for the creation of new building sites as well as roadway alipnments and public uses, as
indicated above. The applicant has demonstrated that the amount of fill required for the proposed
development would be compensated by the material excavated. Engincering studies submitted as part
of the environmental review process have shown that the resull would be no-net-increase in flood
elevation under post-development conditions. The proposed Conditions of Approvat for the Small-
Lot Vesting Tentative Subdivision Map will require the applicants to obtain a Letter of Map Revision
(LLOMR} prior 1o acceptance of project improvemeits as compiete,

Floodplain development proposals along Drv Creek in Placer County have a long history. Beginnming

in the early 1990's, vanous projects were proposed in the area that eventually was developed as Doyle
Ranch, Morgan Creek and Riolo Greens, commaonly called "CFD” projects. Early proposals to
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channelize Dry Creek and otherwise modify the Hoodplain were rejected by the Board of Supervisors
or never came to {ruition.

In the carly 1990's, developers in the vicinity of Dry Creek proposed a "regional” solution to the
[looding problems along the 100-year floodplain of Bry Creek. A sysiem to controd Mooding was
devised that would use the Scuthern Tributary (within the Plan Area) as a inajor convevance area for
flood waters, leaving other properties that would be outside of the 100-year floodplain because of the
new flood control facility, to be developed. The Board of Supervisors rejected the proposal, citing the
tnability 1o accurately predict lood events along Dry Creek and the resuliing unacceptable risk 1o life
and propcrty that it represented.

Since then, the Board of Supervisors has taken action on a number of individual development projects
located along Dry Creek and in the vicinity of ihe Riolo Vineyard Specitic Plan. In all cases, the
Board of Supervisors directed the applicants (o redesign their projects to remove lots from the 100-
vear floodplain of Dry Creek, resulung in a substantial reduction in the total number of lots approved
for each development,

In carly 19935, the Board of Supervisors dealt with floodplain development i1ssues for three major
subdivisions noted above - Dovle Ranch, Morgan Creek Golf and County Club and Riolo Greens -
within the Dry Creek corridor. Early in 1993, severe winter storms resulted in the redefinition of the
100-year floodpiain. The floodplain was determined to be more extensive than previously thought.

In the case of cach of the threc projects, the conditions of approval required the applicants to submit a
revised tentative map that would be consistent with the most recent delineation of the tuture,
unmitigated 100-vear floodplain (1.¢. natural floodplain at build-out) and remove all residential lots
and subdivision improvements from the 100-vear floodplain. This redesign resulted 1o the loss of
approximately 90 lots in total for all three projects.

While direction lrom the Board of Supervisors has been clear on development within the primary
lloodplain, there 1s less clarity when dealing with minor (ributaries. On August 14, 1993, the Board
of Directors of the Placer County Flood Control and Water Conservation District approved Resolution
95-3 {L:xhibit 9), stating:

"It 15 hereby recommended that in general no new land development cntitlements be allowed
to build or fill wathin the future, unmitigated 100-yvear floodplain of major streams in Placer
County {emphasis added.)

[=xceptions to the policy would be permitted under reasonable circumstances such as:

+ Greater public benefits are obtained. (An example of this would be development of a
park area or public road. Development of the (loodplain for typical
residential‘commercialfindustrial purposes would not be considered appropriate.)

= The risk associated with a minor change can be mifigated acceptably.

+  The risk associated with a minor change is virtually undetectable, even on a cumulative
basis.”

The Resolution further recognized that "our ability 10 accurately predict 100-vear flows is very
tenuous given our limited base of historical information for precipitation and stream tlow for our
major steeams.” {Iote thal the historical record of precipitation and stream flow in the Dry Creek
watershed is less than 50 vears.) Dry Creck and the Southern Tributary clearly demonstrate the
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characteristics of the major stream or tributary, exhibiting extensive floodplains and having a long
history of periodie, and at times, catastrophic fooding, 1o which the above resolution applies.

The West Placer MAC has recommended against the proposed amendments to policies contained
within the Dry Creek/West Placer Convmumty Plan concerning development in the 100-vear
flocdplain and recommended denial of the project. The West Placer MAC's concerns are described in
mare detail in a later section of this report.

The Planning Commission recommended approval of the four pelicy amendments, subject to the
¢limination eof the term “significant™ that is contained within each of these policies. The Commission
{further concurred with staft’s recommendations listed above, allowing fill for the AG-10 building
pads and infrastructure imnprovements. However, the Commission voted 4 - 2 (Commissioners Crabb
and Johnson voung no; Commissioner Denio absent) to permit {il] to create the small residential lots
on either side of the South Tributary. The Commissioners recommending the additional fill chied the
project proponents’ engineering studies demonstrating no impact to flood elevations as adequate
mitigation for alteration of the 100-vear floodplain. The Commissioners voting “no” expressed

concemn for potential risks to life and property. (Additional discussion of the Planning Commission
Hearing is provided in a later section of this report.) The Board of Supervisors should provide revised
policy direction for development within the H0-vear floodplain to staff for this and future
development projects, since the Planning Commission’s recommendation suggested amending s1affs
current understanding of the Board's policy direction,

Riole Vinevard Specific Plan

As part of the requesied actions, the approval of the Riolo Vineyard Specific Plan will be considered.
The Specific Plan cstablishes a development framework tor the arca and addresses land use, housing,
circulation, resource management, public utilitics, public services. and implementation.

Riolo Vinevard Specific Plan Development Standards and Design Guidelines

The approval ol the Riolo Vinevard Specific Plan Development Standards and Design Guidelines are
inciuded in the project’s list of entitlements. The Development Standards and Design Guidelines are
provided as separate documents accompanying the Specific Plan to address the uses and standards
within the Riole Vinevard Specific Plan area, and will be adopted by separate actions.

Rezoning

The Riclo Vineyard Specific Plan arca is currently zoned OPD=2, RS8-A-B-20-DR-PD=2, C1-UP-De,
and CPD-Dc. The proposed project would rezone all participating properties within the Specific Plan
area o the “Speeific Plan” (SPL-RVSP) zoning district (Article 17.51 of the Zoning Ordinance).
Exhibit 10 depicts the proposed zoning for the site.

Large-Lot Vesting Tentative Subdivision Map
The proposed project includes a Larpe-lot Vesting Tentative Subdivision Map o subdivide the property
into 20 lots that cover 292.2 acres.

Small-Lot Vesting Tentative Subdivision Map

"The apphcant has submitted a Small-Lot Vesting Tentative Subdivision Map 1o divide an &6.5-acre site
inte 157 medium-density residential lots (5 to 10 dwelling units per acre). 28 low-density residential lots
(1 to 5 dwelling units per acre), two AG-10 lots, two park-site lots, ten landscape-corridor lots and one
public/quasi-public lot. :

Development Agreement
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As pan of the requested actions, the Board will consider the approval of a Development Agreement
between the County and the property owner, Bryvte Gardens Associates, Lid.. (PFE lnvesiors, LLC
has been acting as the applicant with the authority of the owner)) Development Agreements are
authorized by California Govermment Code Section 65864 et seq. and Section 17.58.210 of the Placer
County Zoning Ordinance, A Development Agreement sets forth the property owner’s specific
oblizations relating to: infrastructure construction, [inancing, and timing: financial contributions for
infrastructure maintenance and public services: and other obligations that may be imposed by the
County as conditions of approval. A Development Apreement also provides the property owner with
certain vested development rights. Development Agreements are recorded documents that obligate
future property owners 1o the (crms of the agreement. The other property owners within the Specific
Plan area who are not a part of this entitlement application will be required 10 enter into separate
Development Agreements with the Counlty in the future, at the time as they apply for rezoning and
submit a development proposal.

The Development Agreement enforees the obligations of the developer as it develops that portion of
the Specific Plan area under its control. The Development Agreement is a binding contract with a 20-
year period that set the terms, rules, conditions, regulations, entitlements, responsibilities, and other
provisions relating to site development. The Development Agreement address issues relating 1o the
development of the project arca (i.c.. permitted uses, aftfordable housing reguirements), the
abligations of the applicant and the County {i.e., dedications, improvements, financing), as well as the
general provisions of the Agreements (i.e.. erm, annual revicw, detault),

The Applicant’s obligation to provide atfordable housing, consistent with the requirement outlined in
the 1ext of the Specific Plan, is described in the Development Agrcement. The goal of (he provision is
to provide 10% ot'the total units affordable to verv-low {(4%), low (4%) and moderate income (2%)
households. The Development Agreement provides for the dedication of the high-density residential
parcel { APN (23-200-0330) for affordable housing through a deed restriction. An Irrevocable Offer of
Dedication to the County 1s also to be executed and recorded. Furthermore, the Applicant is required
to nstall infrastructure and roadway improvements at the site prior (o the issuance of the 75[h_bui]ding
permit. The Development Agreement aiso provides for a per-unit building permit fee of $1800 per
residential unit as an “Affordable Housing Building Fee.” While the Applicant will use its best
efforts to construct or cause (0 be constructed a minimum of 54 affordable units prior to the issuance
of the 400" building permit, there is no requirement to do so. If the units are constructed. however,
all “AtfTordable Housing Building Fees™ collected will be returned 1o the Applicant and no additional
fees will be assessed.

A copy ol the proposed Development Agreement is attached to the Ordinance Adopling a
Development Agreement, which is Attachment H to the Memorandum of County Counsel
accompanving this siaff report.  Similar (o the practice lor other Spectfic Plan reviews, an overview
of its material terms will be provided 1o the Board at the public hearing. The applicant is in
agreement with all of the terms except Scctions 2.5.5.1 (Riolo Vineyard Specifie Plan Fee) and
Section 2.5.5.5 (Services Shortfall Fee). Both of these provisions pertain to fiscal 1ssues. The
applicant has acknowledged that the ultimate determination as (o whether these provisions will remain
included within the Development Agreement will be addressed by the Board of Supervisors as part of
the approval process. Staff believes it is important to retain these provisions and is prepared to
provide the Board with an overview to assist it in making thetr determinations,
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OTHER SUPPORTING DOCUMENTS

To aid in the understanding of the details relating . the public faciiities Tinancing and the tvpesicosts
of urhan level of services associated with the RV SP project, the Planning Cominission and the Board
of Supervisors have been provided a Public Facilities Financing Plan and Uthan Services Plan for
review and consideration.

Public Facilities Financing Plan

The Riolo Vinevard Public [acilties Financing Plan defines the specific mechanisms that will be
required to fund the capital costs of all infrastructure necessary 1o implement the Specific Plan. The
Financing Plan also describes the mechanism for reimbursement to the Applicant for the costs of the
Spectiic Plan approval process and to any developer for costs incurred by that developer if it
constructs infrastructure that bencfits other property owners both within and outside the Specific Plan
arca. Subsequent to the hearing on February 19, 2009, and in response to concerns from some
property owners, Section [V of the Financing Plan was revised 1o clanfy the process whereby these
types of costs will be determined and then allocated to the vartous property owners. A revised
Financing Plan contaming the changes has been provided to the Board with the staft report.

*

Lrban Scrvices Plan

The Riolo Vincyard Specific Plan Urban Services Plan (Scrvices Plan) describes the standards,
delivery, costs. and funding mechanisms for the following tvpes of public services in the Plan area:
County-wide services {e.g., probation, health services); {ire protection: Sheriff protcction: library
scrvices; transit services: local parks operations and maintenance; regional park facilities operations
and maintenance; recrealion services; open space maintenance; landscape comidors maintenance; and
local roads maintenance.

The Urban Services Plan describes a financing stralegy to fund an urban level of public services that
will be provided to Riolo Vinevard's future residents commensurate with surrounding jurisdictions.
These sources include existing revenues as well as newly created funding sources paid by future
development in Kiole Vineyard. This document, ke the Public Facilities Plan, is not among those
documents that require action by the Planning Commission. Howcever, a copy was provided on (02-
10-09 for consideration and comment today.

OTHER PROJECT-RELATED PLANS

In addition to the Specific Plan and Development Standards and Design Guidelines, master plan
documents have been prepared [or the project. These plans include a Sewer Master Study, a Drainage
Master Plan, a Water Master Plan, and a Recycled Water Master Plan. . The master plan documents
provide comprehensive infrastructure planning for the Plan Area. Subsequent projects proposed
within the Plan Area will be required to be consistent with the naster plans. However, site-specific
infrastructure planning may be required on a case-by-case basis.

CEQA COMPLIANCE
The Riolo Vineyard Specific Plan EIR was prepared pursuant to CEQA and the County's

Environmental Review Qrdinance. A Nohee of Preparation (SCH No. 2005092041} for the EIR was
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distributed on September 2, 2003, A copy of the Notice of Preparation ts provided in Appendix Bl of
the Drati EIR. In January 2008, the County relcased the Draft LIR for the Rielo Vinevard Specific
Plan and circulated the document for a 43-day public review period. The Draft EIR evaluated the
existing environmental resources in the vicinity of the Specific Plan area and off-site infrastructurc,
analvzed potential impacts on those resources resulting from the propesed project, and identified
mitigation measures thal could avoid or reduce the magnitude of those significant impacts. The
Planning Commission held a public hearing on February 28, 2008 to provide an opportunity for the
public (o comment on the Draft EIR.

In October 2008, the County relcased the Final EIR, which includes responses to comments received
on the Draflt EIR. One commient letter was received by the County on the Final EIR from the City of
Roseville (Attachment 113, The Mitgation Measure 14-1b will be changed to reflect the additional
language added by the City of Roseville. This is also addressed in the Development Agreement.
Chapter 14 Mitigation Measures arg included in the Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program.
At Roseville's request, the Placer County Fire Department is attending mectings with Roseville's fire
district to discuss mutual aid.

The Draft EIR and the Final EIR together constitute the Final EIR tor the project. The Board of
Supervisors is responsible lor certifying the Riolo Vineyard Specific Plan Final EIR and ultimately
acting on the proposed project, based on the Planning Commission’s recommendation. As such, written
findings will be preparcd pursuant to state and local requirements for certitying the Final EIR. If the
proposed project 1s approved, a Stalement of Overnding Considerations must be adopied 1o explain how
the project's benefits ourweigh the unavoidable adverse environmental impacts of the proposed project.
The Planning Commission 1s not being requested to make any recommendation regarding the adequacy
of the Final EIR. Howcever. any comments the Commission may have regarding this document will be
forwarded 1o the Board of Supervisors with the Commussion's recommendations.

ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT ANALYSIS

Provided below 1s & summary analyvsis of pertinent environmental topics addressed in the Draft
Environmental Impact Report.

Land Use

The Land Use chapter of the Draft IR describes the existing and proposed land uses, agricultural
resources, and relevant land use policies for the RVSP. This chapter discusses changes 1n land use,
land use compatibility, and General Plan and Commumiy Plan consistency.

The site currently consists of low-density rural residences, a nparian corridor immediately south of
Dry Creek, a public cemetery, wetlands, agricultural parcels, trees, and grasslands. The elevation
ranges from 80 10 120 feet above mean sea level. The 1opography includes uplands in the southern
part of the site and a {loodplain in the northern section. A distinet border with a 10 to 20 percent
slope splits these two areas. Current land uses in the Plan Area include rural residences, agricullure,
and open space.

The Draft EIR includes mitigation requiring buffers from adjacent agricultural uses and notification of
residential property owners of County’s Right-to-Farm Ordinance. Impacts that would remain
significant after mitigation include the loss of lanmland and the cancellation of a Williamson Act
contract,
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Population, Employment and Housing

The Draft 1R evaluates the proposed project’s patential impacts on population, employment, and
housing, including affordable housing. As proposed, the project’s residential and commercial land
uses would bring additional residents and employees to this unincorporated area of Placer County.
The RVSP allows for up to 933 residential units, which would result in a projected population
increase of 2,477 people. 1t is anticipated that the proposed project would generaie 176 jobs at build
out. Tmpacts related o population, emplovment and housing are not regarded as significant in the
Draft EIR. '

Biological Resources :

The Biological Resources Chapter of the Drall EIR addresses potential effects on biological resourees
causcd by construction and operation of the RVSP. Existing site characteristics, such as habitat types
and animal and plant species present, are described based on site-specific information developed for
the proposed project, and published technical information.

The habitat types present at the project site include annoal grasslands, cultivated lields, seasonal
wetlands, and a riparian woodland that is associated with the perennial stream. Dry Creek. The
project site contains potential habitat for a variety of special-status species, including plants,
invertcbrates, birds, mammals. reptiles, and amphibians,

Conversion of the project stte and off-site arcas for development of the RVSP would resolt in impacts
on habitat availability and habitat function, the filling of jurisdictional wetlands. and loss of vemnal
poal crustacean and amphibian species. Mitigation measurcs were identitied for each of these
impacts that reduce the impacts to Jess than significant. Impacts on rare plants, birds including
raptors, bats, and pond turtles would also be reduced to less than sigmificant levels with mitigation
dentified for the proposed project in the Draft EIR.

Cultural Resources :
The Draft EIR describes the potential impacts on archucological/paleontological, and historic-era
resources for the RVSP project and assoctated off-site improvement areas. Impacts identified in the
Draft EIR include impacts on ankpown, subsurface archeological, paleontological. or historic
resources, and disturbances to human remains interred cutside of formal cemeteries. Mitigation
measures identified for the project would reduce the impacts to less than sigmficant levels.

Visual Resources _

The Draft EIR evaluates the potential changes to the existing visual characteristics of the project site
that could result from development of the RVSP. The analysis locuses on the effects on views,
compatibility with the visual characteristics of surrounding uses, and the likelihood that sensitive
recepiors would be disturbed by light and glare generated or reflected by new siructures within the
Specific Plan arca, '

The RVSP arca 1s generally undeveloped area of open, gently rolling pastures and grassland with
vineyards and some remmnant orchard. The Plan Area’s norithern boundary is defined by Dry

Creek, which is a riparian woodland. The areas surrounding the project site are currently developed
with the agricultural Tands, open space, residences, and imstitutional uses. Mitigation measures
identificd for the projecr would reduce the light and glare impacts and tmpact 1o the Union Cemetery

22



10 less than significant levels. However, construction activities would result in temporary and long-
term unavaoidable significant impacts 10 the visual characteristics of the project site.

Transportation and Circulation

The transportation section ol the Dralt EIR analyzes the transportation and circulation impacts
associated with development of the RVSP, including roadways, transit services and bicvele facilittes.
The traffic analysis examines cight traffic scenarios; existing conditions with- and without-project,
existing conditions with- and without- project with PFE Road closed west of Cook Riolo Road,
cumulative (2025) conditions with and without project with PFE Road open as well as closed. An
analysis of bath AM and PM Peak Hours was preformed. To salisty the City of Roseville’s LOS
policy requirements, the Draft EIR also includes a separate analysis using the City of Roseville’s CIP
travel demand modcl and [.OS post-processor lor cumulative 2020 conditions. The analysis alse
studied interscctions and roadway segments within Sacramento County, Sutter County, and on the
State Highway network (Caltrans).

The Draft EIR analvzed 36 road segments and 23 intersections in Flacer County, Sutter County,
Sacramento County, the City of Roseville, and on Calrrans facilities. The resulis indicate that, under
existing conditions, with PFL Road open and with the addition of project traffic {(absent mitigation),
13 of the 36 study roadway segments would operate at an unacceplable LGOS based on the minimum
LOS thresholds established by local jurisdictions and Caltrans; 5 of the 24 study intersections would
operale worse during the AM Peak Hour than the minimum LOS threshold established by local
jurisdictions and Callrans: 9 of the 24 interscctions would operate worse during the PM Peak Hour
than the minimum LOS threshold.

The Draft EIR also identifies mitigation measures to reduce identified impacts due 1o contribution of
project {ralfic on local roadways. Where impacts arc identified and are within Placer County, the
developers arc required to construct the improvements or provide funding to the County that
constitutes the project’s fair share ef the costs associated with the project’s conttibution of traffic.
The mitigation aiso requires payment of applicable fees toward to the South Placer Regional
Trangpertation Authority and other adopted regional impact fees for improvements 1o road facilities.
The Draft FIR also requires the payment of impact fees 1o Placer Counly in amounis that constitule
the project’s fair share contributions 10 the construction of transportation facilities and/or
improvements nceded in whole or in part because of the Project. . The Applicant’s responsibility to
construct roadway improvements, as well as the pavment of fees and eligibility for fec eredit, is
described 1n the draft Development Agreament. '

The Draft EIR also requires that RVSP create a Community Service Arca (CSA) (o {und the cost of
transit services and any related capital costs for buses. passenger amenities and facilities needed to
provide public transit scryvice to the study area.

Significant and unaveidable impacts of the project include the contribution to traffic volumes on
regional roadways and intersections that would exceed their capacity with or without the proposed
project. Also, additional transit patrons would not be accommodated by existing transil service.

Air Quality

The Draft EIR summarizes the climate in the project area. existing air quality conditiens in the project
area for both “criteria air pollutants™ and ““toxic air contaminants”, and federal, state, and regional air
quality standards. The document then assesses the air gquality elfects caused by stationary, mobile,
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and area sources related to the proposed project and recommends mitigation measures 1o reduce or
eliminale significant impacts.

The RVSP lies within the Sacramento Valley Air Basin. Ambient air quality is gencrally determined
by climatological conditions, the topography of the air basin, and the type and amount of pollutants
emitted. The RVSP area 15 subject to a combination of topographical and climatie factors, which
result in high powntial for regional and local pollutant accumulation.

The Draft ETR identifies significant and unavoidable impacts under the Air Quality Chapter for the
RVSP project. These impacts include effects on air quality during both construction and operation
phascs: exhaust and {ugitive dust emissions generated hy construction activitics, and the gencration of
both mobile and stationary source air pellutants increasing total air pollution emissions. [n addition,
the Draft EIR identifies impacts from emissions of grecnhouse gases contributing to global warming,

Noise

The Draft EIR discusses the existing noise environment in the vicinity of the RVSP project site, and
the potentiat of the proposed project to increase noise levels due to project construction and operation.
Transportation noisc is identified as the predominant source of noise. The project proposes masonry
wail where nowse attenuation 15 required.  The Draft EIR 1dentifies transportation noise sources in
excess of an Ly, of 600 dBA externally at the property line and in excess ot 45 dBA intemally at
second floor locations 1o be significant and unavoeidable, Although construction noise is exempt
under County Code, the Draft EIR includes mitngation (o limit the hours ol construction a(,twmes
Construction noise was determined to be significant and unavoidable (temporary impact).

Soils, Geology, and Seismicity

The Drait EIR describes the cxisting geology, soils, and seismic conditions in the vicinity of the
RVSP arca, including the project site and adjaceni infrastructure corridors. The potential physical
environmental effcas related to scismic hazards and crosion is evaluated. The text also evaluates
geotechnical problems that could affect development in the study area and provides a context to
evalvate project-related conditions with regard to regional soils, gcology, and seismicity
characteristies. Fauiting, ground shaking, erosion. stope and soil instability, and mineral resources are
addressed in this chapter of the Draft EIR.

The Draft EIR found no impacts related to risk of fault rupture or landslides; less than significant

. impacts resulling from seismic ground shaking, and potentially significant impacts associated with
soil erosion and expansive soils. Compliance with applicable laws and mitigation measures identified
for the project would reduce the impacts 1o less than significam levels.

Hvdrology and Water Quality -
The Draft EIR addresses potential hydrologic etfects related to dratnage and water quality resulting
from development and occupancy of the RVSP,

The existing terrain on the project site 1s generally level, with natural drainage patterns running from
south to nerth towards Drv Creek, with a small portion of the site in the southwest corner that drains
southwest through a culvert that passes under PFE Road. The proposed project site lies entirely
within the Dry Creek watershed. The portions of Dry Creek traversing the project site are mapped by
the Federal Emergency Management Agency o the Flood Insurance Rate Map. '
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Impacts identified include increased runoft antucipated (rom the addition ol impervious surlaces
which could cause flooding, exposure of people or structures o flooding in the 100-vear floodplain,
sedimentation in local drainages. and the potential degradation of water quality lrom surface runotf
containing pollutants [rem vehicles, fertilizers, pesticides and herbicides entering downstream
waterwavs. Each of these impacts would be reduced to less than significant levels wiih the
miplementation of mitigation measures that are identified for the project in the DEIR.

Public Services and Utilities

The Public Services and Public Utilitics Chapter of the Draft EIR addresses public services and
utilities in Placer County. Public services include: law enforcement, fire protection, public schools,
recreation, and libraries, Existing levels of service and the ability of each service provider to
accommodate the projeet are evaluated. The Draft EIR also desertbes public utilittes including: walter
supply, wastewater service (including recycled water), solid waste disposal, and other dry utilities
{electricity, natural pas, cable, and tefephone service) that would serve the RVSP. The exisiing
‘utilities and their capacity to accommodate development of the RVSP are discussed earlier i the
report under the description ol the Riolo Vineyard Specific Plan.

Hazards and Hazardous Matcerials

The Draft EIR describes the potential adverse impacts on human health resulting from exposure to
hazards that could result from the implementation ol the RVSP. Hazards evaluated include thosc
associated with exisiing identified or suspected contaminated sites: hazards associaied with potential
gxposure to hazardous materials used, gencrated, stored, or transported in or adjacent 1o the project
sitg; potential hazards associated with unused wells and abandoned septic svstems; and mosquito
hazards associated with on-site natural water features and stormwater drainage basing. The discussion
includes a summary of applicable hazardous materiats laws, regulations, and agencies responsible for
their implementation.

Past agricultural uses on the site could have resulted in physical or chemical conlamination hazards.
Site remediation has occurred, however, there is a potential that unidentified contaminated soils are
present on the site that resulted from historical site uses. The Draft EIR found that compliance with
applicable laws and regulations would reduce potenual impacts.

Other CEQA Sections

Chapter 16 of the Draft LIR provides a project alternative analysis and a cumulative impact analysis.
For purposes of the cumulative impact analysis, the Draft EIR considers development as identified in
the 1994 Placer County General Plan, as well as proposed projects within the County. The Draft FIR
also identifhed and evaluated four alternatives: the "No Development Alternative/Community Plan
Alternative " the "Floodplain Encroachment Avoidance Alternative,” the "Reduced Density
Alternative,” and the "Clustered Development Alternative.” Among the alternatives analyzed, the
"No Development Alternative” would be the Environmentally Superior Alternative, Among the
“butld” alternatives, the "Reduced Density Alternative” was determined 1o be the Envirommentally
Superior Alternative.

Unavoidable Significant Environmental Tmpacts
The Draft EIR summarizes potential environmental impacts that would result from implementation of
the proposed RVSD) in Table 2-2 (see Draft EIR Chapter 2}, Inn some cases, impacts that have been
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identitied would be less than significant. In other instances, with the incorporation of the rmitigation
measures proposed. impacts would be reduced to levels that are less than significant. However, some
impacts have been identified where no feasible mitigation measures are avaitable, or the proposed
mitigation does not reduce the impact W a less than significant level. Those impacts would remain as
significant unavoidable adverse impacts. Chapter 16 (Section 16.4) of the Draft EIR listed the
significant unavoidable adverse impacts identified for the RVSP project. The significant and
unavoidable impacts related 10 the project are identified above. under the specific subject areas
covered in the Draft EIR. Cumulative impacts include:

Permanent loss of farmland

«  Loss of vegelation and wildlife habitat

- Transtormation in landscape character from rural to urban

* Increase in ambient night sky illumination

+  Unacceptable levels of service along some roadway segments and at some
intersegtions within the transportation analysis study area:

With PFE Road open, the proposed project would cause PFE Road east of War
Avenue o operate at [LOS B Walerga Road south of PFE Road and Baseline
Road west of Locust Road would have an increased volume 1o capacity rano of
more than one percent at an already substandard 1.05;

With PFE Road closed, the proposed project would cause Watt Avenue south
ol Baseline Road and PFL Road, east of Watt Avenue. to operate at LOS E.
Walerga Road south of PFE Road and Baseline Road from Watt Avenue to
Walerga Road would have an increased volume to capacity ratio of more than
one percent at a substandard [.OS;

With PFE Road open or closed, the proposed project would cause the
intersection of Watt Avenue at PFE Road to operate at LOS D, and the
tollowing intersections to have an increase in the volume to capacity ratic of
more than one percenl at a substandard LOS: Watt Avenue at Baseline Road,
Fiddyment Road/Walerga Road at Baseline Road, Walerga Road at PFL Road
and Cook-Riolo Road at PFE Road;

With PFE Road closed, the proposed project would cause the intersection of
Galleria Boulevard and Antelope Creek Drive 1o operate beyond acceptable
LOS thresholds;

With PFC Road open, the proposed project would contribute traffic to the
freewsy segment hetween Riego Road and Elkhorn Boulevard on SR 70/99,
and between Wall Avenue and Eureka Road on [-80, which would be operating
2 LLOST;

With PFE Road closed, the proposed project would cause the {reeway segment
of SR 70/99 between Riego Road and Elkhorn Boulevard, SR 65 between Blue
Oaks Boulevard and I-80. and I-80 between Watt Avenue and Eureka Road to
operate bevond acceptable LOS thresholds,

+ Increase in regional criteria pollulant emissions during construction and operation;
+  Increase in noise;
+  Inereased risk of floeding due to an increase in surface drainage.

FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT: The County received 11 comment letiers on
the Draft IR, The County prepared responses to those comments and has published these ina
separate document. The Draft LIR, together with the Final EIR, comprise the Final EIR. The
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comments generally requested additional information or clanfication. Some ol the responses provide
additional analysis (0 supplement the analvsis in the Draft EIR. The Final EIR also includes some
changes 10 the text of the Draft EIR. Any changes 1o the Draft EIR have been presented in the Final
EIR and these changes do not alter the conclusions of the Draft EIR and no new signtticant impacts
were identified in the Finaj LIR. '

At the February 10, 2009 hearing, the Board reccived a comment letters from Bridget Barmes &
Associates, fnc., and Kevin Kemper on behalf of the Applicant, The Board of Supervisois
unanimaously voted 10 continue the public hearing to March 10, 2009, and directed staff to review and
provide responses to this letter, as appropriate, prior to the Board's consideration of the project
entitlements. Stalf has reviewed the comment letters and has concluded that the comments do not alter
the conciusions of the Finai EIR or result in any new significant impacts that were not identificed in the
Drafi EIR. The commuent letters are attached to this staff report as Exhibit 13,

PUBLIC NOTICES AND REFERRAL FOR COMMENTS: Public notices were mailed to
property owners of record within 300 Teet of the project site and any property owner who might be
affected by any oll-site improvements, including properties within Sacramento County. Other public
interest groups and citizens were sent copies of the public hearing notice including all those who
submitted letiers regarding the EIR andfor requested notification. A public hearing notice was also
published in the Rosevilie Press Tridbune newspaper. The Community Development Resource
Apency stalf and the Department of Public Works, Environmental Health, and Air Pellution Conirol
District were transwitted coples of (he project plans and application for review and comment.

Planning Commission Action

The Planning Commission considered the Riolo Vineyard Specific Plan project at its December 18,
2008 hearing. At that meeting, the Planning Commission discussed the following related 1o the Riolo
Vinevard Specific Plan project: '

Development within the Floodpiain: Most of the discussion by the Planning Commissicn concerned
the proposed development in the floodplain. The Commission considered: 1) the amendments o the
Dry Creek/West Placer Community Plan, 2} the Applicants proposal to fill within the 100-vear
floodplain for infrastructure and for the building pads for the AG-10 lots within the Dry Creek 100-
vear tloodplain, and 3) the Applicants propoesal to fill within the 100-yvear floodplain of the Southern
Tributary to allow tor the construction of 12 medium-density residential lots.

The Comnuission determined that the amendments to the Community Pian poilcy language, as set
forth in the stafl report, are acceptable with the exception of the use ol the term “significant™
contawned m the following policies: {1, Commumity Development: Land Use (#23), 11 Community
Development (# 4 and #5353, and 111 Eovironmental Resource Management: Natural Resources (#14).
The analysis for the project’s impact to the floodplain conciuded that there would be no impact to the
tlood elevation. Theretore, the Commission voted unanimously to remove the term “significant™
tromn the atfected policics {See Table 3).

The Planning Commission accepted the recommendation conlained in the staff report that interprets
the Community Plan pelicies to allow fill within the 100-vear tloodplain of Dry Creek for
inlrastructure and the building pads of the AG-10 lots. Furthermore, the Commission did not
recommend the reduction in size of the building pad 1o soinething less than an acre, as suggested by
stalf. The Commission recommended retaining the Applicant’s proposal of a I-acre building pad.
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The required Hll for the 12 medium-density residential lots was debated. The majority of the
Commissioners (on a4 1o 2 vote, with Commissieners Crabb and Johnson voting “no” and
Commissioner Denio absent) determined that the Applicant had demonstrated that the proposed
volunmetric compensation would be adequate to mitigate Tor the proposed areas of {1l and, therefore,
the proposed Gl for the 12 lots would be acceptable. Commissioners Crabb and Johnson voted
against penmitting Al tor the 12 medium-density residential ots, citing concems for public satety
with increased risks to life and property. While the engineering plans for the modifications to the
tlondplain are based upon the most recent data, past cxperiences have proven that conditions in the
future may result in a change to that data and render the engineering plans and calculations inaccurate,
The outcome of that scenario could be flooded homes.

The Commission asked about the areas of the project where the volumetric compensation would
occur. The topsaoil could be removed and potentially used as fill {or other arcas of the site. The
Commission concluded that Condition 195 of the Small-Lot Vesting Tentative Subdivision Map
should be amended to include the preservation of the top 6-inches of soil and its replacement once
cxcavation 1o the appropriate depth had occurred. The Cammission suggested that this would address
the ability to use this land for agricultural purposes in the future and direcied staff to add the
appropriate language 1o Condition 1953 (see Lxhibit 7).

Alter receiving public testimony, the Planning Commission voted 4 - 2 (Commissioner Denio absent,

Commissioners Crabb and Johnsan voting “no’) to approve the Riolo Vinevard Specific Plan project

as proposed by the Applicant, with the atorementioned amendment to Condition 195 of the Small-Lot
Vesting Tentative Subdivistion Map Conditions of Approval. The Commissioners voting “no” did so -
becausc of their opposition to the proposed medification of any existing 100-year floodplain areas.

West Placer Municipal Advisory Couneil

The Riolo Vinevard Specific Plan project site is within the purview of the West Placer Municipal
Advisory Council (MAC). On February 14, 2008, staff presented an overview of the project and
reccived comments on the Draft EIR. Although the meeting was not intended to discuss the merits of
the project, staff inquired whalt issucs were of concern so that these could be addressed more fully at
subsequent meetings. The West Placer MAC expressed concern regarding the project’s impacts to the
Center Unified School District, the propased lot sizes {and the amendment to the Community Plan to
permit smaller lots) and the proposal for development in the 100-year tfloodplain of Dry Creek (and
the amendments to the Community Plan to allow development within the floodplain).

The West Placer MAC heard the item again on Scptember 11, 2008 for formal recommendations on
the project entitlements and the proposed amendments to the Dry Creek West Placer Community
Plan. The MAC voted unanimously to recommend denial of the project and the requested
Community Plan amendments. Specilically, the MAC:

1. Recommended denial of the Small-Lot Vesting Tentative Subdivision Map:
The MAC opposes development in the floodplain. The members noted that current
Community Plan policies preclude fill and/or lots in the 100-vear floodplain. The MAC also
recognized that adjacent and nearby projects have redesigned subdivisions to eliminate lots
from the fioodplain.
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The MAC also indicated that they could not support lots as small as 2000 square feet within
their community. The proposed densities are not consistent with the Community Plan and
serves to establish a precedent (or future development.

The MAC is opposed to the use of soundwalls for noise atlenuation. The MAC considers
increasing setback distances from roadways to be a better alternative to the use of seundwalls.
This approach is also consistent with the Community Plan, :

2. Recommended denial of the Riolo Vinevards Specific Plan,

In addition to the reasons tor denying the subdivision map, as stated above, the MAC
members exprassed additional concerns regarding the Specific Plan, The MAC {elt that the
plan proposed inadequate park facilities to serve comumunity. The current land use plan
locates the largest park site entirely within the floocdplain of Dry Creek, which may limit 1s
use to the dry season,

The MAC members also had concerns with the requirements that are imposed upon non-
participating property owners through the cstablished land use plan designations and policies.
The Specific Plan establishes density restrictions/limitations on sequent phases for non-
participating landowners that may not be desirable. The members felt that additional
amendments 1o the Community Plan could be the result,

The letter forwarded by the West Placer MAC concerming 118 recommendations 1s included in
this report as Exhibit 12

RECOMMENDATION: Siaff brings forward the Planning Commission recommendation to
approve the propoesed Riolo Vineyard Specific Plan project as sct forth in the memorandum of County
Counscl accompanying this stafl report {(Exhibit 1) and as proposed by the Applicant.

As an alternative, the Board of Supervisors may consider an interpretation of the Dry Creek
Community Plan policies enumerated above 1o preclude the moditication of the floodplain that would
permit the development of the 12 medium-density residential lots (Lots 5 through 17 as shown on the
Small-Lot Vesting Tentative Subdivision Map). A second consideration to be made 1s (he size of the
building pad for the AG-10 lots. The Applicant proposes a one-acre building pad. A reduction in the
size of the pad would reduce the extent ol the madifications (o be made to the 100-year floodplain and
may reduce the associated risks. These actions would be consistent with prior Board of Supervisors
direction and consistent with prior approvals ol other adjacent and nearby developments.

Respegifully submitted.

Attached 1o this report for the Board's information/consideration are:
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ATTACHMENTS _
Exhibit 1. Memo trom the Office of the County Counsel (March 10, 2009)
Attachment A, Resolution Certifving the Final Environmental Impact Report, Adopting
a Statement of Findings, a Statement of Overriding Considerations and Mitigation.
Monttoring Plan for the Riolo Vinevard Specific Plan. Related Entitlements and
Development Agrecement -
Exhibit A. CEQA Findings of Fact and Statement of Overriding Considerations
Attachment B. A Resalution Amending the Placer County General Plan
Exhibit A. Proposed General Plan Amendments
Attachment C. A Resolution Amending the Dry Creek/West Placer Community Plan
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Attachment 2. A Resolution Adopting the Riolo Vineyard Specific Plan
Exhibit A, Riclo Vineyard Specitic Plan
Attachment E. An Ordinance Adopting Development Standards for the Riolo Vineyard
Specific Plan
FExhibit A, Riolo Vinevard Development Standards
Attachment . A Resolution Adopting Design Guidelines tor the Riolo Vineyard
Specific Plan
Fxhibit A. Riolo Vinevard Destgn Guidelines
Artachment G. An Ordinance Rezoning Certain Properties within the Riolo Vinevard
Specific Plan .
Exhibit A, Riolo Vinevard Specific Plan Community Plan Amendment and Rezone
Map
Attachment H. An Ordinance Adopting a Development Agreement lor a Portion of the
Property Comprising the Riolo Vinevard Specific Plan
Fxhibit A. Riolo Vineyard Development Agreement
Attachment . Vesting Tentative Subdivision Map Findings
Exhibit 2. Vieinny Map '
Exhibit 3. Riolo Vinevard Specitic Plan Land Use Map
Exhibit 4. Large-Lot Vesting Tentative Subdivision Map
Exhibit 5. Conditions of Approval (Large-I.ot Vesting Tentative Subdivision Map)
Exhibit & Small-Lot Vesting Tentative Subdivision Map
Exhibit 7. Conditions of Approval {(Small-Lot Vesting Tentative Subdivision Map)
Exhibit 8. Correspondence from Center Unified School District (October 22, 2008)
Exhibit 9. Board of Directors, Placer County Flood Control and Water Conservation District,
Resolution No 95-3 ' :
Exhibit 10. Ricle Vineyard Specific Plan Commuuuty Plan Amendment and Rezone Map
Exhibit 11. Comment Letter from the City of Roseville on the Final EIR
Exhibit 12. Letter from West Placer Municipal Advisory Commitiee
Exhibit 13. Barnes Letter {(February 9, 2009} and Kemper Letter (February 10, 2009}

Other Attachments (distributed with this staff report)
Riole Vineyard Specific Plan Public Facilities Financing Plan (March 2009)

The following attachments were distributed with the (2-10-09 staft report and are on file for
review at the Clerk of the Board:

Riolo Vineyvard Specitic Plan Drafl Environmental Impact Report (Tanuary 2008}

Rielo Vineyard Specific Plan Final Environmental Impact Report (October 2008
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Mitigation Monitoring Reporting Program {(Octaber 2008}

Riole Vinevard Specific Plan (December 2008)

Riolo Vineyard Development Standards {December 2008)

Riole Vinevard Design Guidelines (December 2008)

Riole Vinevard Specific Plan Public Faciliues Financing Pian

Riolo Vinevard Urban Services Plan

Large-I.ot and Small-Lot Vesting Tentative Subdivision Map (Full Set)

[

Rob Arapon, Applicant Representative

Kevin Kemper, Applicant Atiomey

Brigit & Barnes & Associates, Inc., Attorney for Frisvold (nun-participating property owner)
Stephen AuClair. Representative for Ellion (non-panicipating property owner)

Gina I,mlgf‘m—}j+ Environmental Coordinator
Michael Iohnson, Agency Director

Loren Clark, Planning Department

Jotin Marin, CDRA Director

Joanne Auerbach, Redevelopment

Wes Zicker, Englneering & Surveving Division
Richard Eiri, Engincering & Surveying Division
Chuck Grant, Engineering & Surveying Division
Ken Grehim, DPW Transportation

Stephanie Holloway, DPW Transportation
Andrew Gaber, DPW Transportation

Iill Pahl, Tovironmental Health Services

Totn Christofk, Alr Poliution Contro] District
Andrew Darrow, Flood Coptrol District

Yance Kimbrell, Facility Services-Special Districts
Andy Fisher, Facility Scrvices-Parks Division
Jim Durfee, Facility Services

Scon Finley, County Counsel

Allison Carlos, County Executive Office

Rui Cunta. Office of Lrersency Services

Bob Eicholtz, CDF/Placer County Fire
Christine Tumer, Agricultural Commissioner
City of Lincoln

City of Roseville

Placer Counny Water Ageney
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