COUNTY OF PLACER
Community Development Resource Agency

PLANNING

John Marin, Agency Director

Michael J. Johnson
Planning Director

MEMORANDUM
TO: Honorable Board of Supervis
FROM: Michael J. Johnson, Directo -

Planning Department, Commuhity Development Resource Agency
DATE: August 9, 2007

SUBJECT: Whisper Creek Subdivision Rezome and Certification of Final Environmental
Impact Report (PSUB-T2007¢118)

ACTION REQUESTED

The Board is being asked to consider a request for approval of a Rezone from RS-AG-B20 (Single-family
residential combining agriculture with a building site minimum of 20,000 square-feet) to RS-AG-B20
PD=2 (Single-family residential combining agriculture with a building site minimum of 20,000 square-
feet, combining Planncd Development with a density Jimitation of two dwelling units per acre) to allow
for the development of a 104-lot residential Planned Development subdivision in the West Placer arca.
The Board is also being asked to certify the Environmental Impact Report that has been prepared for the
project. It 1s staff’s recommendation that the Board take action 1o approve the Rezone and certify the
Environmental Impact Report prepared for the proposed project.

BACKGROUND

Project Site

The project site is currently developed with two single-family residences and several accessory
structures that would be removed as part of this project. The site is comprised of four parcels that total
60.6 acres consisting of annual grasslands, oak woodlands, riparian habitat, and cultivated grasslands
and croplands. There are two intermittent drainages on the site. One runs northwest-to-southeast
through the western portion of the site and feeds an associated wetland area to the southwest, and one
runs north south in the eastern portion of the site.

Project Description

The proposed project would include the construction of 104 single-family residential dwellings on four
parcels with spiit zoning of single-family residential and agricultural uses (RS-AG-B20) and Open Space
(OS). The largest of the four parcels is also zoned with a combining Planned Development designation of
two dwelling uniis per acre (PD=2). Approval of the requesi for the Rezone would add the PD designation
to the remaining three parcels.




All areas zoned OS will be protected in open space lots. The project includes eight open space lots that
would protect natural resources on-site, including two Intenmittent streams, riparian vegetation, and wetland
areas. An intemal bike path is included in all open space lots. An additional open space lot would be
developed with recreation facilities, including a tot lot, basketball court and approximately 1.3-acres of turf
area. The project also includes one private street lot and three landscape lots along the project frontage.
The proposed residences would be a mix of one and two-story structures on lots ranging in size from 10,833
to 27.297 square feet. The average lot size in the proposed development 15 13,841 squarc feet. Of the 104
lots proposed, 13 abut residences in Sacramento County and 14 abut adjacent rural residential uses on the
notth side of the propoesed project.

In addition to the applicant’s proposed subdivision, Placer County was initially proposing as part of this
praoject an amendment 1o the Dry Creek/West Placer Community Plan that would eliminate the
Irrevacable Offer of Dedication (1.0.D.) that currently exists through the project site for the future
extension of Bon Julio Boulevard. The extension of Don Julic Boulevard is currently included in the
Dry Creek/West Placer Community Plan. The proposed amendment would have resulted in Don Julio
Boulevard terminating at the Sacramento County line as it currently does and removes the extension
from the future planned circulation system of Placer County. The Planning Commission did not make a
recommendation on the requestied General Plan Amendment, and the County has agreed to bring the
General Plan Amendment forward as part of a larger project addressing transportation maodifications to
the Dry Creek/West Placer Community Plan in the future. The project has been designed to
accommeodate the cxisting [.O.D. should the General Plan Amendment not be approved in the future.

An Environmental Impact Report has been prepared for this project consistent with the requirements of
the California Environmental Quality Act. The Draft EIR was released for a 45-day public comment
period that started on October 3, 2006 and ended on November 16, 2006. Copies of the Draft EIR were
made available for public review at the Planning Department, the Roseville Library and on the County’s
website. The County conducted a public hearing on the Whisper Creck Draft EIR before the Planning
Commission on October 26, 2006, A Final EIR was completed and distributed for a ten-day review
petiod from Apnl 16, 2007 through April 26, 2007

The action taken by the Planning Commission, to recommend approval of the Rezone but not the
General Plan Amendment is consistent with Alternative 1 set forth in the EiR.

ACTION OF PLANNING COMMISSION

The Planning Commission considered the Environuental Impact Report, Tentative Subdivision Map, and
Conditional Use Permit at a public hearing on May 10, 2007, Following staff presentations, members of
the public were invited to provide public testimony to the Commission. The following comment was
provided during the public comment period at the public hearing:

« A member of the public had a question regarding the elevation difference between proposed project
and adjoining lots and how this might affect drainage.

After considering staff’s report and the public testimony provided, the Planning Commission unanimously
adopted a motion (6-0} to recommend certification of the Environmental Impact Report, approve the
Tentatrve Subdivision Map and Conditional Use Permit, and to recomumend approval of the Rezone for the
project to the Board of Supervisors.

PROJECT DISCUSSION

Rezone

The westernmost parcel included in the project is currently zoned to allow for a Planned Development
(PD=2), while the three easternmost parcels are not. The proposed project is a request 10 rezone the

2



three easternmost parccls 10 add a Planned Development designation (PD=2) to allow for the proposed
project. The proposed rezone ol these three parcels would result in a project that 1s more consistent with
the majority of the surrounding parcels and would create a more appropriate transition between the
project site and higher density residential development in Sacramento County. A map depicting the
areas to be rezoned is attached.

Community Plan Consistency

The proposed project is located within the West Placer/Dry Creek Community Plan area, and is subject to
the requirements set forth in the Placer County Zoning Ordinance, including Scction 17.54.080 (Planned
Residential Developments). The Dry Creek/West Placer Community Plan establishes the project vicinity as
the area within the Community Plan that allows for the greatest number of new units and the greatest
change in the rural environment, due to the fact that it is located adjacent to high-density development in
Sacramento County to the south.

The Community Plan specifies that projects in this arca should preserve tributaries to Dry Creek that
pass through this area, and further identifies the majority of the specific project site as an area
appropriate for Planned Residential Developments in an effort to protect riparian corridors along Dry
Creek and its tributarics.

The preposed project preserves a tributary of Dry Creek by establishing open space lots that protect the
stream and assoclated riparian vegetation. There is one area of seasonal wetland that runs north to south
in the eastern portion of the project that will be filled as part of the project. This area is wdentified as an
interrnittent stream on the Placer County Zoning Maps and in the Dry Creek/West Placer Community
Plan, which would typically initiate the requirement of a 50 foot structural setback; however the
Wetiand Delineation prepared for this project determined that this area is a scasonal wetland swalc and
not an intermittent stream. As such, there is no requirement for a 50 foot structural setback, and impacts
to this wetland area will be mitigated in accordance with the EIR prepared for this project.

Neighborhood Consistency

The proposed project is largely consistent with existing and anticipated development in the surrounding
neighborhood, with the exception of five parcels (ranging in size from one acre to seven acres) that are
surrounded by the proposed project on the cast, south, and west but are not included in the project.
Three of these five parcels are bound by the proposed project. These three parcels are largely bound by
open space lots in the proposed Whisper Creek Subdivision, however, 13 lots within the proposed
subdivision would back up to the south and southeastern boundaries of this area, which could create
negative impacts resulting from placing higher density residential development adjacent to existing
iower-density uses. In order to address this potential impact, 2 mitigation measure that requires & mix of
single-story residences and height limitations, rear vard setbacks, privacy fencing, landscaping, and
notification of right-to-farm ordinance on these lots has been incorporated as a condition of approval in
this application.

Other than the five parcels located in the center of the project, the propoesed project is consistent with the
surtounding neighborhood. The propesed project is bound on the nerth by PFE Road with Morgan
Creek Planned Development beyend, on the east by Willow Creek subdivision, on the west by
Brookwood Subdivision (approved by the Planning Commission in April 2006), and on the south by
high-density (5 dwelling units per acre) residential in Sacramento County. The proposed project also
includes a meandering sidewalk along the project fromage 1hat will connect with future and existing
subdivisions as the project area is developed.



RECOMMENDATION

The Planning Department brings forward the Planning Commission recommendation that the Board of
Supervisors approve the Rezone and certify the EIR prepared for this project, based on the following
findings and subjcct to the attached conditions:

FINDINGS

EIR FINDINGS
Sec “Statement of Findings and Statement of Overriding Considerations™” Exhibit D

REZONING

1. The change in zoning from Stngle Family Residential, combining Agriculture, with a building

site minimum of 20,000 {(RS-AG-B20) to Single Family Residential, combining Agriculture,

with a building site minimum of 20,000 and a Planned Development designation of two dwelling

units per acre (PD=2) would be consistent with the goals and policies of the Placer County
General Plan and the Dry Creek/West Placer Commumity Plan.

2. The proposed zening 1s consistent with the existing lot sizes in the immediate neighborhood
surrcunding the project site.

3. The propesed zening would not represent spot zoning and would not be contrary to the
orderly development of the area.

lly submitted,

EL J. JOHNSON, AICP
g Director

HMENTS:
A -Rezoning Ordinance

Exhib@ B — Vicinity Map

LxhibfgC — Site Plan

Exhibit I - Statement of Findings of Fact and Statement of Overriding Considerations

cer Kent Baker, Baker-Williams - Applicant

Copres Sent by Planning:

Rebecca Taber ~ Engineering and Surveying
Dana Wiyninger — Environmental Health Services
Brent Backus — Air Poliution Control District
Vance Rimbrel) - Parks Depanment

Chrigta Darlington - County Counsel

Scou Finley  Counry Counsel

Holly Heinzen — County Exceulive Officer
lohn Marin - CTDRA Director

Michagl Johnson— Planming Director

Leah Rosasco - Senior Flanner
Subject’chrono fles

O PLUSWLN Leah\(iPAs & REAs Whisper Creek Subdivision'Whisper Creek BOS SR.doc

4



Before the Board of Supervisors
County of Placer, State of California

In the matter of: Ord, No.:
FIRST READING:
AN ORDINANCE AMENDING PLACER
COUNTY COCE CHAPTER 17, MAP C-1
RELATING TO THE REZONING IN THE
WEST PLACER AREA — WHISPER CREEK
SUBDIVISION {PSUB 20070118)

The following Ordinance was duly passed by the Board of Supervisors of the County of

Placer at a regular meeting held __ August 7, 2007 , by the following vote on

roil call;

Ayes:
Noes:
Absent:

Signed and approved by me after its passage.

Chairman, Boara of Supervisors

Attest;
Clerk of said Board

Ann Holman

THE BOARD OF SUPERVISORS OF THE COUNTY OF PLACER, STATE OF
CALIFORNIA, DOES HEREBY DOES CRDAIN AS FOLLOWS:

The Placer County Code, Chapter 17, Map C-1, relating to Rezoning in the West Placer
area, is amended from R5-AG-B20 to RS-AG-B20= PD 2 as shown on the Rezone Exhibit
A, atiached hereto and incorporated herein by reference; The Board finds that assignment
of the new zone district is compatible with the objectives, policies, and general fand uses
specified by the Granite Bay Community Pian (as amended by PSUB 20050366) adopted

b P rr——
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Whisper Creek Subdivision

Statement of Findings of Fact
and Statement of Overriding Considerations

Prepared for;

Placer County Planning Depaitment
SCH # 2004062132

April 2007

Submutted by,
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. OQverview and Introduction

This Statement of Findings is made with respect to the “Project Approval” (as defined
below) for the Whisper Creek Subdivision Project {the “Project”) and states the findings
of the Planning Commission of the County of Placer (the “County”} relating to the
potentially significant environmental effects (“Impacts™ of the Project to be developed in
accordance with Project Approvals.

The “Applicant™ has requested the County take the following requested actions:
1. Cenification of an Environmental impact Report and adoption of a Mitigation
Monitoring and Reparting Plan.
2. Approval of the Tentative Subdivision Map.
3. Approval of a Conditional Use Permit.

4. Approval of a Rezone,

In addition to the actions abewve, the “County” is proposing as part of the project:
5. Approval of a Cornmunity Plan amendment.

The foregoing action to approve a tentative subdivision map 1s referred to as the “Project
Approval” The Project Approval constituies the “Project” for purposes of the Califorma
Environmental Quality Act (Public Resources Code Sections 21000) ("CEQA”), CEQA
Guidelines Section 15378, and these determinations of the Planning Commission.

li. Procedural History

WHERFE AS, the need for additional housmg in Western Placer County has been
identified in the County General PPlan and Dry Creek-West Placer Community Plan, and

WHEREAS, the applicant proposes to canstruct 104 single family residential
units on 60.6 acres within the Dry Creek-West Placer Community Plan area of western
Placer County, and

WHEREAS, the County issued a notice of preparation to prepare an
environmertal impact report (EIR} in June 2004; circulated a revised notice of
preparation in February 2003; prepared a Draft EIR and released it for public comment
on October 3, 2006; took the public comments on the Drafl EIR through November 16,
2006, a public hearing was held on October 26, 2006, and

WHEREAS, the Planning Comrmission gave notice of a public hearing to
consider and act upon the Final EIR {FEIR} for the Project, and public hearings were duly
held before the Planning Commission on May 10, 2007, and

WHEREAS, after holding public hearings, the Planning Commission duly

considered the FEIR as prepared for the Project (which includes the Draft EIR dated
September 2006 and the FEIR, dated Mairch 2007).

1
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NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED, by the Planning Compussion of the

County of Placer as follows:

1.

2

L0,

The foregoing statements of procedural history arg comect and accurate.

The FEIR has been prepared in aceordance with all requirements of CEQA and
the Guidelines.

The FEIR was prescnted to and reviewed by the Planning Commission. The
FEIR was preparcd under the supervision by the County and reflects the
independent judgment of the County. The Planning Commission has reviewed
the FEIR., and bases the findings stated below on such review and other
substantial evidence in the record.

The County finds that the FEIR considers a reasonable range of potentially
feastble alternatives, sufficient to foster informed decision making, public
participation and a reasoned choice. Thus, the allemnatives analysis in the EIR is
sufficient to camry out the purposes of such analysis under CEQA and the
Guidelines.

The Plannng Commission hereby certifies the FEIR as complete, adequate and 1n
full compliance with CEQA and as providing an adequate basis for considerning
and acting upon the Project Approval and makes the following speaific findings
with respect thereto.

The Planmng Commission agrees with the characterization of the FEIR with
respect to all Impacts inttially identified as “less than significant”™ and finds that
those Impacts have been described accurately and are less than significantor
beneficial as so deseribed in the FEIR. This finding does not apply 1o Impacts
1dentified as significant or potentially significant that are reduced by mitigation
measures 1o a level characterized in the FEIR as less than significant or Impacts
characterized in the FEIR as significant and unavoidable, Each of those Iinpacts |
and the miligation measures adopted to reduce them are dealt with specifically in
the findings below.

Except as stated otherwise in certain cases below, all mitigation measures
proposed in the FEIR are adopted and incorporated into the Project.

Except as stated otherwise betow, the Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Plan
("MMRP™) will apply to all mitigation measures adopted with respect to the
Development pursuant to ail of the Project Approvals and will be implemented.

The mitigation measures and the MMRP have been incorporated into the Project
Approvals and have thus become part of and limitations upon the entitlement
conferred by the Project Approvals.

The descriptions of the Impacts in these findings are summary statements.

Eeference should be made to the FEIR for a more complete description.
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11. The Planning Department 18 directed to file a Notice of Determmination with the
County Clerk within five {5) warking days in accordance with Public Resources
Code section 21152 (a) and CEQA Guidelines section 15054,

IIl. Statutory Requirements for Findings

This statement of findings addresses the environmental effects associated with the
proposed Whisper Creek Subdivision Project (“Project™, located in Placer County. This
statemnent of findings 1s made pursuant to the Cahfornia Environmental Quality Act
(CEQA) (Public Resources Code Section 21081, 21081.6) and CEQA Guidelines (14
Cal. Code Regulations, Section 150%1).

The potentially significant effects of the Project were wdentified in both the Drafi EIR and
the FEIR. Tublic Resources Code Section 21081, and CEQA Guidelimes Section 15091
require that the lead agency prepare written findings for 1dentified significant impacts,
accompanicd by a brief explanation of the rational for each finding. Section 15091 of the
CEQA Guidehnes states that:

{a) No public agency shall approve or carry out a project for which an EIR has
been certified which identifics one or mare significant envirenmenial effects of
the project unless the public agency makes ong or more written findings for each
of those significant effects, accompanied by a brief explanation of the raticnale
for each findimg. The possible hindings are:

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

(2} Such changes or alterations are within the responstbility and
yutisdiction of ancther public agency and not the agency making the
finding. Such changes have been adopted by such other agency or can and
should be adopted by such other agency.

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

{b) The findings required by subdivision (2){1) shall be supported by substantial
cvidence 1o the record.

(<) The finding in subdivision {a){2}) shall not be made if the agency making the
finding has concurrent jurisdiction with another agency to deal with identified
feasible mitigation measures or altematives. The finding 1 subsection {a)(3) shali
describe the specific reasons for rejecting identified mitigation measures and
project alternatives.

L
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(d) When making the findings required in subdivision (a}(1), the agency shall also
adept a program for reporting on or monitoring the changes which it has either
required in the project or made a condition of approval to avoid or substantially
lessen significant environmental effects. These measures must be fully
enforceable through penmit conditions, agreements, or other measures,

{e) The public agency shali specify the location and custodian of the documents or
other material which constitute the record of the proceedings vpon which its.
decision is based.

The “‘changes or alterations” referred to m Section 15091{a)(1} above, that are required
in, or incorporated into, the project which mitigate or avoid the significant environmental
effects of the project, may include a wide variety of measures or actions as sel forth in
Guidelines Section 15370, including:

(a) Avoiding the impact aitogether by not taking a certain action or parts of an
action, '

{b) Minimizing impacts by hriting the degree or magnitude of the action and its
implementatjon.

(c} Rectifying the impact by repairing, rehabilitating, or restoring the impacted
environment,

{d} Reducing or ehummnating the impact over time by preservation and
maintenance operations during the hife of the action,

(e) Compensaling for the imipact by replacing or providing substitute resources or
environmerits.

In shart, CEQA requires that the lead agency adopt mitigatipn measures or alternatives,
where feasible, to avoid or mitigate significant environmental mpacts that would
otherwise aceur with implementation of the project. Project mitigation or alternatives are
not required, however, where they are infeasible or where the responsibility for
modifying the project lies with another agency (CEQA Guidelinegs Section 15091{a){b}).

Legal Effects of Findings

To the extent that these findings conclude that proposed mitigation measuares outlined in
the FEIR are feasible and have not been modificd, superseded, or withdrawn, the Placer
County Planning Departrment hereby binds itself to implement these measures. These
findings, in other words, constitute a binding set of obligations that will come into effect
when the Placer County Planning Commission formally approves the Project,

CEQA Guidelines requires that when a public agency has made the findings required m
CEQA Guidehnes Section 15091(a)(1) relative to an EIR, “the public agency shall adopt
4 program for monitoring or reporting on the revisions which it has required in the project



and the measures it has imposed to mitigate or avoid significant envirenmental effects.”
(CEQA Guidelines Section 15097(a)}).

The mitigation measures and/or the standard design features and construction measures
are referenced in the Mitigation Monitoring Reporting Program (MMRP) adopted
concurrently with these findings {Cal. Pub. Res. Code Section 21081.6{a)(1}), and will be
effecluated through the process of constructing and implementing the Project. The Placer
County Planning Department will use the MMRP to track comphance with Project
mitigation measures. The MMRP will remain available for public review during the
compliance period.

IV. Definitions

. The following defimtions apply where the subject words or acronyms are used in
these findings:

"Board” means the Board of Supervisors of the County of Placer.
MCDFG" or “DFG means the State of California, Department of Fish and Game.

“CEQA" means the Califormia Environmental Quality Act (Pub. Resources Code,
§ 21000 et seq ).

“Conditien” means a condition of approval adopted by the County in connection
with approval of the Project.

"Corps” means the United States Army Corps of Engineers.
“County” means County of Placer.

“DEIR" or "Draft EIR" means the Draft Environmental Impact Report dated
September 2006 for the Whisper Creek Subdivision project.

“DPW" means the County of Placer, Department of Public Works.
“DRC" means the County of Placer, Development Review Committee.
“EIR"” means environmental impact report.

“Environmental Health” means the County of Placer, Division of Environmental
Health,

“Environmental Review Ordinance™ means the Placer County Fnvironmental
Review Ordinance, as codified in Chapter 18 of the Placer County Code.

“ERC™ means the County of Placer, Environmental Review Committee.



“FEIR" raeans the Final EIR as prepared for the Project {which includes the Draft
EIR dated September 2006 and the Final EIR, dated March 2007).

“General Plan’ means the Placer County General Plan, as adopted in 1994 with
subsequent amendmen(s,

“MMRP” means the Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program for the
Project.

“NOP” means notice of preparation.
“PCAPCD" means the Placer County Air Pollution Control District.

“PD” means Planned Development combimng district as identified in the Placer
County Zonng Code.

“Planning Commission’ means the County of Placer, Planning Commission.
“Planning Department” means the County of Placer, Planning Department.
“Project” means the proposed Whisper Creek Subdivision Project.
“RWQCB” means Regional Water Quality Control Board.

“TCSFWS” means the United States Fish and Wildlife Service.

“Zoning Ordinance” means the Placer County Zoning Ordinance, including all
amendments thereto.

V. Background and Project History

The Dry Creek-West Places Community Plan was adopted by the Placer County Board of

Supervisors on May 14, 1990, The Commumty Plan includes goals and policies
pertaining to population and housing, land use, public services {including flood ¢ontrol,
sewage disposal, water, schools, fire protection, and utilities}, parks and recreation, noise,
open space, natural resources, cultural resources, and lransportation and circulation, The
primary land usc designation for the area south and east of Dry Creek, including the
Project Site, 15 low density residential. This land use designahion 1s assigned to assist in
meeting the Community Plan's population and housing goal to "provide housing to mect
future needs. . _anticipated within the plan area while ensuring consistency with exjsting
land uses.” Additional geals outled in the Cemmunity Plan include the following:

Provide an efficient, safe, and diverse transportation/circulation systerm,

Ensure that the community and downstream communities are protected against floading,
excessive storm-water run-off, and other natural hazards.
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Protect and enhance the character of the plan area in ways that are compatible with the
physical and natural features present in the community,

Locate development in areas where urban services are readily available or can be made
available in a timely fashion.

The project site is comprised of Assessor's Parcel Nos. 023-260-002, 006, 007, and 017.
Parcel -002 makes up the western portion of the site and was originally referred to as PFE
36 as it 1s 36 acres in size. The center parcel 1s APN-017 and was originally known a3
Almond Ranch. The eastern partion of the project site 1s made up of APN's -006 and -
007 and was called PFE 14 The entire project sute development was previously named
Whisper Creek 1 and was atso referred as Whisper Creek Umit 1,

1. Project Objectives and Description

Project Objectives
The objectives of the proposed Project include the follewing:

Subdiwvision components:
. Increase housing supply in Western Placer County,

2. Design a residential development that 1s consistent wath the land use designations
of the Placer County General Plan and Dry Creek- West Placer Community Plan;
and

3. Construct inflrastructure improvements including roadway, sewer service, and
water service necessary to support developiment of the Project.

Community Plan amendment component:

4. Reduce the amount of future tralfic increases from the Antelﬂba area that uses
FFE Road between Cook Riolo Road and Walerga Road and move through trathic
to regional through routes such as Walerga Road and Antelope WNorth Road.

Project Description

The applicant proposes to develop a 104 1ot residential subdivision on Assessors Parcel
Nos. 123-260-002, 006, 007, and 017. The project inveolves the subdivision of 60.6+
acres into 104 smgle-family residential lots, eight open space lots, one recreation lot,
three landscape lots and a private strect lot

The 104 residential lots range in size from 10,835 10 27,297 square feet. The average lot
size is 13,84] square feet. Of the 104 lots, five are between 10, 835 and 11,999 square
feet in size. Fifty-six of the lots are between 12,000 square feet and 12,999 square feet.
Seventeen lots are between 13,000 and 14,999 square feet, twenty-one lots are between
15,000 and 18,058 square feet, and the remaining five lots are between 21,738 and
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27,297 square feet. Eight open space lots and one open space/frecreation lot total 17.68
acres with the private recteation area being 1.3 acres in size. The open space lots
correspond to site locations designated as within the 100-year floodplain and/or
containing existing drainages and wetlands. The project proposes a buffer area around
these locations that excludes the building of residences and is consistent wiih the Dry
Creek-Wesl Placer Community Flan goals and policies.

Improvements to PFE Road fronting the project site would be included in the project,
including right-of-way for Class II Bicycle lanes, landscaping and an eight foot wide
meandering pedestrian walkway/Class [ bieyele trail. Also, an earthen berm with
landscaping screening is proposed to serve as a traffic noise attcnuation feature,

The project would require approval of a rezone, a conditional use permit and a tentabve
subdivision map. The site is currently zoned RS-AG-B-X-20, RS-AG-B-X-20-PD 2.0
and O-PD2. The rezone is proposed so that all residential portions of the project site can
be zoned RS-AG-B-X-20-PD 2.0 (Residential Single-Famuly, Agnculture Combining
District, Building Site Combining District, muntmum 20,000 square foot buslding site,
Planned Residential Development Combining Ihstrict, 2 units per acre).

In addition to the applicant’s proposed subdivision, Placer County 18 proposing an
amendment to the Dry Creek-West Placer Commuruty Plan that would climinate the
Irrevocable Offer of Dedication (I.C.ID.) that currently exists through the project site for
the future extension of Don Julio Boulevard from the Sacramenta County line to PFE
Road. Don Jubo Boulevard is current!y included in the Dry CreekWest Placer
Community Plan. This amendment would result in Don Julio Boulevard tenminating at
the Sacramento County line as it currently does and removes the extension from the
future planned eirculation system of Placer County. This proposed roadway 1s not
necessary to serve the Whisper Creek Subdivision.

VIi. Record of Proceedings

In accordance with Pubhic Resources Code section 21167.6, subdivisian (g), the record of
proceedings for the County’s decision on the Project includes, without limitation, the
following documents:

The NOP and all other public notices issued by the County in conjunction with the
Project;

The Diraft EIR (September 2006) for the Project;

All comments subinitted by agencies or members of the public during the comment
period on the Draft EIR;

All comments and correspondence submutted to the County with respect to the Project,
addition to timely comments on the Draft EIR;



The FEIR {March 2007} for the Project, including comments received on the Draft EIR
and responses to those comments,

Documents cited or referenced in the Draft and Final EIRs;
The Mitipation Monitering And Reporting Program for the Project;

Al findings and resolutions adopted by the County in connection with the Project and all
documents citcd or refeited to therein;

Al reports, studies, memoranda, maps, staff reports, or other planning documents relating
to the Project prepared by the County, consultants to the County, or responsible or trustee
agencies with respect to the County’s compliance with the requirements of CEQA and
with respect to the County’s action on the Project;

All documents submitted o the' County (including the Planmng Commission and Board
of Supervisors) by ather pubhc agencies or members of the public in connection with the
Project;

Any minutes and/or verbatim transenpis of alt information sessions, public meetings, and
public hearings held by the County in connection with the Project,

Any documertary or other evidence submitted to the County at such information
sessions, public meetings and public hearings;

The 1994 Placer County General Plan and all environmental documents prepared in
connection with the adoption of the General Plan;

The Placer County Zomng Ordinance and Environmenial Review Ordinance (Placer
County Code, Chapters 17 and 18), and all other County Code provisions cited in

materials preparced by or submitted to the County;

The 1930} Dry Creek-West Commumty Plan and all envircnimental documents prepared
in cennectron with the adoption of the Community Plan;

Any and all resolutions and/or ordinances adopted by the County regarding the Project,
and all staff reports, analyses, and sumnmaries related to the adoption of those resolutions;

Matters of common knowledge to the County, including, but not limited to federal, state,
and local laws and regulations;

Any documents cited in these findings, in addition to those cited above; and

Any other materials required for the record of proceedings by Public Resources Code
section 21167.6, subdivision {e}.

The officral custodian of the record 1s the Clerk of the Placer County Boeard of
supervisors, 175 Fulwetler Avenue, Aubum CA 55603,



VIIl. General Findings

Impacts Determined to be Less Than Significant

Except as stated otherwise in certain cases below, the Planning Commuission agrees with
the characterization in the FEIR with respect to all Impacts initially identified as less
than sigmficant” or “beneficial” and finds that those Impacts have been described
accurately and are less than significant or beneficial as so described in the FEIR. This
finding applies to Land Use: 3.1-1, 3.1-3; Population and Housing: 3.2-1,3.2-2, 3.2-3;
Transportation/Traffic: 3.4-2, 3.4-4, 3.4-5; Arr Quality: 3.5-2; Noise: 3.6-2; Biological
Resources: 3.7-4, 3.7-6; Geology, Soils and Mineral Resources: 3.9-1,3.9-4, 3.9.5;
Hazards and Hazardous Matenials: 3.10-1, 3.10-4; Public Sernvices and Utilities: 3.12-3,
3.12-4,3.12-5,3.12-6,3.12-7,3.12-8,3.12-10, 3.12-11,3.12-12, 3.12-14, 3.12-15, 3.12-
16, Recreation: 3.13-1, 3.13-2.

In additien, the Planning Commission agrees with the charactérization m the FEIR with
respect to Cumulative Impacts where “no impact” was identified and no mitigation was
required. This finding applies to Land Use; Population and Housing; Acstiietics, Nowse,
Biclogical Resources; Cultural Resources, Geology, Soils, and Mineral Rescurces;
Hazards and Hazardous Materials; Hydrology and Water Quality, Pubhc Services and
Utilities; and Recreation. -

This finding does not apply to Impacts identified as significant or potentially significant
which are rednced by mitigation measures to a level characlerized in the FEIR as less
than significant. Each of those Impacts and mitigation measures adopted to reduce
potential impacts are addressed specifically in the findings below,

This finding does not apply to Impacts identified as significant and unavoidable which
cannat be reduced by mitigation measures 1o a level characterized in the FEIR as less
than significant. Those unpacts and mitigation measures adopted to reduce potential
impacts are also addressed specifically in the findings below.

Impacts Determined to be Less than Significant After Mitigation

Land Use impacts

Impact 3.1-2: The project could result in higher density residential development than the
adjoining lots on the project's eastem, western, and northemn boundary.

Mitigation Measure 3.1-2: This Mitigation Measure applies to Impact 3.1-2 and
proposed lots 57 through 67:

Lots 57 through 67 shall be developed with a combination of one and two story homes at
aratto of no less than one single story unit out of every four hemes built. This translates
1nto the need to build at least three single-story homes on these 11 lots. Lots 60, 61, and
64 are proposed for single story use;



A minimom 30-foot rear yard structural setback is required for the main residence of
these lots, excluding separate garages and landscape structures/amenities such as pools,
pool houses, trellises, decks, ete.;

A herght limitation of 25 feet for S{ngle story homes is required and shall be noted in the
project’s code, covenants, and restrictions {CC&Rs) and development notebook.
Applications for building permits shall reflcct this height limitation,

A privacy screen will be constructed along the boundary of these lots and the two
adjacent RS-AG-B-20 zoned lots {023-260-026 and 023-260-030) consisting of a wood
fence and a 10 foot-wide landscape easernent planted with fast growing evergreen trees
such as California redwoods {15 gallon minimum — 10 feet on center). The privacy fence
shall be installed prior to the County's acceptance of the subdivision improvements;

The construction of the privacy fence and associated evergreen screens shall be installed
as part of the overall subdivision improvements on a phased basis; and

Homeowners will be notified of the Placer County Right to Farm ordinance.

Finding: Implementation of the mitigation measures identified above and listed in the
Mitigation Monitonng and Repertng Program (MMRP) will minumize this potentially
significant effect to a level that 15 less than sigarficant,

Explanation: Although the project would result in a change in the tvpe of use and
intensity of development, the project is in compliance with the Placer County land use
designation and the allowable unils for the site. The five residential parcels on the
“inside’” of the “U” of the Whisper Creek “U” shaped development have a current zoning
which allows a minimum lot size of 20,000 squarc fect. The zoming on these lots is RS-
AG-B-20 and their current s1ze and agricultural combining zone allows for some
agricultural uses on the parcels. The Whisper Creek project proposes eleven 12,000 sq.
foot lots (Lots 57 through 67) along the adjacent property boundaries of two of these
parcels ((23-260-026 and 023-260-030). To encourage compatibility between
neighboring land uses, mitigation measures have been 1dentified that minimize the
potential effect of a higher density residential development adjacent to a land use that is
zoned at lower density. Spectfically, mitigation measures require the following on Lots
37 through 67 limit the number of two-story restdences that are constructed on Lots 37
through 67, establish a 30-foot rear yard structural setback for the main residence; a
height limitation of 25 feet shall be required for single story homes; and construct a
privacy fence along the boundary of these lots and the two adjacent RS-AG-B-21) zoned
lots consisting of a wood fence and a 10 foot-wide landscape easement planted with fast
growing evergreen trees such as Califorma redwoods {15 gallon mimimum — 10 feet on

center). The privacy fence shall be installed prios to the County’s acceptance of the
subdivision improvements.

Significance After Mitigation: Less Than Signifjcant
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Aesthetics Impacts

Impact 3.3-1: The project would substantially degrade the existimg visual character or
qualily of the sile and the surroundings.

Mitigation Measure 3.3-1: Lots bordering PFE Road shall be developed with a
combination of one and two story homes at a ratio of no less than one single story unit
out of every four homes built. This translates into the need to bmld at feast three single-
story homes along the northem periphery of the project (25 percent of 12 homes). Lots
planned for single-story homes would be distributed among lots 31 through 38, Final lot
selection is to be based upon a number of factors including new home placement and
setbacks, existing home placement in the immediate vicinity and other planned non-
project related features.

In addition to placement of at least three single-story homes along the northem edge of
the project, a height linitation of 25 feet for single story homes will be noted n the
project’s code, covenants, and restrictions (CC&Rs) and development notebook.
Applications for building permits shall reflect this height limitation and be made a
condition of the use permit,

Fast growmg native-appearing tree plantings shall be planted as screening along the
earthen berms and slopes adjacent to PFE Road. Suggested plantings include London
plane tree and Zelkova), A Landscape Plan shall be provided for County review and
approval as part of project’s improvement plans,

Finding: Implementation of the mitigation measures identified above and listed m the
MMRP, will avoid or substantially reduce the sipnificant effect to a level that 1s less than
significant.

Explanation: Implementation of the project would eliminate vacant Jand and
agricultural views from surrounding roadways and propertics. Because the assessed
visual impact 15 generally considered moderate with a low to moderate viewer response,
sigieficant effects can be reduced to a less than significant level.

An asscssed moderate impact is one that would result in a moderate adverse change to the
visual resource with moderate viewer response. However, the viewer response 1s
generally considered low to moderate due to the {ollowing factors: ithe relatively short
distance of project frontage on PFE Road; the existing Morgan Creek golf course and
subdivision to the north, and the existing Sabre City mobile home park to the west on
PFE Road. To mimrmnize this significant effect, lots bordering PFE Road ghail be
developed with a combination of one and two story homes at a ratio of no less than one
single story unit out of every four homes built, a height limitation of 25 feet is required
for single story homes, and fast growing native-appearing tree plantings shall be planted
as screening along the earthen berms and slopes adjacent to PFE Road.

Implementation of the above mitigation measures would minimize the project’s effect en
the visual character in the project area.

Significance After Mitigation: Less Than Significant
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Impact 3.3-2: The project would create a new source of substantial light or glare whuch
would adversely affect day or nighttime views in the area,

Mitigation Measure 3.3-2: To minimize night light poliution, no interior street hghting
of private subdivision roads will be installed except for the minimuem required by ESD.
County-required street lighting at intersections with PFE Road shall be reviewed and
approved by the County’s Development Review Committee. All required street lighting
of the Whisper Creek Subdivision shall be low intensity and directed downward to help
control light spill and glare. Street hghts shall be of a type, height, and design to direct
hghting downward, shielding to the greatest extent practical, light exposure beyond that
needed {or proper intersection lighting. :

Finding: Implementation of the mingation measures identfied above and listed n the
MMRZP, will reduce the potentially significant effect (o a level that is less than significant.

Explanation: As stated in the above mitigahion measure, no interlor street lighting will
be installed excepi for the minimum required by DPW 16 ensure public safety. In
addition, implementation of the project would require street highting 1o be low intensity
lighting that would be directed downward to minimize light spill and glare thereby
minimizing the project’s impact on nighttime views.

Stgnilicance After Mitigation: Iess Than Significant

Transportation/Traffic Impacts

Impact 3.4-1: Implementation of the proposed project would generate construction-
related wavel,

Mitigation Measure 3.4-1: Submit for review and approval, a striping and signing plan.

Submit traffic conirol plan with the preject Improvement Plans. The plan shall include
all on- and off-site traffic contro} devices and shall be reviewed by the County Traffic
Engmeer. A construction signing plan shall also be provided with the Improvement Plans
for review and approval by the County Traffic Engincer,

Finding: Impiementation of the mitigation measures jdentified above and listed in the

MMREP, will reduce this temporary potentially significant effect to a level that is less than
sigruficant.

Explanation: .When implemented, the mitigation measure will minimize the impact of
short-term construction related traffic by requinng a striping and signing plan that will he
reviewed and approved by the County Traffic Engineer to ensure that construction related
traffic effects are munimized. In addition, construction related raffic is temporary, once
construction of the project 1s complete this short-term impact is ehminated.

Significance After Mitigation: Less Than Significant
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Impact 3.4-3: Implementation of the Whisper Creck Subdivision project would gencrate
vehicle trips related to residents under long-term Future (Year 2023} background
conditions with PFE Road Closed and Don Julio Boulevard not extended.

Mitigation Measure 3.4-3: Traffic operations at the Antelope North Road intersection
with PFE Road would be improved to LOS B with 19.6 seconds of delay during the am.
peak hour and LOS C with 25.2 seconds of delay during the p.m. peak hour by
signalizing the intersection. This improvement is currently included in the County
Capital Improvement Program. Therefore, this improvement is currently planned for
construclion, which will mittgate the impact identified due to the elimination of the future
connection of Don fulic Beulevard to PFE Road. '

Finding: Implementation of the mitigation measures identified above and listed in the
MMRP, will avoid the significant effect to a level that is less than significant.

Explanation: The Antelope North Road intersection with PFE Road would continue to -
operate at unacceptable LOS F conditions dunng both the a.m. and p.m. peak hours with
the a.m. delay increasing by 17.9 seconds and the p.m. delay increasing by 24 seconds.
The 1ncrease in the delay during both the a.m. and p.m. peak hours does not occur as a
result of the additional trips generated by the proposed residential subdivision, but instead
is created by the community plan amendment portion of the project which redistribuics
{as opposed to adding) trips along arca roadways  Mitigation Measure 3.4-3,
signalization of the intersection, reduces this rmpact to less than significant.

Significance After Mitigation: Less Fhan Significant

Noise lmpacts
Impact 3.6-1: Construction-related noise.

Mitigation Measure 3.6-1 a.b,¢;
a. Restrict hours of construction activity.

Conslruction notse emanating from any construction activity for which a Building
Permit or Grading Permit is required is prohibited on Sundays and federal holidays,
and shall only cccur: Monday through Friday, 6:00 am to 800 pm during daylight
savings, 7:00 arn to 8:00 pm during non-daylight savings, and Saturdays, 8:00 am. to
6:00 pm. This conditicn shall be noted on the Improvement Plans required for this
project.

b, Ensure Construction Equipment meets Placer County Code.
All construction equipment shall be fitted with factory installed muffling devices and
all construction equipment shall be maintained in good working order, per Placer

County Code 9.36.030 (AXT).

c. Locate stationary construction noise sources away from noise sensitive land uses.
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Finding: Implementation of the mitigation measures identified above and listed in the
MMRP, will reduce this potentially significant effect to a level that is less than
significant.

Explanatien: Residences or sensilive receptors in the project area wouid experience
shart-term and temporary elevated noise levels during davtime construction hours due to
construction equipment and construction-related traffic, Although construction activities
may result in temporary noise levels that exceed County thresholds, construction-related
noise that occur on designated days and within identified timeframes are exempt from
adopted noise level standards. Implementation of Mitigation Measure 3.6-1a, would
ensure that construction activities occur within designated timeframes. Mitigation
measures 3.6-1b and 3.6-1¢c would further reduce potential noise trpacts by requiring
construction equipment meet County standards and stationary noise scurces are Jocated
away from nolse-sensitive land uses.

Signiﬁcancé After Mitigation: Less Than Significant
[mpact 3.6-3: Traffic noise impacts an Project residents.
Mitigation Measure 3,6-3 a,h ¢

Mitigation Measure 3.6-34:

Lots adjacent to PFE Road require a noise barrier to bring the exterior noise level to 60
dB Ldn. Asindicated in Figure 3.6 1, the berm/bamrier along the frontage of PFE Road
needs to be a minumum of five and one-half feet in height {or lots one through three and
1ot 31, six feet in height for lots 104 and 32 through 35, six and one-half feet for Jots 36
and 37, and a minimum of etght and one-half feet in height at lot 38 to meet the 60 dB
exterior nolse requirement. For consistency with the Dry Creek Communty Plan, the
barrier should be primarily constructed as an earthen berm along the PFE Road frontage,
wiih native and/'or native appeanng plant and tree landscaping figunng prominently in the
project design.

The noise attenuation barriers must wrap around project lots numbered 1 and 31 to the
rear butlding fagades, as portions of these lots, although not directly fronting on PFE,
would be exposed to traffic noise that would exceed the Placer County extenor standards.
A noise barrier must wrap {o the tear lot lines of lots 38, 3, and 104, These required
wraparound locations, heights, and lengths are shown in Figure 3.6 1,

Mitigation Measure 3.6-3b:

If two-story homes are proposed along PFE Road, the building plans should be reviewed
by a qualificd acoustical consultant to ensure that the Placer County interior noise level
standards will be met, Lots along PFE Road with proposed two-story homes shall be
identified on the final tentative map. Adherence to the required construction techniques
to meet the noise standard shall be made part of the project’s conditions of approval.
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Mitigation Measure 3.6-3c¢:

The noise attenuating berms and walls shall be maintained by the subdivision
Homeowners Association.

Finding: Implementation of the mitigation measures identified above and listed in the
MMRP, will reduce the potentially significant effect to a level that 1s Jess than significant.

Explanation: Design features can substantiallv reduce polential traffic-related notse
impacts on project esidents. The project design imcorporates a noise-aitenuating earthen
berm along the PFE Road frontage as well as noise attenuation barriers that wrap around
particelar lots to ensure that backyard receptors are not exposed to traffic noise that
exceed County standards. In addition, interior noise level standards will be achieved
throngh building design and construction in accordance to standard industry practices.
However, implementation of Matigation Measure 3.6-3b will cnsure that County interior
noise standards are met for two-story homes that may be constructed adjacent to PFE
Road. Mitigation Measure 3.6-3¢ ensures that sound attenuation features continue to
provide adequate protection to residents in the future by requining noise attenuation
berms and walls be maintained by the subdivisions homeowner’s association.

Significance After Mitigation: Less Than Significant

Biological Resources Impacts

Impact 3.7-1: The project will have a substantial adverse effect, cither directly or
through habiiat modifications, on species dentified as a candidate, sensitive, or special-
status species mn local or regional plans, policies or regulations, by the CDFG or the
USEFWS; or birds protected by the MBT AL

Mitigation Measure 3.7-1 a,b,e,d,e
Mitigation Measuie 3.7-1a:

Precenstruction surveys and mitigation for Swainson’s hawk foraging habnat. This
mitigation measure applies to impact 3.7-1.

If project construection is proposed during the breeding season (February-August), a
preconstruction survey shall be conducted b a qualified biologist tn all appropriate habetat
within one-quarter mile {1,300 feet) of the project area to identify active Swainson’s
hawk nests. The survey shall be conducted by the qualified biologist no more than 30
days prior to the anset of construction activities. 1f no Swainson’s hawk nests are
idenufied during the precenstruction survey or if construction activities are proposed o
occur during the nonbreeding season (September-January), no further mitigation 1s
required. However, 1{ nests are identified and considered to be active, a buffer 7one of a
minimum of one-quarter mile shail be established around the active nest. Intensive new
disturbance (1.¢., heavy equipment activitics associated with construction) that may cause
nest abandonment or ferced fledging shall not be initiated within this buffer zone
between March 1 and September 1. The boffer zone shall be increased to one-halt mile
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{2,640 feet) in nesting areas away from urban development (i.e., where heavy equipment
activities associated with construction is not a normal occurrence during the nesting
season).

The annual grassland habitat of the project site may provide foraging habitat for
Swainson's hawk. The project creates a loss of 34.6 acres of Swainson's hawk foraging
habitat (project impacts less disturbed arsa from previous land uses). To address the
potential loss of Swainson's hawk foraging habitat, the developer will mitigate for the
loss of Swamnson’s hawk foraging habitat through either the payment of in lieu fees in the
amount of $20,000 per acre of disturbed area, or acquire sultable foraging habitat al the
ratio of 0.75:1. '

Mitigation Measure 3.7-1b:

Preconstruction surveys and mitigation for westem burrowing owl. This mitigation
measures applies to impact 3.7-1.

No more than 30 days prior to grading, a qualified biologst shall conduct a
preconsiruciion survey of all potential westemn burtowing owl habilat within 250 feet of
the project boundary and record the presence of individual western burrowing owls, sign
of western burrowing owls, and all burrows that are in use by western burrowing owl

If the preconstruction survey does not identify any western burrowing owl activity, no
further mitigation is required. However, if there are westen burrowing owls nesting on
site, or within 250 feet of the project boundary, the following mitigation measures shall
be aplemented;

No grading shall be allowed during the nesting season {February-August), unless
otherwise approved by CDFG, within 250 feet of any nest burrow until the young have
fledged and arc able to cxit the burrow. For occupied burrows without active nesting,
nestng burrows after the young have fledged, or if development commences after the
breeding season, passive relocalion of the birds should be performed. Passive relocation
involves installing a one-way door at the burrow entrance, which encourages the owls to
move from the occupied burrow. '

Prior to grading within western burrowing ow] habitat unoccupied burrows shatl be
collapsed to prevent occupation by western burrowing owls subsequent to
preconstiuction surveys.

Loss of western burrowing owl foraging habitat shall be mitigated at 6.5 acres on site per
pair, or at a ratio approved by CDFG for off site location.

A monitoring report of all activities associated with surveys for and passive relocation of

western burrowing owls shall be submitted to CDFG no later than two weeks after the
carnpletion of grading that ocours within 250 feet of occupied nesting burrows,
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Mitigation Measure 3.7-1c:

Preconstruction surveys and mitigation for migratery birds. This mitigation measure
applies to impact 3.7-1.

If construction activities are proposed to occur during non-breeding season (September
through January), a survey 1s not required and no further studies are necessary. 1f project
consiruction is propased dunng the breeding season (February through Aupust), a
preconstruction migratory bird survey shall be conducted 10 1dentify active nests in the
projcet area. The survey shall be conducted by a qualificd biologist no more than 30 days
prior to the onset of construction activities.

If no active nests are identified dunng the precenstruction survey or if construction
activities are proposed to occur during the non-breeding season (September through
January), no further mitigation would be required. However, 1f nests are wdentified and
considerad to be active, construction activities shall not oceur withun 100 feet of the nests
until the voung have fledged. Trees that must be removed as a result of construction, bat
contain nests, shall be felled during the non-breeding season.

Mitigation Measure 3.7-1d:

Preconstruction surveys and mitigation for Swatnson’s hawlk and other raptors. This
mitigation measures applies to impact 3 7-1.

If project construction 1s proposed during the breeding season (February through August},
a preconstruction raptor survey shall be conducted to identify active nests i the project
arca. The survey shall be conducted by a qualified biclogist ne more than 30 davs prior
to the onset of construction activities and be conducted in all appropriate habitats within
Ye-mile (1,300 feet) of the project area to identify active Swarnson’s hawk nests, or wilun
250 feet of the project site for other rapiors.

If no active nests are identified during the preconstruction survey, for construction
activities that occur after mitial grading is completed and all potential nesting trees have
heen remaved, or for those activities scheduled to occur during the non-breeding season
(September through January), no further mitigation would be required. However, if
Swainson’s hawk nests are identified and considered to be active, a buffer zone of a
manimum of Y4 mile shail be established around the active nest. Intensive new
distusbances {i.¢,, heavy equipment activities associated with construction} that may
cause nest abandonment or forced fledging shall not be initiated within this buffer zone
between March 1 and Scptember 1. The buffer zone shall be increased to ¥4 mile {2,640
feet) in nesting areas away from urban development {i.e., where heavy equipment
activiiies associated with construction is not a normal occurrence during the nesting
season). For other raptors, nests identified and considered to be active within 250-feet of
construction activities, will restrict construction activities within 500 fect of the nests
unty] the voung have fledged. Any trees that must be removed as a result of construction,
but contain hests, shall be felled during the non-breeding season.
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Mitigation Measure 3.7-1e:

Obtain a NPDES permit from the RW(QCR, develop a SWPPF, and implement BMPs to
address potential storm water impacts associated with development of the site and 1o
protect water quality. Comply with Placer County ordinances for all grading, drainage,
and construction of improvements, and comply with SWPPP requirements including the
implementation and monitoring of erosion and sediment contrel measures during
construction. This mitigalion measure applies to Impact 3.7-1 and Impact 3.7-3.

The proposed project has the potential to result in water quality and storm water impacts
due to erosion and sediment movement as a result of grading and construction activities
associaled with development. The following mitigation measure will reduce these
impacts to a less than significant level:

The 1972 amendments to the Federal Water Pollution Control Act established the
Nattonal Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) permit program to confral
discharges of pollutants from point sources and non-point discharges to waters of the
United States. The 1387 amendments to the CW A created a new section of the CWA
devoted to storm water permitting (Section 402[p]). On Novemher 16, 1990, the U.S.
Fnviranmental Protection Agency (USEPA) published fina) regulatrons that establish
storm water permut application requiremeants. The regulations provide that discharges of
storm water to waters of the United States from construction projects that encompass Hive
or more acres of soil disturbance are effectively prohibited unless the discharge is in
comphiance with an NPDES Permut,

The State of Califorrua RWQCRE admumsters and enforces the provisions of the NPDES
prograrn. In accordance with the NPDES regulations, the RWQCB requires that any
construction activities affecting/disturbing five or more must obiain coverage under the
{eneral Construction Activity Storm Water Permit (General Permit)., In March of 2003,
Phase [l NFDES Storm Water reguiations revisions took effect, which revised the
(General Permit to require construction projects greater than one acre in size to comply
with the terms of the General Permit. Consiruction activities that are subject o this
General Permut include cleaning, grading, disturbances to the ground such as stockpiling,
or excavation that result in scul disturbances of at least one acre of total land area.

In order to obtain coverage under the State of California General Permit, a Notice of
Intent (NQI) is required to be filed with the RWQCB. In conjunction with submittal of a
- NOIto the RWQUB, a SWT'PP 15 required to be prepared and retained on site during

- construction. This SWPPP will contain pollution prevention measurss (erosion and
sedunent control measures and measures to control non-storm water discharges and
hazardous spalls}, demonstration of compliance wilh all applicable local and regional
crosion and sediment control standards, identification of responsible parties, a datailed
construction timeline, and a BMP monitoring and maintenance schedule. BMPs are
measures and materials designed to reduce impacts from erosion and sedirnentation
during grading and construction activities through use of Best Available Technology
{BAT) Appropriate erosion and sedimentation control praciices will be addressed in the
Frosion Conirol Plan for the project and will conform te all standards adopted by Placer
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County. A copy of the SWPPP will be kept on site and reviewed by all appropriate
personnel involved with constriction activities of the project, and the final Erosion
Control Plan for the project will require approval from the Placer County WHiliies
Department Director. BMPs implemented, as part of the SWPPP should include the
foliowing proccdures:

» restricting grading to the dry season;

. remove the minimal amount of site vegetation - keep as much vegetation as
possible around the perimeter of the site, especially above drainages;,

. utilizing crosion control blankets, hydroseeding, or similar practices to protect
finished graded slopes from erosion; '

. protecling downstream storin drainage inlets from sedimentation through the

use of sediment barriers and protection of storm drain inlets through the use of
drop inlet sediment sacks and sand bags;

. use of silt fencing and straw wattles 1o retain sediment on the peoject sile,

. use of temporary water conveyance and water diversion structures to eliminate
runoff to the {ill slopes; and

. any other suitable measures euthned in an approved Erosion Control Manual.

The above eroston control measures implemented during the development of the
proposed project site and, compliance with the NPDES regulations, meluding filing of &
NOI with the RWQCR and preparation of a SWPPP containing appropriate BMPs will
reduce significant impacts from erosien to a level less than significant.

Finding: Implementation of the mitigation measures identified above and listed 1n the
MMEREP, will substantialiv reduce the significant effect to a level that 15 less than
significant,

Explanation: Potential nesting and foraging habitats for raptors, Swamnson's Hawlk,
western burrowing owl, and migratory birds occur on site and adjacent to the project area.
Construction activity during the breeding season resulting in the loss of or disturbance to
nests 1s considered potentially significant impact. Pre-construction surveys and
construction monitoring will confirm the results of previous surveys undertaken on the
stte. Generally, mitigation measures propose avoidance of candidate or special-status
species during the breeding scason and removal of habitat, ag appropriate and necessary,
during the non-breeding season. Implementation of mitigation measures 3.7-12 through
3.7-1d reduce potentially significant effects.

In addition, Mitigation Measure 3.7-1e also ensures that the appropriate plans and permits
are obtained to protect water quality. The Dry Creek watershed supports populations of
special-status fish species including migrating fall-run Chinook salmon and the federally
threatened Central Valley steelhead. Although the project is located approximately ¥-
mile south of Dry Creek and is further separated from the creek by PFE road, the on site
water features are tributary to Dry Creek. Mitigation Measure 3.7-1e will reduce
potenual water quahity impacts to the Dry Creek watershed from storm water runoff and
erosion 1o a less than significant level and no further mitigation 18 necessary to afford
protection and preservation of special-status fish species. Specifically Mitigation
Measure 3.7-1e requires the following permits or plans: a National Pollutant Discharge
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Etimination System (NPDES) permit; development of a Storm Water Pollution
Prevention Plan (SWPPP); and, the implementation of Best Management Practices
(BMPs).

Significance After Mitigation: Less Than Significant

Impact 3.7-2: The project may have a substantial adverse effect on oak trees, nparian
-habitat or other sensitive natural communities identified in local or regional plans,
policies, regulations, or by the CDFG or USFWS.

Mitigation Measure 3.7-2 a,b,c
Mitigation Measure 3.7-2a:

Native oak tree preservation and mitigatton. This mittgation measure applies to Impact
3.7-2 and mpact 3.7-5.

The following oak tree mitigation i1s consistent with the Placer County Tree Ordinance.

a.  Whenever practicable, direct impact to native cak trees, including removal, pruning,
and soll compaction within the dripline shall be avoided. Additionally, vehicles and
heavy construction equipment shatl not be parked within or adjacent to the dripline of
oak trees. In order 1o avoid encroachment 1ato the dnpline, individual oak trees or
stands shall be protecied by erecting a temporary construction fence around the
penimeter of the drip line prior to the onset of construction, for native trees that would
subyect to disturbance within 50 feet of the dripline radius.

- b, QOak trees that are removed as a tesult of construction shall be replaced by planting a
combnation of five one-gallon, three three-gallon, and one 135-gallon vak tree for
each oak tree removed, from local genetic stock, preferably {Tom genetic stock
collected on site. For each tree removed, the combination diameter of the
replacement trees shall be equal 1o the diameter of the tree removed. All oak tree
ritigation plantings will be momitored for a period of five years 1o ensure an 80
percent success rate is achieved. If a project site cannot support the planting of all
replacement irees, the applicant may pay Placer County the current market value for
each tree not planied, up to 50 percent of the impacted trees, and this money will be
placed in the County’s Tree Preservation Fund.

¢.  An Oak Tree Preservation, Mitigation, and Monitoring Plan shall be prepared by a
quajified biologist or arborist prior to the onset of construction and, along with the
above listed criteria, shall include an inventory of trees to be removed and/or
disturbed from construction, specific protection measures for oaks during
construction, replacement ratios and species, seed sources, Jocation of replacement
plantings, description of planting methods, a monitoring schedule, success critena,
and remedial measures.
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Mitigation Mcasure 3.7-2b;

Minimize impacts to wetlands and jurisdictional WOUS, and provide compensatory
mitigation for unavoidable impacts. Vertfication of the wetland delineation by the ACOE
and coverage under 2 Nationwide Permut, Streambed Alteration Agreement and a Scction
401 Water Quahty Certification Consultation with CDFG to determmine their junisdiction
over the on site wetland features. This mitigation measure applies to Impact 3.7-2 and
Imipact 3.7-3.

Approval from the ACOE must he received prior to any fill achvities or discharges within
jurisdictional wetlands or WOUS. The +£1.532 acres of wetlands and jurisdictional
WOUS associaled with the PFE-36 acre parcel have been verified by the ACOE (2004},
however, the wetland delineations for the Almond Ranch and PFE-14 acre parcels have
not been verified. A preconstruction notification has been submitted to the ACOE as part
of the project proponent’s application for a Nationwide 39 permit (ECORP 2003b) in
association with the impacts to waters of the U.S. for the PFE-36 acre parcel.

Prior to the onset of construction activities, all potential purisdictional waters of the T7.5.
associated with the project site will need to be verified by the ACOE. Although a
preconstruction notification has been submitted for a Nationwide Permit 39 application,
other Section 404 permits will be required for the Bl activities associated with the other
WOUS assocrated with the Almond Ranch and PFE-14 parcels. Any WOLS that would
be lost or disturbed shall be replaced or rehabihtated on a “no-nct-loss™ basts in
accordance with the ACOE’ rmtigation guidelines. Habitat restoration, rehabilitation,
and/or replacement shall be at a location and by methods agreeable to the ACOE.

A Section 401 Water Quality Certification, or waiver thereof, shall be obtained from the
Central Valley RWQCB before a Section 404 permit becomes vahid, In addition,
coverage under a Streamnbed Alteration Agreement from CDFG will be requuired for those
activities that will affcct streambed and bank arcas under CDFG junisdiction. The
applicant must submit verification of compliance with CEQA requirements (1.e.
preparation of a Final EIR) to both CDFG and the RWQUB before the agencies can 1ssue
a final Lake or Streambed Alteration Apreement, or Water Quality Certification.

Mitigation Measure 3.7-2c:
Minimize impacts to riparian areas. This mitigation measure applies to Impact 3.7-2.

Ii project construction affects the riparian vegetation along the seasonal wetland swale,
and for each stream crosging and any other activities affecting the bed, bank, or
associated riparian vegetation of the stream a Streambed Alteration Agreement shall be
obtained from CDFG, pursuant to Section 1602 of the California Fish and Game Code.
This agreement shall require minimization measures, such as minimizing impacts to
riparian vegetation, revegetation, timing of construction, erosion and sediment control,
maintenance of fish passages if applicable, and specifications regarding construction
materials.
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Finding: Implementation of the mibgation measures identified above and listed in the
MMRP, will reduce the potentially significant effect to a level that s less than sigmficant.

Explanation: Impacts to oak trees would be minimized by Mitigation Measure 3.7-2a.
(Cak trees that are not proposed to be removed would be protected dunng construction
activities. Oak trees that are removed would be replaced with 9 trees for every 1 tree
removed, to ensure an 80 percent success rate. In addition, an Oak Tree Preservation,
Mitigation, and Momitoring Plan shall be prepared. Implementationr of Mitigation
Measure 3.7-2a would minimize potential impacts,

Wetland features associated with the project site are mainly seasonal wetland swales and
mtermittent drainages, with small areas of seasonal wetlands, seasonal marsh, and
ephemeral drainages. The westem portion of the site contains a large seasonal wetland
swale and intermittent drainage, with additional seasonal wetland swales located o the
center and eastern portions of the site. Ripanan vegefation, such as willow and
cottonwood specics arc present in the western portion of the project site,

Implementation of Mitigation Measures 3.7-2b and 3.7-2¢, including approved permmits
from the ACOE, RWQCB, and CDFG, would ensure that potentially significant impacts
to tipanan habitats and other sensitive natural commumties are miimized or reduced to a
less than significant level.

Significance After Mitigation: Less Than Significant

Impact 3.7-3: The project will have a substantial adverse effect on federally protected
wetlands {seasonal wetlands, seasonal wetland swales, seasonal marsh, and ephemeral
and intermittent drainages) through direct removal, filling, hydrologreal interruption or
other means. '

Mitigation Measure 3.7-3a,b,c:

Mitigation Measure 3.7-3a: {sc‘é Mitigabon Measure 3.7-2b)
Mitigation Measure 3.7-3b: (see Mitigation Measure 3.7-1¢}
Mitigation Measure 3 7-3¢.

Protect and avord prE:Servchf’ax-'bidcd wetland features and open space areas duning
construction. This mitigation measure applies to Impact 3.7-3.

To avoid impacts to the preserved wetland habitat and open space areas of the project,
orange construction fencing will be installed around the perimeter of the preserve to
provide a minimum 40-foot buffer around these protected features. The orange
construction fencimg will remain in place uatil construction related impacts are no longer
present and all disturbed project soils have been stabnlized. In addition, silt fencing will
be installed along with straw wattles around the inside perimeter of the construction
fencing during the wet season (October through April) to prevent sediment movement
assoCiated with storm water and erosion into these areas. Entrenching the silt fencing, as
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15 recommended to provide maximurmn protection from sediment intrusion, could
potentially rapact the open space preserve arca. To avold soil impacts to the preserve
boundary area the silt fencing will not be entrenched, but stabilized along the interface
with the soil horizon with straw wattles secured with wooden stakes. All constniction
{encing, sHt fencing, and straw wattles will be inspecled regularly and
maintained/replaced as needed 1o provide protection.

Finding: Implementatien of the mitigation measures identified above and Iisted in the
MMREP, will substaniially reduce the significant effect to a leve! that 1s less than
significant.

Explanation: The project area supporls approxamately 3.69 acres of potential
junsdictional waters of the U.S_, which include federally protected wetlands as defined
by Section 404 of the CWA. It is possible to minimize loss and/or degradation of
wellands by avoidance and/or compensation and by the employment of engincering
technigues that control construction and development activities and thereby mimmize
potentially significant effects. The identifted mitigation measures invoke such
procedures. Moreover, impacts on waters of the 11 S, and wetlands are gencrally
controlled by Federal permits and State requirements that mitigate the imnpacts. The
applicant wil be required {o comply with those permit review procedures and
obligations. In addition, erosion control measures implemented during the development
of the proposed project site and, comphance with the NPDES regulations, including filing
of a NOI with the RWQCB and preparation of a SWPPP containing appropriate BMPs
will reduce significant impacts from erosion to a level less than significant.

Significance After Mitigation: Less Than Significant

Impact 3.7-5: The proposed project will conflict with lecal pohicies or ordinances
protecting biological resources, such as a tree preservation pelicy or ordinance.

Mitigation Measure 3.7-5: {see Mutigation Measure 3.7-2a)

Finding: Implementation of the mitipation measures identified above and listed in the
MMRP, will reduce the potentially sigruficant effect 1o a Tevel that 15 less than significant.

Explanation: Impacts to oak trees would be mimmized by Mitigation Measure 3.7-5
(see Mifigation Measure 3.7-2a). Oak trees that are not proposed to be removed would
be protected duning construction activities. Oak trees that are removed would be replaced
with 9 trees for every | tree removed, to ensure an 80 percent success rate. In adduion,
an Oak Tree Preservation, Mitigation, and Monitoring Plan shall be prepared.

Signiflicance After Mitigation: Less Than Significant

Cultural Resources Impacts

Impact 3.8-1: Cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of an
archaeclogical resource.
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Mitigation Measure 3.8-1: Mitigation for inadvertently discovered archaeclogical
resources. This mitigation measure apphies to Impact 3.8-1. If human remains are
encountered during the course of project activities, all wotk in that area shall halt and the
County coroner and Native American Heritage Commission shall be notified
immediately. In addition, a qualified professional archaeclogist shail be notified
immediately in order to assess the resource value as soon as possible, and develop
measures to avold, minimize or mitigate adverse effects to such properties.

If archacological artifacts, exotic rock (non-native}, or unusual amounts of shell or bone
are uncovered during any on-site construction activities, all work must stop immediately
within 60 feet of the area and a SOPA-certified {Society of Professional Archaeclogists)
andsor Register of Professional Archacologist retained to evaluate the deposits. The
Flacer County Planming Department and Department of Museums tnust aiso be contacted
for review of the archasological find(s).

If the discovery consists of human remains, the Placer County Coroner and Native
American Henitage Commission must afso be contacted. Work in the area may only
proceed after anthorization 1s granted by the Placer County Planning Department. A note
to this cffect shall be provided on the Improvement Plans for the project.

Following a review of the new find and consultation with appropriate experts, if
necessary, the authority to proceed may be accompanied by the addition of development
requirerments which provide protection of the site and-or additional mitigation measures
nccessary to address the unique or sensitive nature of the site.

Finding: Implementation of the mitigation measurcs identified above and histed in the
MMRP, will minimize potentially significant effects to a level that is less than
stgnificant.

Explanation: Potentially important cultural resources can be protected by avoadance or
implernentation of accepted protective measures. If unknown archasological resoutces
are discovered during construction and grading activities, Mitigation Measure 3.8-1 wiil
aveld, minimize, and/or mitigate potential adverse effects to the discovered resource.
The Mitigation Measure is designed to address a variety of discovered resource
posstbilities, and the steps taken to reduce impacts will depend upon the nature of the
resource discovered {1.e., discovery of humnan remains, archaeological artilacts, exotic
rock, etc.). '

Significance After Mitigation: Less Than Significant

Impace 3.8-2: Cause substantial adverse change in the significance of a historical
Teseurce,

Mitigation Measure 3.8-2: Mitipation for inadvertently discovered historical resources.
This mitigation measure applies to Impact 3.8-2.

All project personnel shall be informed about potential archaeological or historical
resources and procedures to follow if a discovery is made. Historic resources that may be
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identified, but are not limited to house foundations, wells, privies, machine or hand solder
cans, and colored bottle glass fragments. All of the resources both prehistoric and historic
are considered sigrificant until delermined otherwise.

Prior to the start of any grading, construction crews shall be tramed in the 1dentification
of archaeolopical resources prior to commencing ground-disturbing activities. This
training shall include: (1) proper identification of archaeological deposits; (2) the
procedures to be followed in the event of such a discovery: {3) an understanding of the
importance of protecting culfural resources; and {4) an overview of applicable laws,
statutes and ordinances. Traming will be conducted by a SOPA-certified archaeologist in
person, and written materials will be provided to each trained crew member, who will be
required to sign that he or she has received the training, understands it, and agrees to
abide by 1t

Finding: Impiementation of the mitigation measuses identified above and listed in the
MMRP, will minimize potentially significant effects to a level that 15 less than
sigmficant. ’

Explanation: Potentially important cultural resources can be protected by avordance ar
implementation of accepted protective measures. [f unknown histoncal resources,
including prehistoric resources, are discovered during construction and grading activities,
Mitigation Measure 3.8-2 wall avord, minimize, and/or mitigate potential adverse effects
to the discovered resource. The Mitgation Measure 18 designed to address a variety of
discovered resource possibihiies, and the steps taken to reduce 1mpacts will depend upon
the nature of the resource discovered (i.e., house foundations, wells, privies, colored
baottle glass fragments).

In addition, Mitigation Measure 3.8-2 states that grading and construction crews shall be
trained 111 the identification of archeological resources. Potentially important cultural
resources unearthed by construction activities can be protected by trained construction
workers so that they are able to adequately identify discoveries, cease construction wark,
notify appropriate autharities, and follow their recommendations.

Siguificance After Mitigation: Less Than Significant

Impact 3.8-3: Damage to inadvertently cxposed paleontological resources during
construction.

Mitigation Measure 3.8-3: Retain a qualified professional paleontologist to inspect
project weekly during grading activities and salvage fossils as necessary. This mitigation
measure applies to Impact 3.8-3.

Prior to submittal of any grading or limprovement Plan, the applicant shall provide written
evidence to the Planming Departinent that a qualified paleontologist has been retained o
observe grading activities on a weekly basis during all grading activities, to salvage
fossils as necessary. The paleontologist shall establish procedurss for paleontological
resource surveillance and shall establish, in cooperation with the project developer,
procedures for temporarily halting or redirecting work to permnit sampling, identification
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and evaluation of fossils. If major paleoniological resources are discovered, which
tequire temporary halting or redirecting of grading, the paleontalogist shall report such
findings to the project developer, and to the Placer County Department of Museums and
Plannung Department.

The paleontologist shall determine appropriate actions, in cooperation with the project
developer, which ensure proper exploration and/or salvage. Excavated finds shall be
offercd to a State-designated repostlory such as Museum of Paleontology, U.C. Berkeley,
the Califorma Academy of Sciences, or any other State-designated reposilory.

Otherwise, the finds shall be offered to the Flacer County Department of Museums for
purposes of public education and mierpretive displays.

These actions, as well as final mitigation and disposition of the resources shall be subject
to approval by the Department of Museums. The paleontologist shall submit a follow-up
report to the Department of Muscums and Planming Department which shall include the .
period of inspection, an analysis of the fossils found and present repository of fossils.

Finding: Implementation of the mitigation measures identified above and histed in the
MMRP, will minimize potentially significant effects to a level that 13 less than
significant.

Explanation: Regularinspections and procedures for survelllance by a qualified
paleontologist can identify potentially important palcontological resources. Impacts to
potentially important paleontological resources can be minimized by implementation of
accepted protective measures and salvaging methods. I unknown paleontological
resources arc discovered during construction and grading activities, Mitigation Measure
3.8-3 will avoud, minimize, and/or mitigate potential adverse effects to the discovered
resource. The Mitigation Measure 1s designed to address a variety of discovered resource
possibilities, and the steps taken to reduce impacts will depend upon the nature of the
resource discovered.

Significance After Mitigation: Less Than Significant

Geology, Soils, and Mineral Rescurces Impacts
Impact 3.9-2: Topographic alteration resulting from earth grading,

Mitigation Measure 3.9.2a,bc,d e f.p
Topographic altcrations.

a. The appbcant shall prepare and submit Improvement Plans, specifications and cost
estimates {per requirements of Section 11 of the Land Development Manual [LDM]
that are in effcct at the time of submittal) to the Engineening and Surveyving
Department (ESD) for review and approval. The plans shall show all conditions for
the project as well as pertinent topographical features both on- and off-site. All
existing and proposed utiltties and easements, on-site and adjacent to the project,
which may be affected by planned construction, shall be shown on the plans. Al



landscaping and smigation facilities within the public right-of-way {or public
easemets), or landscaping within sight distance areas at intersections, shall be
included in the Improvement Plans. The applicant shall pay plan check and
inspection fees. {NOTE: prior to plan approval, all applicable recording and
reproduction cost shall be paid). The cost of the above-noted landscape and urigation
facilitics shall be included in the estimates vsed to determine these fees. 1t1s the
applicant’s responsibility to obtain all required agency signatures on the plans and o
secure department approvals. 1f the Design/Site Review process and/or DRC review
1s required as a condition of approval for the project, said review process shail be
completed prior to submittal of Improvement Plans. Record drawings shall be
prepared and signed by a California Registered Civil Engineer at the applicant’s
expense and shall be submitted to the ESD prior to acceptance by the County of site
improvements.

All proposed grading, drainage improvements, vegetation and tree removal shall be
shown on the Improvement Plans and all work shall conform to provisions of the
County Grading Ordinance (Ref. Article 15.48, formerly Chapter 29), Placer County
Codc) that arc in cffect at the time of submattat. No grading, clearing, or tree
disturbance shall occur until the Improvement Plans are approved and all temporary
construction fencimg has been installed and wmspected by a member of the DRC. All
cut/fill slopes shall be at 2:1 (horizontal:vertical) unless a soils report supparts a
steeper slope and ESD concurs with said recommendation.

The applicant shall revegetate all disturbed areas. Fevegetation undertaken from
April 1 to October 1 shall inglude regular watering to ensure adequate growth, A
winterization plan shall be provided with project Improvement Flans. 1tis the
applicant’s responsibality o assure proper installation and maintenance of crosion
conirolwintenzation during project construction. Where seil siockpiling or borrow
areas are to remamn for more than one constructien season, proper erosion control
measure shail be apphed as specified in the Improvement Plans/Grading Plans.
Provide for erosion control where roadside drainage is off of the pavement, to the
satisfaction of the ESD.

Submit to the ESD a letter of credit or cash deposit in the amount of 110 percent of an
approved engineer’s estimate for winterization and permanent erosion control work
prior to Improvement Plan approval to guarantee protection against erosion and
impropet grading practices. Upon the County’s acceptance of improvements, and
satisfactory completion of a one-year maintenance period, unused portions of said
deposit shall be refunded to the project applicant or authorized agent,

If at any time duning construction, a fteld review by County personnel indicates a
stgnificant deviation from the proposed grading shown on the Improvement Plans,
specifically with regard to slope heights, slope rations, erasion control, winterization,
tree disturbance, andsor pad elevations and configurations, the plans shall be reviewed
by the DRC/ESD for a determination of substantial conformance to the project
approvals prior to any further work proceeding. Failure of the DRC/ESD to make a
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determination of substantial conformance may serve as grounds for the
revocation/modification of the project approval by the appropriate hearing body.

Submit to ESD, for review and approval, a geotechnical engineerng report produced
by a California Registered Civil Engineer or Geotechnical Enginesr. The report shall
address and make recommendations on the fellowing:

A) Road, Pavement, and parking arca design

B} Structural foundations, including retaiming wall design (if applicable}
) Grading practices |

D) Erosion/winterization

E} Special problems discovered on-site, (1.e., groundwater,
expansive/unstable soils, ete).

F} Siope stability

Once approved by the ESD, two copies of the final report shall be provided to the
ESD and one copy to the Building Department for their use. 1f the soils report
indicates the presence of critrcally expansive or other soils problems which, if not
corrected, could lead to structural defects, a certification of completion of the
requirernents of the soils report will be required for subdivisions, prior to issuance of
Building Permuts. This certification rnay be completed on a Lot by Lot basis or on a
Tract basis. This shall be noted in the CC&Rs and on the Informational Sheet filed
with the Final Map(s}. Tt 1s the responsibility of the developer to provide for
engineenng inspection and certification that earth work has been performed in
conformity with recormmendations contaired in the report.

Staging Areas: Stockpiling and/or vehicle staging areas shall be identified on the
Improvement Plans and located as far as practical from existing dwellings and
protected resources in the area,

Any proposed subdivision grading beyond that necessary for construction of streets,
utilities and drainage improvements (1.e., mass grading, residential pad grading) must
be approved by DRC pricr to approval of project Improvement Plans. The inteat of
this condition 18 10 allow detailed DRC review of 1ot or contour grading mmpacts, and
to ensure that grading acnvities do not exceed those indicated on the prelirninary
grading plan for this project. (Grading plans, of a suitablc scale and providing specific
engineering detail, including limits of grading, identification of trees, existing and
proposed contours, drainage patterns, etc., shall be prepared and submitted for DRC
review. If grading, beyond that indicated on the prehmmary grading plan, and/or
envirommental documents 1s proposed with subdivision construction, the matier shatlt
be referred back to the Planming Commission for consideration
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f. Inorder to protect site resources, no grading activities of any kind may take place
within the 100-year floodplain of the stream/drainage way, nor within the watershed
of the vemal pool(s), unless otherwise approved as part of this project.

g. Ifblasting 1s required for the installation of sile improvernents, the developer wiil
comply with applicable County Ordinances that relate to blasting and use only Staic
licensed contractors to conduct these operations.

Finding: Implementation of the mitigation measures will reduce the potentially
significant impact to less than sigruficant.

Explanation: The prading associated with project development would result in changes
the site’s existing lopography. However, the impact )s of a pature that can be mrtigated
through appropriate engineering requirements and by employing grading techniques that
blend with the natura) topography. Tn addition, mitigation measures propose erosion
control, slope stability, and revegetation measures thal minimize grading impacis,

Significance After Mitigation: Less Than Significant

Impact 3.9.3: Potential for increased eroston during and after construction.
Mitigation Measure 3.9-3 a,b,c,d,ef,g,h i,j:

Project design and erosion control measures.

a. The applicant shall prepare and subiut Improvement Plans, specifications and cost
estimates (per requirements of Section II of the Land Development Manual [LDM]
that are in effect at the time of submittal) to the Enginecring and Surveying
Department (ESD?} for review and approval. The plans shall show all conditions for
the project as well as pertinent topographical features both on- and off-site. All
existing and proposed utilities and casements, on-site and adjacert to the project,
which may be affected by planned construction, shall be shown on the plans. All
landscaping and irrigation facilitics within the public right-of-way (or public
easements), or landscaping within sight distance arcas at inlersections, shatl be
included in the Improvement Plans. The applicant shall pay plan check and
inspection fees. (NOTE: prior to plan approval, all applicable recording and
reproduction cost shall be paid). The cost of the above-noted landscape and 1mgation
facilittes shall be included in the estimates used to detesmmune these fees. Itis the
applicant’s responsibiiity to obtain all required agency signatures on the plans and to
secure department approvals. If the Design/Site Review process andior DRC review
Is required as a condition of approval for the project, said review process shall be
completed prior to submittal of Improvement Plans. Record drawings shall be
prepared and signed by a California Registered Civil Engineer at the applicant’s
expense and shall be subrmitted to the ESD prior 10 acceptance by the County of site
lmpravemeits.

b All proposed grading, drainage improvements, vegetation and tree removal shall be
shown on the Improvement Plans and all work shall conform 1o provisions of the
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County Grading Ordinance (Ref. Article 15.48, formerly Chapter 29), Placer County
Code) that are in effect at the time of submiital. No grading, ¢learing, or tres
disturbance shall occur unti! the Improvement Plans arc approved and all temiporacy
construction fencing has been installed and inspected by a member of the DRC. All
cut/fil] slopes shall be at 2:1 {horizontal:vertical) unless a souls report supports a
steeper slope and ESD concurs with said recommendation.

The applicant shali revegetate all disturbed areas. Revegetation undertaken from
April 1 to October 1 shall include regular watering o ensure adequate growth. A
wintenzation plan shall be provided with project Improevement Plans, It 1s the

© applicant’s responsibility to assure proper instaliaiion and maintenance of erosion
contral'winterization during project construction. Where soil stockptling or borrow
areas are to remain for more than one construction season, proper erosion contyol
measure shall be applied as specified in the Improvement Plans/Grading Plans.

. Provide for crosion contro! where roadside drainage is off of the pavement, to the

" satisfaction of the ESD.

Subrnit to the ESD a letier of credit or cash deposit in the amount of 110 percent of an
approved engineer’s estimate for wintenization and permanent erosion control work

. prior to Improvement Plan approval to guarantee protection against erosion and
irnproper grading practices. Upon the County’s acceptance of improvements, and
satisfactory completion of 2 one-year maintenance peried, unnsed porttions of said
deposit shall be refunded to the project applicant or authorized agent.

If at any time during construction, a field review by County personnel indicates a
stgmficant deviation from the proposed grading shown on the Improvement Plans,
specifically with regard to slope heights, slope rations, erosion control, winterization,
trec disturbance, and/or pad elevations and configurations, the plans shall be reviewed
by the DRC/ESD for a determmination of substantial conformance to the project
approvals prior to any further work proceeding. Failure of the DRC/ESD to make a
determnination of substantal conformance may serve as grounds for the
revocation/modification of the project approval by the appropnate hearning body.

Submuat to ESD, for review and approval, a geotechnical engineering report produced
by a Cahfornia Registered Civil Engineer or Geotechnical Engineer. The report shall
address and make recommendations on the following:

A) Road, Pavement, and parking area design

E) Structural foundations, including retaining wall design (if applicable)

C) {rading practices

D) Erosion/winterization

i) Special problems discovered on-site, (1.e., groundwater,
expansive/unstable soils, etc.}
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F} Slope stability

Once approved by the ESD, two copies of the final report shall be provided 1o the
ESD and one copy to the Building Department for their use. If the souls report
indicates the presence of critically expansive or other soils problems which, 1f not
corrected, could lead to structural defects, a certification of completion of the
requirements of the soils report will be required for subdivisions, priar to 1ssuance of
Bulding Permits. This certification may be completed on a Lot by Lot basis or on a
Tract basis. This shall be noted in the CC&Rs and on the Informational Sheet filed
with the Final Map(s). It 1s the responsibility of the developer to provide for
engineering inspection and certification that earth work has been performed in
conformity with recommendations contained 1 the report.

Staging Areas: Stockpiling and/or vehicle staging areas shall be 1dentifted on the
Improvement Plans and located as far as practical from existing dweliings and
protected resources in the area.

Prepare and submit with the project Improvement Plans, a draimage report in
conformance with the requirernents of Section 5 of the 1.LDM and the Placer County
Storm Water Management Manual that are in effect at the time of submuttal, to the
ESD for review and approval. The report shall be prepared by a Registered Civil
Engineer and shall, at a minimum, include: A written text addressing existing
conditions, the effects of the improvements, all appropriate ¢aleulations, a watershed
map, mcreases in downstream flows, proposed on- and ofi-site improvements and
drainage easements to accommeodate flows from this project. The report shall identify
water quality pretection features and methods to be used both duriag construction and
for long-term post-construction water quahity protection. “Best Managenient
Practice” (BMP) measures shall be provided to reduce erosion, water quality
degradation, and to prevent the discharge of poilutants to stern water to the
maximum extent practicable.

Projects with ground disturbance exceeding one-acre that are subject to construction
stormmwater quality perrnit requirernents of the National Pollutant Discharge
Elimination Systermn (NPDES) propram shall obtain such permit from the State
Reglonal Water Quality Control Boatd, and shall provide to ESD evidence of a state-
1ssued WDID number or filing of a Notice of Intent and fees prior to start of
construction.

Any proposed subdivision grading beyond that necessary for construction of streets,
utilities and drainage improvemems (1.e., mass grading, residential pad grading) must
be approved by DEC pnor to approval of project Impravement Plans. The intent of
this condition 15 to allow detailed DRC review of lat or contonr grading impacts, and
to ensure that grading activities do not exceed those indicated on the preliminary
grading plan for this project. Grading plans, of a suitable scale and providing specific
engineering detail, including limits of grading, 1dentification of trees, existing and
proposed contours, dramnage patterns, etc., shall be prepared and submitted for DRC
review. If grading, bevond that indicated on the preliminary grading plan, and/or
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environmental documents is proposed with subdivision construction, the matter shall
be referred back to the Planning Commission for consideration

k. In order to protect site resources, no grading activitics of any kind may take place
within the 100-year floodplain of the stream/drainage way, nor within the watershed
of the vernal pool(s), unless otherwise approved as part of this project.

1. If blasting is required for the instailation of site improvements, the developer will
comply with applicable County Ordinances that relate to blasting and use only State
licensed contractors to conduct these operations.

1. Water quality treatrnent facilities (BMPs) shal] be designed according to the
California Stormwater Quality Association Stormwater Best Management Practice
Handbooks for Construction and for New Development/'Redevelopment {or other
similar source ag approved by the ESD). BMPs for the project include, but ate nat
iimited to: Silt Fence (SE-1), Fiber Ralls (SE-5), Hydroseeding {EC-4), Stabilized
Construction Entrance (TC-1), Storm Drain Inlet Protection (SE- 10}, and revegetation
techniques.

Finding: Implementation of the mitigation measures will reduce the potentially
significant impact to less than significent.

Explanation: The impacts are of a nature that can be addressed through engmeermg
requirerrients such as those that the mirigation measures impose.

Significance After Witigation: Y.ess Than Significani

Hazards & Hazardous Materials Impacts

Impact 3.140-2: Potential contact with contaminaled sotls or ground water duning and
after construction.

Mitigation Measure 3.10-2: Implementation of a Preliminary Endangerment -~ |
Assessment in accordance with California DTSC protocols. This mitigation measure
applies to impact 3.10-2.

To address the poteniially significant health and environmental risks associated with the
current concentrations of arsenic and lead detected in the soils assessments conducted for
the Project Site that are above the most recently developed PRGs, and the trace amounts
of chlorinated pesticides (DDT) detected, a Preliminary Endangerment Assessment
{PEA) will be conducted in accordance with Califormia DTSC protocols prior to grading
plan or tmprovement plan approval. DTSC will evaluate the PEA as part of the
Voluntary Cleanup Agrecment and provide additional project specific requirements.
These requirements ¢an include contaminated soils removal, ¢ncapsulation, deed
restrictions on use, or no further action. This will reduce the potentially significant
impact from arsenic, lead, and DDT levels present in the project soils to a less than
stgnificant level.
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Finding: Implementation of the Mitigation Measure will reduce the significant impact 10
a level that is less than significant.

Explanation: Resuits of the soil testing conducted on the property indicate that current
toncentraiions of arsenic in one area of the site exceed the Preliminary Remediation
Goals {PRGs) set by the California Environmental Protection Agency. Low levels of
DDT, an organachlorine pesticide {OCP) were detected in one of nine composite samples
collected. This detected level of OCPs was helow the PRGs. However, any detected
chlorinated pesticide requires a Preliminary Endangerment Assessment (PEA) be
conducted in accordance with DTSC protocols. The concentrations of arsenic were
consistent with or slightly elevated with respect to background levels. Placer County
EHS reviewed these results and concurred with the conclusions establishing the
“footprint” of elevated arsenic levels. This footpnnt 1s approximately 15 by 22 feet.
Areas outside of this footprint do not indicate arsenic and lead concentrations above
background levels, Grading and excavation activities have the potential to spread
contaminated soil across the site or allow particles to become airborne, creating a
potentially sigrmaficant impact. Mitigation Measure 3.10-2 requires the preparation of a
Preliminary Endangerment Assessment which would be submitted to the Cahformnia
Department of Toxic Substances Control {(DTSC) for review and approval. i addition,
the DTSC would provide addimional project specific requiremnents to ensure that potential
hazards are minimized to a level that is less than sigruficant.

Significance After Mitigation: Less Than Significant

Impact 3.10-3: Storage and accidental release of hazardous substances dunng
construction.

Mitigation Measure 3.10-3 a,b:
Mitigation Measure 3.10-3a:

Comply with CDF and Placer County Fire District requirements for temporary storage of
combustible-flammable liquids at construction sites. This mitigation measure applies to
Impact 3.10-3,

Construction activities will involve the use of hazardous matenals including fuels, ails,
lubricants, pamts and paint thinners, glues, and various solvents and cleaners. However,
due to the residential nature of the project, the quantities of these matertals are expected
to be minimal. The Applicant will comply with the requirements provided by CDF and
the Placer County Fire Distrnict-Dry Creek Battalion 100 Five Department for the
temporary storage of combustible/flammable liquids for construction sites. These
requirernents inciude inspection to verify maintenance of vegetation breaks and
identification of emergency shut-off valves and switches. 1f electrical connections are
required to power these facilities, the required permits will be obtained through the Placer
County Building Department. Dunng the entire construction phase of the project site, the
Applicant 1s required to have a Siorm Water Polluuon Prevention Plan (SWFPP) onsite at
all tmes. Within the SWPPP will be measures to control the use of hazardous substances
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to ensure that not only storm water, but also solils are protecied from accidental spils,
[ires or other damagmg incidents.

As a precaution to avoid impacts to the environment in the case of accidental release of
these materials, the applicant will store all fuel reserve supplies and hazardous materials
in a confined area, such as a designaled construction staging area, that is designed to
retain any Liquid materials accidentally released. Any refueling or maintenance activifies
will be restricted to the staping area as well, and construction vehicles will be mspected
daily for leaks. A spill kit that can accommodate the accidental release of stored
materials will be kept onsite in the staging area, and be easily accessible in the event of
accidental release of hazardous materials. Any transportation, use and storage of any
hazardous materials will be in compliance with applicable codes and regulations. These
include, but are not limited to, Title 8 and 22 of the Code of California Regulations,
Uniform Fire Code, and Chapter 6.95 of the California Health and Safety Code.
Implementation of this mitugation measure will reduce cnvironmental mpacts related to
the ternporary storage of hazardous liquids on the project site 1o a less than significant
level,

Mitigation Measure 3.10-3b:

Comply with County and CDF requirements for reporting releases of hazardous
materials. This mitigation measure applies to lmpact 3.10-3.

The Apphcant wall comply with CDI and Placer County regulations and requirements
regarding reporting of releases of hazardous matenals. In the event of accidental release
of hazardous materials during construction, the spill will be contained and reported to the
~ Placer County Environmental Health Services and CDF immediately. Any impacted
soils would be excavated and disposed of per County requirements.

Finding: Implementation of the Mitigation Measures will reduce the potentially
significant impact 1o a level that is less than significant,

Explanatinn: The 1ssue 13 one commonly encountered 1n connection with construction
projects and can be controlled through the proper storage of flammable/combustible
materials. The Mitigation Measure requires that construction activities comply with
proper storage and use of hazardous substances.

Significance After Mitigation: Less Than Significant

Hydrology/Water Quality Impacts
Impaet 3.11-1: Increased runoff leading to localized or downstream flooding.

Mitigation Measure 3.11-1 a,b,c,d,e

Implement Mitigation measure 3.9-3¢ listed m Geology, Soils & Minerals scction. This
Mitigation Measure also applies to Impact 3.11-].
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Matigation Measure 3.11-1a:

Show finished house pad elevations 2° above the 100-year floodplam line (or finished
floor 3 above) for Lots 13, 16, 17, 18,29, 30, 41, 42, 43, 44, 45, 46, 47, 48, 50, 90,91,
92, 95, and 96 on the Improvement Plans and Informational Sheet filed with the Final
Map. Pad elevations shall be certified by the project engineer on “As-Bult” plans
submilied to the ESD following project construction. Benchmark elevation and location
shall be shown on the Improvement Plans and Informational Sheet to the satisfaction of
DRC.

Mitigatron Measure 3.11-1b:

Drainage facilities, for purposes of coliecting runoff on individual lots, shall be designed
in accordance with the requirements of the County Storm Water Management Manual
that are in effect at the time of submittal, and to the satisfaction of ESD. These facilities
shall be constructed with subdivision improvements and easements provided as required
by ESD. Maintenance of these facilities shall be provided by the homeowners’
associalion.

Mitigation Measure 3.11-1¢:

The foliowing off-site drainage facilities shail be evaluated in the drainage report for
condition and capacity and shall be upgraded, replaced, or mitigated as specified by ES[»:

A) Existing culvert crossings on PFE Road (located to the west of the project at
APN 023.260-033 and the east side of the project, nearest Cook-Riolo Rd.)

B) Existing downstream drainage facilities
Mitigation Measure 3.11-1d:

This project 15 subject to the one-time payment of drainage improvement and flood
control fees pursuant to the “Dry Creek Watershed Interim Drainage Improvement
Ordinance” (Ref. Article 1532, formerly Chapier 4, subchapter 20, Placer County Code).
The current estimated development fee 18 $200 per single-farmily residence, payable to
ESD prior to Building Permut tssuance. The actual fee shall be that in effect at the time
payment occurs,

ditigation Measure 3.11-1e:

This project is subject to payment of annual drainage improvement and flood control fees
pursuant ta the “Dry Creek Watershed Interim Drainage Improvernent Ordinance™ (Ref.
Article 13.32, fonmerly Chapter 4, subchapter 20, Placer County Code). Prior to Building
Permnit issuance, the applicant shall canse the subject property to becorne a participant in
the exasting Dry Creek Watershed County Service Ares for purposes of collecting these
annual assessments. The current estimated annuval fee is $35 per single-family residence.
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Finding: Implementation of the mitigation measures identified above and listed in the
MMRP, will reduce the potentially significant effect to a level that is less than sigmiicant.

Explanation: Control of stormwater manoff is an issue of project engineering that 15
directly addressed in the Placer County Stonnwater Management Manual. The project
site 15 located where there are no recommendations for local detention so that peak flows
from the project site and area will pass downstream prior to the higher peak flows from
the upper watershed. The mitigation measures provide feasible and effective programs
that minimize additional runoff generated by the project tn order to avoid downstrearm
flood hazards.

Significance After Mitigation: Less Than Significant

Impact 3.11-2: Ongoing storm water runoff impacts on water quality.
Mitigation Measure 3.11-2 a,b,ed

Mitigation Measure 3.11-2a:

Water quality "'Best Management Practices” (BMPs) shall be applied according to
guidance of the California Stormwater Quality Association (CASQA) Stormwater Best
hanagemnent Practice Handbooks for Construction, for New
Development/Redevelopment, or for Industrial and Comimercial (or other similar sources
as approved by the ESD). BMPs shall be designed to mitigate (mimimaze, mfiltrate, filter,
or treat) storm water runoff. Flow or volume based post-construction BMPs shall be
designed at a minimurmn in accordance with the Placer County Guidance Document for
Volume and Flow-Based Sizing of Permanent Post-Construchon Best Management
Praclices for Stormwater Quality Protection. BMPs for the project include, but are not
limited to: Vortex Separators (MP-51), Vegetated Swale (TC-30) and rock outfall
proteciion. All BMPs shall be mamtained as required to insure effectivencess. Proof of
on-going maintenance, such as contraciual evidence, shall be provided to ESD upon
request. '

Mitipgation Measure 3.11-2b:

Storm drainage from on and off-site impervious surfaces (including roads) shall be
collected and routed through specially designed catchbasing, vaults, filters, etc. for
entrapment of sediment, debris and oils‘greases as approved by ESD. Mamntenance of
these facilities shall be provided by the project owners/permittees unless, and unti), a
County Service Area is created and said facilities are accepted by the County for
maintenance. Conlractual evidence of a monthly parking lot sweeping and vacuwming,
and cachbasin cleaning program shall be provided to ESD upon request. Failure to doso
will be grounds for discretionary Permit revocation. Prior 1o Improvement Plan or Final
Map approval, easements shall be created and offeved for dedication o the Coumy for
maintenance and access to these facilities in anticipation of possible County maintenance.
No waler quality facility construction shail be permitted within any identified wetlands
area, floodplain, or nght-of-way, except as authorized hy project approvals.
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Miugation Meazure 3.11-2¢:

This project is located within the area covered by Placer County’s municipal stonn watcr
quality permit, pursuant to the National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System
(NPDES) Phase Il program. Project-refated stormn water discharges are subject to all
applicable requirements of said permit. BMPs shall be designed to mitigate {minimize,
infiltrate, filter, or treat} storm water runoff in accordance with “Attachment 4" of Placer
Couniy's NPDES Municipal Stormwater Permit {State Water Resources Control Board
NPDES General Permit Ne. CAS000004).

Mrtigation Measure 3.11-24:
The following source controls shall be made part of the project:

All storm drain inlets and catch basins within the project arca shall be permanently
marked/embogsed with prohibitive language such as “No Dumping! Flows {o Creek™ or
other language as approved by the ESD and/or graphical icons {o discourage illegal
dumping. Message details, placement, and locations shall be included on the
Improvement Plans, ESD-approved signs and prohibitive language and/or graphical
icons, which protubit illegal dumping shall be posted at public access points along
channels and creeks within the project area, The Homeowners’ Association 15
responsible for maintaining the legibility of stamped messages and signs.

Applicant or Homeowners’ Association shall distribute printed educational materials
highhighting information regarding the stermwater facilities/BMPs, recommended
maintenance, and inspection requitemnents, as well as conventional water conservation
practices and surface water quality protection, to future buyers. Copies of this
information shall be included in the Development Notebook.

Finding: Implementation of the mitiganon measures identified above and listed in the
MMRP, will reduce the potentially significant effect to a tevel that is less than signtficant.

Explanation: The quality of stormwater runoff from development projects can be
controlied by accepted engmecnng solutions and “Best Management Practices.” The
mitigation measures provide for the implementation of practices that minimize impacts to
water quality to a level that s considered less than significant.

Significance After Mitigation: Less Than Significant

Public Services and Utilities Impacts
Impact 3.12-1: Increased demand for treated surface water,

Mitigation Measure 3.12-1a,b:

Mutigation Measure 3.12-1a; Provide water pipeline improvements. This mitigatian
measure applies to Impact 3.12-1.
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The Applicant proposes to design and construct a 16-inch and a 24-inch off site water
supply pipeline in accordance with Cal-Am and/or PCWA standards. These standards
specify accepiable pipe materials and joint types and require that all treated water
pipelines are pressure tested for leakage and breakage at 150 PSI or 150 percent of line
pressure, whichever 15 higher, assuring that there can be no “loose joints” m these lines,
Alr Vacoum Release Valves are required to be installed at high points in pipelines 1o
automatically expel air from the pipeline and should a less of pressure occur to
aulomatically let air back into the pipeline so that negative pressures do not aceur. This
ritigation measure would reduce the impact to a less-than-sigmificant level.

Mitigation Measure 3.12-1b: Confirm that sufficient wheeling capacity exists within City
of Roseville’s system or that an alternative system is available. This mitigation measure
applies to Impact 3.12-1.

Prior to approviug a final map for the project or any phase of the project, the County shall
confirm that sufticient capacity exists within the City of Roseville’s system, or that
PCW A has an alternative source of water which does not depend upon the City of
Roseville's svstern, (0 enable PCW A to supply Cal-Am with & permanent source of water
for the Whisper Creek preject. PCW A should perform an analysis of the remaining
whecling capacity in the City of Rosewille’s system. -This analysis shall consider all of
the previously committed demand {0 Morgan Creck, Placer Vineyards, Regional
University or other projects within southwest Pacer County that rely on water from the
wheeling agreement. The analysis shall be submiited to both Placer County and to the
City of Roseville for verification.

Level of Significance After Mitigation: Less Than Significant

Finding: Implementation of the mitigation measures identified ahove and listed in the
MMREP, will reduce the potentially sigruficant effect to a level that is less than sigmficant.

Explavation: The Placer County Water Agency currently has surface water entitlemnents
and an existing surface water supply that 1s more than adequate to supply the project site
and proposed uses. However, water pipeline improvements would need to be constructed
to serve the site. Mitigation Measure 3.12-1a addresses this 1ssue by requiring the design
and construction of the water supply pipehine. Mitigation Measurc 3.12-1b will ensure
that an analvsis of the available City of Roseville wheeling capacity occurs prior 1o final
map approval so that delivery capacity through that system can be confirmed or that an
altemmative source 15 avallable.

Significance After Mitigation: Less Than Significant
Impact 3.12-2: Increased demand for sewage conveyance to wastewater treatment plant.

Mitigation Measure 3.12-2: Mitigation Measure 3.12-2: Design off site sewer pipehne
per Placer County reguirements. This mitigation measure applies to impact 3 12-2,

The Applicant is responsible for designing and constructing portions of the off site sewer
in accordance with desipn standards sef forth by Placer County, including standards in the
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Placer County Land Development Manual. This mitigation measure would reduce
potential impacts related to wastewater conveyance to less than significant,

Finding: Implementation of the mitigation measures identified above and listed in the
'MMRP, will reduce the potentral effect to a level that 1s less than significant.

Explanation: Sewage would be transported from the project site to treatment facilities
via six-inch sanitary sewer routed through the project’s internal roadway system. The
project will need to construct approximately 700 feet of eight-inch sewer pipeline within
PFE Road to connect to an existing eight-inch sewer that was constructed by the Morgan
Creek project. The other portion of (he project will connect to another existng line i
PFE Road constructed as part of the Willow Park project. From these connections,
existing off site sewer pipelines would convey project sewage lo the exisiing City of
Roseville wastewater treatment facilities. Mitigation Measure 3.12-2 provides for the
design and construction of necessary off-gite sewage conveyance pipelines that would
connect the project to existing treatment facilities.

Significance After Mitigation: Less Than Significant
Impact 3.12-9: Increased demand for public schools.

Mitigation Measure 3.12-9: Pay statutory fees to existing school district(s). This
noligation measure applies to Impact 3.12-9.

The Applicant will pay 118 pro-rata share of statulory school fees to support upgrade of
existing faciiities or new facilitics to serve the proposed project.

Finding: Implementation of the mibgation measure :dentified above and listed in the
MMEP, will reduce the potentially significant effect to a level that 18 less than significant.

Explanation: The project would increase the demand for school facilities and, thus, the

school districts may require payment of school fees to support upgraded or new facilities
to serve the additional school-age population in the project arca. School fees are statutory
and are required to be paid at the time of building penmit application.

Siguificance After Mitigation: Less Than Significant
Impact 3.12-13: Increased demand for vector control.

Mitigation Measure 3,12-13: Establish a Vector Prevention and Control Program. The
applicant shall submit a Vector Prevention and Control Program for the project. This
program shall be coordinated with and reviewed by the Placer County Mosquito
Abatement District. This plan shall include applicable prevention and control measures,
and address both existing and created (e.g. storm drainage features} vector habitat,
Responsible partics for implementation and on-going maintenance shall be identified.
Coordination with additional agencies with jurisdiction over preserved wetland features
{e.g. U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, RWQCB) may be required. This program must be
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approved by Placer County Envirenmental Health Services as part of improvement plan
approval.

Finding: Implementation of the mitigation measure identified above and lListed 1n the
MMRP, will reduce the potentially significant effect to a level that is less than significant.

Explanation: There would be two potential sources of vector habitat on the project site.
One is the existing wetland features which will be largely preserved. These features are
seasonal but may provide potential habitat during portions of the year. The second
source would be created by the implementation of water quality BMPs designed to
handle project storm water runoff. These BMPs could either be storm drain vauits and/or
vegetated swales. These potential sources for vectors could require services from Placer
County that would be considered potentially significant. As miligation, the project shall
be required to establish a Vector Prevention and Control prograrn and obtain approval of
this program from Placer County Environmental Health Services. This program will
include coordination with the Placer County Mosquito Abatement District.

Significance After Mitigation: Less Than Significant

IX. Unavoidable Significant Impacts

The FEIR identified the following significant impact that cannot be mitigated 1o a less-
than-significant impact level even though the Planning Commission finds that all feasible
miligation measures have been tdentified and incorporated into the Proposed Project,

Air Quality Impacts
Impact 3.5-1: Construction-related emissions of ROG, NOx, and PM g may exceed
significance thresholds on a temporary basts durlng construction.

Mitigation Measure 3.5-17 The PCAPCD has estabhshed the following construction
mitigation measures that shall be implemented during project construction to reduce
emissions of ROG, NOx, PMyp, and other criteria pollutants to a less than significant
level:

1. [ugitive Dust:

a) The applicant shall submit to the District and receive approval of a
Construction Emission / Dust Control Plan proor 1o groundbreaking.

b} Suspend all grading operations when fugitive dusts exceed District Rule 228
Fugitive Dust himitations. An apphcant representative, CARB-certified to
perform Visible Emissions Evaluations (VEE) shall routinely evaluate
compliance to Rule 228, Fugitive Dust. Fugitive dust 1s not to exceed 40
percent opacity and not go beyond property boundary at any time.
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12.

Construction equipment exhaust emussions shall not exceed District Rule 202
Visible Emission limifations.

An Environmental Coordinator, CARB-certified to perform Visible Emissions
Evaluations (VEE), shall routinely evaluate project related off-road and heavy-
duty on-road equipment emissions for complhiance with this requirement.
Operaters of vehicles and equipment found to exceed opacity limits will be
notified and the equipment must be repaired within 72 hours.

The prime contractor shall submil to the District a comprehensive inventory (Le.
make, mode], year, emission rating) of all the heavy-duty off-road equipment {30
horsepower of greater) that will be used an aggregate of 40 or more hours for the
construction project. The project representative shail provide the District with the
anticipated construction timeling including start date, and name and phone
nurnber of the project manager and on site foreman. The project shall provide a
plan for approval by the Disiniet demonstrating that the beavy-duty (> 50
horsepower} off-road vehicles to be used in the construction project, includimg
owned, leased and subcontractor vehicles, will achieve a project wide fleet-
average 20 percent NOx reduction and 45 percent particulate reduction compared
to the most recent CARB fleet average. Acceplable options for reducing
cmissions may include use of late mode] engines, low-emission diesel products,
alternative fuels, engine retrofit technology, after-treatment products, and/or other
options as they become available. Contractors can access the Sacramento
Metropolitan Air Quality Management Distnict’s web site to determine if their
off-road fleet meets the requirements listed in this measure:

hitp:fwww arrquality. org/ceqa’Construction_Mitigation_Calculator.xls.

No open burning of temoved vegetation during infrastructure improvernenis.
Yegetative matenial should be chipped or delivered to waste to energy lacilities.

Spread soil binders on unpaved roads and employee/equipment parking areas.
Apply approved chemnical soil statnlizers according to manufacturer’s
speciiications, to all-inactive constrection arcas (previously graded areas which

remain inactive for 96 hours).

Wet broom or wash streets daily if silt 1s carried over to adjacent public
thoroughfares,

Traffic speeds on all unpaved surfaces shall not exceed 15 miles per hour,
Install wheel washers or wash ail trucks and equipment leaving the site.

Suspend all grading operations when wind speeds (as instantaneous gusts) exceed
25 myles per hour and dust 15 impacting adjacent properties,

Mimimize idling time to 5 minutes.
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13. Use low sulfur fuel for stationary construction equipment.

14. An operational water truck shall be onsite at all times. Apply water to contro!
dust as needed to prevent dust impacts off site.

15, Utihze existing power sources {e.g., power poles) or clean fuel generators rather
than temporary dicscl power generators.

16, Use low emission o site stationary equipnient.

17. Uze low VOC coatings per District Rule 218 Architectural Coatings.

Finding: Implementation of the mitgation measures identified above and listed in the
MMRP, will reduce emissions of ROG and PM g to less than significant levels.
However, ternporary NOx emissions will NOT be reduced to a level that is less than
significant. The impact remains Sigoificant and Unavoidable. '

Explanation: Construction related activities would generate emissions of ROG and NOy,
fhat would temporarily increase concentrations in the project viciniy and exceed-
PCAPCD standards. However, the PCAPCD has established constraction mitigation
measures that would reduce potentially significant enussions. Implementation of-
Mhtigation Measure 3 5-1, which outlines PCAPCD nutigation requirements and Best
Available Control Technology, would reduce construction related ROG and PM,p
emissions to below the signtficance thresholds set by the PCAPCD and therefore these
emissions would be reduced to less than significant levels, However, after the
impiementation of this Mitigation Measure, temporary NOx emissions during
construction would remain Significant and Unavoidable.

Significance After Mitigation: Significant and Ugavoidable

X. Project Alternative Findings

Feasibility of Project Alternatives

The CEQA Guidelines require that an EIR describe a reasonable range of alternatives that
would feasibly oblain most of the basis project objectives but would avoid or
substantially lessen any of the sigmificant environmental affects of the project and
evaluate the comparative merits of the altematives. (Guidelines §15126(a). (Case law has
indicaied that the lead agency has the discretion to determine how many altlematives
constitute a reasonable range  {Citizens of Geleta Valley v. Board of Supervisors (1990),
52 C3d 553, 566). CEQA Guidelines note that alternatives discussed should be able to
obtain most of the basic objectives of the project (Guidelines §15126.6(a). An EIR need
not present alternatives that are tncompatible with fundamental project objectives (Save
San Francisco Bay Association vs. San Francisco Bay Conservation & Development
Commuission (1992}, 10 Cal App.4th 908). The Guidelines provide that an EIR need not
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consider allemnatives that are infeasible. {(CEQA Guidchines §15126.6(a)). The
Guidelines provide that among the factors that may be taken into account when
addressing the feasibibty of alternatives are “site smitability, economic viability,
availability of infrastructure, general plan consistency, other plans or regelator
{imitations, jurisdictional boundaries, and whether the proponent can reasonably acquire,
control or otherwise have access to the alternative site.” {CEQA Gwdelines

- §15126 6{f)(1)). The range of altemnatives required in an EIR is governed by a “rule of
reason” that requires the EIR to set forth only those alternatives necessary to permnit a
reasoned choice (CEQA Guidelines §15126.6(f)).

Based upon guidance contained in the CEQA Guidelines, the Draft EIR considered three
alternatives to the project: No Project Altemative, Whisper Creek Subdivision with
Eascment for Don Julio Boulevard Extension Alternative, and the Base Zoning
Altemative with Removal of the Don Julio Boulevard Extension Easement Alternative.

No Project Alternative

Description: CEQA CGuidelines Scction 15126.6(¢) requires every EIR to include a “No
Project Alternative.” Specifically, “The purpose of describing and analyzing a No
Project Alternative is to allow decision makers to compare impacts of approving the
proposed project with the impacts of not approving the proposed project. The "no
project” analvsis “shali discuss the existing conditions at the time the notice of
preparation 15 published ... as well as what would be reasonably expected to occur in the
foreseeable future 1f the project were not approved, based on current plans and consistent
with available infrastructure and community services.”

Finding: The Planning Commuission finds that the No Project Altemative is not feasible
in that it would not meet any of the Project Objectives described in Section 2.5 of Draft
EIR.

Explanation: The No Project Alternative does not meet the Project Objectives,
specifically:

1. This altermative would not contribute to the housing supply in Western Placer
County. This lack of additicnal housing would hinder the County’s ability to
meet its housing goals, which call for providing additional housmng to mect the
needs of a growing population in unincorporated Placer County.,

2. This alternative would not be consistent with the land use designations of the
Placer County General Plan and Dry Creek-West Placer Community Plan. The
minimum density in the range of development densities permitted under the Low
Density Residential designation in the Dry-Creek/West Placer Community Plan
would be approximately two units per acre.

L

This alternative would not provide infrastructure improvements (i.e, roadway,
sewer service, and water service) necessary to support the development of the
project. A maximum of four single-family residential units (developable by right)
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could be constructed on the 60.6 acre Project Site under the No Project
Alternative. Additional infrastructure improvements would not be required.

4. This altemauve would not assist in the reduction of future traffic increases from
the Antclope area that uses PFE Road between Cook Riclo Road and Walerga
Road and move through traffic to regional through routes such as Walerga Road
and Antelope North Road.

Whisper Creek Subdivision with Easement for Don Julio Boulevard
Extension Alternative

Description: This Alternative is dentical to the Proposed Project except that the
easement currently reserved for the future extension of Don Julio Boulevard (and planned
for removal in the Proposed Project} would remain available for the potential boulevard
extension. As pad of this allemative, an amendment to the Placer County Dry Creek-
West Placer Community Plan would not be required, The future extension of Don Juho
Boulevard would remain included in the Dry Creek/West Placer Community Plan as it
currently does and would remain in the planned future circulation system of Placer
County.

Finding: The Planning Comrmission finds that ifns alternative 15 not feasible and does
not meet the objective of the community plan amendment component of the project.
Specifically, it does not provide for reduction of future traffic increases from the
Antelope area that uses PFE Road between Cock Riolo Road and Walerga Road and
would not facilitale the moving of through traffic to regionat through routes such as
Walerga Road and Antelope North Road.

Explanation: Although the Whisper Creck Subdivision with Easement for Don Juhio
Boulevard Extension Alternative would meet the housing supply, land use consistency,
and infrastructure chjectives of the project, it does not provide for reduction of future
traffic increases from the Antelope area that uses PFE Road between Cook Riolo Road
and Walerga Road and would not facilitate the moving of through traffic to regional
through routes such as Walerga Road and Anteclope North Road.

Base Zoning Alternative with Removal of the Dan Julio Boulevard
Extension Easement

Description: This alternative 1s similar to the proposed praject in many details. As with
the Proposed Project, Placer County would propose an amendment o the Dry Creek-
West Placer Community Plan that would eliminate the Irrevocable Offer of Dedication
{{.0.D.) that currently exists through the project site for the future extension of Don Iulio
Boulevard from the Sacramenio County Imne to PFE Road. However, instead of 104
single-family residences, this alternative would provide for the construction of
approximately 70 single-family residences after the designated open space and streets are
taken into consideration. The resulting density of development would be approximately
two units per buildable acre, which is the minumum density in the range of development
densities permitted under the Low Density Residential designation in the Dry-Creel/West
Placer Community Plan.



Finding: The Planning Commission finds that this alternative is not feasible and does
not meet the County’s poal of providing additional housing to meci the needs of a
growing population in unincorporated areas of the County. Initially the development of
70 residences would contribute to the housing needs; however, the Planning Commission
has determined that the County’s housing demands warrant the higher densily
development. :

Explanation: Although the Base Zoning Altemative with Removal of the Don Julio
Boulevard Extension Easement would meet Project Objectives, as desenbed 1n Section
2.5 of the Draft EIR, the addition of the project’s 34 residential units would further the
County's goal of providing additional housing to meet the needs of a growing population
in unincorporated arzas of the County. In addition, although incrementally reduced,
notential impacts associated with aesthetics, transportation/traffic, air quality, noise,
biological resources, cultural resovrces, geology/soils'minerals, hazards and hazardous
maierials, hydrology and water quality, public services and utilities would be sumilar to
the project. '

Xl. Growth inducement Finding

Descriptien: An EIR must discuss the ways in which a proposed project could foster
economic or population growth or the construction of additional housing in the vicinity of
the project, and how that growth will, in turn, affect the surrounding environment {CEQA
Guidehines Section 15126.2{d}). Included in this are projects which would remove
obstacles to population growth (i e., a major expansion of a wastewater treatment plant,
which might allow for more construction in service areas). Increases in the population
may tax existing community service facilities, requiring construclion of new facilities that
could cause significant environmental effects. The Draft EIR discusses the
charactenstcs of the proposed project which may encourage and facilitate other activities
that could significantly affect the environment, either individually or cumulatively.

Finding: The Planning Commission finds that the project would not be considered
growth inducing because it would not facilitate or induce growth in areas not accounted
fer in the Dry Creck-West Placer Commumity Plan and would not create shortfalis m
NECessary Services,

Explanation: The adoption of the Dry Creck-West Placer Community Plan and EIR in
1990, and subsequent amendment (Resolution No, 94-238), called for the eventual
development of 9,200 acres within the Plan area. Analysis and findings for all of the
growth inducing impacts for development occorred with the adoption of the Dry Creek-
West Placer Community Plan and establishment of the Dry Creek-Wesl Placer
Community Facilities Dhstrict. In addition, infrastructure impravements including the
extension of sewer, enlargement of sewer treaiment facilities, and road widening have
gither been constructed, or are identified in adopted capital improvement plans. Because
bulld-out of the project’s proposed 104 single family dwellings was anticipated under the
Community Plan and Communzty Facilities District EIRs, implementation of the project

15 not considered growth mducing.
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Xll. Cumulative Impacts Findings

Placer County staff reviewed the proposed Project to determine the appropriate approach
to the cumulative analysis. The Project 1s consistent with the Placer County General Plan
and does not require a land use amendment. The County also recently prepared a General
Plan Update that analyzed the cumulative impacts associated with development
throughout the county. Therefore, the previously approved General Plan Update EIR 1s
incorporated by reference.

The General Plan EIR concludes that in eight major areas of the General Plan, taken as a
whole, will resulf in potentially significant or significant adverse impacts. These impacts
are considered the cumulative impacts of development as allowed under the General Plan
Update: '

. land use

. traffic congestion

. cultural resources

. loss of farmland

. loss of agricujtural production

. habitat conversion and habitat quality reduction
. ierease 1n alr pollutant emissions

. iraffic noise

The Board's findings regarding curnuiative impacts of the General Plan Update are
incorporated by reference into these Findings.

In 1590, the Placer County Board of Supervisors certified and adopted an EIR for the Dry
Creek-West Placer Community Plan. In adopting Communmty Plan and certifving its
corresponding EIR, the Placer County Board of Supervisors identified six areas the
Commumity Plan, taken as a whole, would result in potentially significant or significant
adverse impacts. Subsequently the Board made findings and overnding considerations {or
those significant effects. These impacts are considered the cumulative impacts of
development as identified in the Commumty Plan:

«  population

« - traffic

. awr quality

. increased run-off

. surface and sub-surface water quality

. loss and conversion of agricultural lands

The Board’s findings regarding cumulative impacts of the Dry Creek-West Placer
Community Plan are incorporated by this reference into these Findings.
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Cumulative Impacts

Cumulative Impacts Finding: The Planning Commission finds that the methodology
used to determuine cumulative impacts complies with CEQA in that it assumed growth in
accordance wilh the Placer County General Plan Update and the Dry Creek-West Placer
Community Plan and other projects that have come forth within the region that are likely
to contribute sigmficantly to regional growth and cumulative impacts.

The Planning Commission finds that implementation of the mitigation measures
identitied in the FEIR pertaining to Air Quality and Transportion/Traffic will avowd or
substantially lessen the significant environmental effects to a less than significant level.

Explanation: Curmnulative impacts are an inevitable consequence of growth, The County
General Plan and Dry Creek-West Placer Community Plan contemplate growth and
includes the project site as an area in which to provide residential development.
Implementation of 1dentified mitigation measures for cumulative air quality and
transportation and traffic would reduce potential effects to less than significant.

Cumulative Airv Quality

Cumulative Air Quality Impact; Long-terw air qualily impacts are associated with the
operational characteristics of the project after build out, and typically are the result of
mobile emissions related to employee trips to work and home, the use of non-electric
landscaping equipment in residential areas, and the use of equipment that directly
generates potlutants (i e. diesel powered water pump or electrical generators). The
expected project emissions from these sources are below the PCAPCD's daily 82 [bsiday
thresholds. However the PCAPCD considers long-term operational emissions greater
than 1& lbs/day of ROG and/or NOx as cumulatvely significant when considered with
emissions from other current and expected projects in the area. The cmissions of ozone
precursors (NOx and ROG) are of particular concern due to the region being ¢lassified as
“serious non-attainment’ for the federal eight-hour ozone standard.

Cumulative Air Quality Mitigation 4.3-1:
1. Only natural gas/propane fired, fireplace appliances are allowed.

2. The project shall implement an offsite mitigation program, coordinated through
the Placer County Air Pollution Controf District, to offset the project’s long-term
ozone precursor and PM 10 emissions. The appiicant’s mitigation program must
be approved by the Placer County Air Pollution Control District. [n lieu of this
project implementing its own offsite mitigation program, the applicant can choose
to pay an equivalent amount of tneney into the PCAPCD's Offsite Mitigation
Program. The District provides monetary incentives to sources of air poliutant
emissions within the projects general vicinities that are not required by law to
reduce their emissions. Therefore, the emission reductions are real, guantifiable
and implement provistons of the 1924 State Implementation Plan. The off-site
mitigation program has been implemented by a number of projects in Placer

48

57



County and is considered a feasible mitigation measure for this project to
implement.

3. HVAC units shall be equipped with PremAir (or other manufacturer) catalyst
systern if available and economically feasible at the time building permits are
issued. The PremAir catalyst can convert up to 70 percent of ground level ozone
that passes over the condenser coils into oxygen. The PremAir system is
considered feasible if the additional cost is Iess than 10 percent of the base HVAC
svstern. |

4 Open burning shall be prohibited through CC&Rs on all lots.

Finding: The Plannmg Commission finds that implementation of the ritigation
measures identified in the FEIR pertaining to cumulative air quality impacts will avoid or
substantially lessen the significant environmental effeets to a less than significant level.

Explanation: Cumulative impacts are an inevitable consequence of grawth, The County
(General Plan and Dry Creek-West Placer Community Plan contemplate growth and
include the project site as an area in which to provide residentiat development.
Imptementation of identified mitigation measures for cumulative air quality would reduce
potential effects to less than significant. '

Significance After Mitigation: Less Thanr Significant

Cumulative Transportation/Traffic

Cumulative Transportation/Traffic Impact: The project’s mcremental increase in
traffic could potentially result in impacts to the Dry Creek/West Placer Communily area
traffic, contnibuting to the need for Capital Improvernent Plan {CIP) projects as wennficd
m the Dry Creek/West Placer Community Plan. Because the project’s cumulative
mmpacts to traffic are consistent with the Communty Plan assumptions, impacts have
been addressed by, and would be partiaily mitigated by the payment of traffic impact fees
as specified in the Placer County Code. '

Cuomulative Transportation/Tralfic Mitigation 4.3-2: The project will be subjcct to
the payment of traffic impact fees that are in effect in the Dry Creek Fee District,
pursuant to applicable Ordinances and Reselutions. Traffic mitigation fee(s) will be
requited and shall be paid to the Placer County Department of Public Works prior to
issuance of any Building Permuts for the project.

Finding: The Planning Commission finds that implementation of the mitigation
measures wdentified 1n the FEIR pertaimng to comulative transportationftraffic impacts

will avold or substantially lessen the significant environmental effects to a less than
significant level,

Explanation: Cumulative impacts are an inevitable consequence of growth. The County

General Plan and Dry Creck-West Placer Community Plan contemplate growth and
include the project site as an arca in which to provide residential development,

49 557



Implementation of wWdentified mitigation measures for curnulative transportation/traffic
impact would minimize potential effects to less than significant.

Significance After Mitigation: Less Than Significant

XHi. Statement of Overriding Considerations

CEQA requires the decision-making agency to balance, as applicable, the economic,

legal, social, technological, or other benefits of a project agamnst its unavordable risks
when determining whether 1o approve a project. If the specific economic, legal, social,
technological or other benefits of the project outweigh the vnavoidable adverse
environmental effects, those effects may be considered acceptable (CEQA Guidelines
Section 15093(a)). CEQA requires the apency to support, in writing, the specific reasons
for considering a project acceptable when significant impacts are not avoided or
substantially lessened. Those reasons must be based on substantial evidence in the FEIR
or elsewhere in the administrative records (CEQA Guidelines Section 15093(b)}

In accordance with the requirements of CEQA and CEQA Guidehnes, the Planning
Cormmmission finds that the mitiganon measures identified in the FEIR and the Mitigation
and Montoring and Reporting Program, when implemented, avoid or substantially lessen
virtually all of the significant effects identified in the FEIR Nonetheless, one significant
impact of the project is unavoidable even after incorporation of all feasible mitigation
measures. This significant unavoidable impact (temporary air quality impact) is identified
and discussed in Section IX - Unavoidable Significant Impacts, of these findings.

For this impact, the Planning Commussion hereby finds that notwithstanding the
disclosure of this significant unavoidable impact, the benefits of the project outweigh its
unavoidable adverse environmental effects. These benefits include:

. Implementation of the Dry Creck West Placer Community Plan
. Increase in the housing supply in western Placer County .
. Construction of regiomally beneticial roadway improvements along PFE Road,

inclueding pedestrian and bicycle pathways.

The Plannming Commission finds that there are speaific econormic, legal, social,
technological, and other considerations associated with the praject that serve to override
and outweigh the project’s significant and unavoidable temporary atr quality impact,

thus, the adverse effects are considered acceptable.
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