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I INTRODUCTION

The FFinal Environmental Impact Report (“Final FIR" or “EIR™) prepared for the Riolo Vineyard Specific Plan and
related approvals (the "Project"} addresses the potential environmental ¢fiects associated with implementation of the
coals, policies, and objectives of the Project. These findings have been prepared (o comply wilh requirements of the
Califorma Environmental Quality Act ("CEQA"} (Pub. Resources Code, § 21000 ct seq.} and the CEQA Gundelmes
(Cal. Code Regs., ut. 14, § 15000 e1 seq.). These findings refer 1o the EIR where material appears in that document.

1L PFROJECT DESCRIPTION
Al FProject Location

The Riolo Vinevard Specific Plan arca is localed in southern Placer County and 1s sitnated 21/2 miles southwest of
the City of Roseville and 15 miles northeast of the Sacramento meropolitan area, just norih of Placer County’s
border with Sacrameno Counly. The sile 15 bounded by Dry Creek to the north, Walerga Road to the east, PFE
Road to the south, and Want Avenve 1o the west.. Existing vehicular access to the proposed Plan Area 1s from PFE
Road, Wall Avenue, and Walerga Road. Interstate 80 1s approximately 41/4 mtles cast of the site,

B. Project Background

Placer County proposes approval and development of 4 specific plan known as the Riolo Vinevard Specific Plan in
the unmcorporated aree of western Placer County. The proposed site s located within the area governed by the Dry
Creek/West Placer Community Plan (Commumily Plan), which was adopted 1n 1990 and amended 1n 1994 This
Community Plan covers about 9,200 acres in the southwestern comer of Placer County. Its boundaries are Baseling
Road in the north, Sutter County 10 the west, Sacrantente County t0 the south, and the City of Roseville to the east.
Whle 1l 15 a separate document, Ute Cormmunity Plan was developed to be a component of Placer County’s General
Plan. Tt envisions low-density, simgle-family, residential development i the non-floodplain portion of the proposed
Plan Area, with commercial uses at the comers of PFE Road 'Watt Avenue and PFE Road/Walerga Read. The Plan
Area includes a total of 15 parcels, comprsing 5258 gross acres. Tight of these parecls, which comprise
approximatety 323 acres, are controlled by the project applicant, PFER Investors, LLC (“Applicant™); the remaining
seven parcels are held by other owners.

Ricle Vineyard is conceived to be a residential community consisting of a variety of housing options, park and
open-space opportunities, and commercial services. The Specific Plan would be developed 1 accordance with the
poals of the Dy Creeld/West Placer Community Plan, including its land use gouls to preserve rural-residential arcas
and protect natura) features such as Dry Creek. The Specific Plan proposes specific land uses for parcels under the
contral of the Applicant, which are analyzed at a project-specific level in the Draft EIR. The initial phase of
residential development by the Applicant would occur on the western portion of the Specific Plan area, governed by
the entative subdivision map being processed by ihe Applicant concunrently with the Specific Plan. This initial
phase of development would include 128 low-density residential units, 137 medium-density residential units, up to
60 high-density residential units and two Agriculiural- 10 parcels, for a total of approximately 347 units. This initial
phase wonld also provide land for the cemetery expansion, a recyeled water tank, and sewer pumyp station Jacilities,
The remaining development proposed by the Applicani on the eastern portion of the Specific Plan area
{(approximately 244 low density residential urnts, four Agricultural-10 parcels and two rural residential units) would
oucur 1n subsequent years when additional small lot subdivisions maps are applied for by the Applicant and
approved by the County.

There will be additional development within the Specific Flan area, which is analyzed at a program-level in the EIR.
Assumptions regarding land uses for these areas of the Specitic Plan were made for the purposc of analyvzing

impacts of the proposed project. The Draft EIR assumes that the Frisvold parcel (APN 023-200-057) would be
developed with up to 120 units of medivm-density residenual development, consistent with the then-cxpressed
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mient of the owner of that parcel to cancel the existing Williamson Act contract and pursue development
entitlements. The EIR further assumes that the 10.0-avre parcel ar the corner of PFE Road and Walerga Road (APN
023-221-007) would be developed in the near term with commercial uses, consistent with the existing Community
Plan. Although o development plans for the Lund parcel {APN 023-221-004) or Elhott parcel {APN 023-221-003)
have been proposed, the FIR assumes development of these parcels with up to 210 low-density residenval units (up
to 170 units on Elliott and 30 units on Lund), as permitted by the Community Plan, could occur under near-term
conditions. Due to the Jocation of the Karnaljiv'Singh parcel (APN 023-200-109} within the 104)-year foodplain of
Dy Creek, the EIR assumes that this parcel would be maintained in its current agricultural use under both near-term
and long-term condilions.

The remaining 242 .6 acres (aboul 46 percent of the site) would be sci aside for agnoultural, Agricultural-10, open
space, and public or quasi-public uses The agricultural and open spaces would also serve as buffers between the
residential and commercial uses and the Dry Creek habitat area and are located primarily in the central and northem
portions of the proposed site, The Agrculture-10 parcels would allow for a one-acre building pad for residential
stouctures, Three parcels within the Plan Area are planned for public and quasi-public uses, including expansion of
the exishng cemetery, a recyeled water tank, pump stabion, and an electneal substation. Circulation through he
specific plan area for motor vehicles would be on internal residential streets with rights-ol-way ranging from 40 to

[ 30 fzet, depending on Jocation, The medivm-density residential comnnity proposed by the Applicant would
create private alleys 24 {eet in width. Travel for pedestrians, bicyelists, and equestrians would be along a network of
pedestrian paths, bicvele lanes. and trails as well as a network of sidewalks, :

The Specific Plan provides a Land Use Diagram for the Plan area, wlich shows specific land uses, the focation and
densityimeensity of future residential, commercial, parks, open space and other nccessary public facihities, Included
as corollary documents 1o the Specific Plan are Development Standards and Design Guidelines that will govern al!
future development within the Riolo Vineyard Specific Plan. In addition, the Specific Plan identifies the major
infrasimucture {Toads, water, sewer, drainage systems) and public services necded to accommodale the new
development.

The Projcet proponents have also sought a number of general ptan amendments, and amendments to the Dry
Creek/West Placer Community Plan, and additional leislative and other approvals in order o facilitate the Specific
Plan, as described and analvized i (the Final EIR.

C. Projuct Objectives

The Specific Plan’s goals are to;

1. Tmplement the County’s General Plan and Drv Creek/West Placer Commumity Plan, which desigmate the
proposed project ares for urban development;

2. Preserve the scenic Dry Creek riparian cormider and enhance trail connectiviry to complement a regional
recreation corridor for buevele, pedestrian, and equestrian nsers;

(9]

Provide 4 well-designed comununity with neiphberhood dentity in close proximity o jobs and scrviecs in
Placer and Sacramento Counties;

4. Creale a high-qualily environment contaiming a mix of residential, open-space, and recreational land uses in
an overall design that advances “sinart growth” principles;

5. Provide for increased residential densities m arcas presently planned for urban growth and development with
accessible tnfrastructure, consistent with area-wide mfrastructure plans and growth policies identified in the
Sacramento Arca Counall of Goverwment’s Blueprim for Regional Growih,

6. Design a project that minimizes encroachment into the existing 100-year floodpiain in the plan area while
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balancing the housing needs and densities of the SACOG Blueprint process and the character of the local
comimun!ty.

7. Reduce growth pressures on outlying areas of Placer County by efficiently utilizing the project area to
accommaodate residential growth and development;

8. Incorporatc an appropriate level of medium- and high-density residential development to take advantage of
the proxintity of the proposed project area 1o region-serving arterials, and support opportunities for transit to
serve the proposed development;

9. Provide for a cohesive plan of development that maximizes internal connectivity within the project area for
pedestrian, meycle, and vehicular travel,

10, Provide for a full range of housing densities and product choices affordable to all income levels;

11. Provide a comprehensivety planned project that offers maximum feasible protection of sensitive
environmental habiiat and resources;

12. Create a community that recognizes, respects, and preserves histaric agnculmmi uses of the project arca
through active maﬂdhﬁmﬁnt within Agriculture-10 parcels;

13, Provide a planned infrastructure system with all public facilities and services necessary to meel the needs of
development with the proposed project area,

14. Provide a sutficient number of residential units within the project arca to support necessary improvements fo
local and regional public facilities;

15, Provide for dedication of land within the project area {or the expansion of the Umon Cemetery.
m. ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW PROCESS

In accordance with section 13082 of the CEQA Guidelines, a Notice of Preparation (NOT} for the Riolo Vineyards
Specific Plan EIR was prepared by the County on September 2, 2005, Pursuant to CEQA Guidelines sections
15023, subdivision {c), and 15087, subdivision (f), the State Clearinghouse in the Office of Planning and Research
15 responsible for distributing environmental documents to Staie agencies, departments, boards, and commissions
for review and comment. The County followed required procedures with regard o distrtbution of the appropriate
notices and environmental documents to (he State Clearinghouse. The State Clearinghouse was obligated o make
that information available 1o interested agencies for review and comment. The NOP was received by the State
Clearinghouse {SC1I #2005092041) on or about September 2, 2005, and was niade available for a 30 day public
review period ending on October 10, 2003, The mital NOP and responsc Jelters are included as Appendix B of the
Draft EIR.

A revised NOP was circulated on July 28, 2006 that addiessed the proposad cancetlation of the Wilitamson Act
contract on the Frisveld parcel, within the Specific Plan area. The revised NOP was received by the State
Clearinghouse on July 28, 2006, and was made available for a 30 day public review period cnding on August 29,
20006, The revised NOP and response letters are included as Appendix C of the Draft EIR.

Preparation of an EIR 15 a CEQA requirement for all discretionary projects in Califormia that have a potenual to

result in significant environmental impacts. EIRs must disclose, analyze, and provide mitigation measures for all
potentially sigmficant environmental effects associated with adoption and implementation of proposed projects.
Consistent with these requirements, the County on January published the Draft EIR for the proposed Riolo

Vineyard Specific Plan and circulated the document for review and comment by responsible and trustee agencies as
well as interested members of the public. The NOA of the Draft EIR was recerved by the State Clearinghouse on
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January 23, 2008, and was made available for a public review period ending on March 10, 2008, The Planning
Commission held a public hearing on February 28, 2008 to provide an opportunity for the public to comment on the
Drafi EIR. '

The County received commenis en the Draft EIR {from 9 persons‘agencies before the close of the comment period.
The Couwnty released (he Final EIR i October 2008 All comments received on Lhe Dralt EIR during the review
period, and two additional comment letters received therealier, are responded to in the Final FIR.

On December 18, 2008, the County presented the project at the Planning Comrmission hearing to make a fina)
recommendation on the project. The Planming Commission by a 4-2 vote tecommended approval of the Riolo
Vinevard Specific Plan,

(On March 10, 2009, the Board of Supervisors ("Board") held a public hearing on the project and, after closing the
hearing, adopted 2 motion of intent w approve the Project, bur hrmiting residential development in the fleodplain.
The Beard continued the matter to May 12, 2009, at which time the Board certified the Final EIR and adopted the
Specilic Plan and an accompanying Development Agreement and various related approvals. As pant of the Project
approvals, the Board approved these Findings of Fact, a Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program, and the
Statement of Overnding Considerations included in Section X1 of this document.

1V, SIGNTFICANT NEW INFORMATION

CEQA Guidelines Section 150858.3 requires a lead agency to tecirculate an EIR for further revicw and comment
when significant new tnformation is added to the ETR afier public notice is given ol the availability of the draft EIR
but before centiticatton. New information includes: (1) changes to the project; {11) changes in the environmental
setting; or (111} additional data or other infermation. Section 13088.5 further provides that “[nfew infonuanon added
w0 an EIR is not ‘significant’ unless the EIR 15 changed m a way that deprives the public of a meanmglul
OpPOTUnity v comment upon a substantial adverse environmental eftect of the project or a feasible way to miligale
or avend such an effect {including a feasible project alternative) that the project’s proponents have declined to
implement.”

Having reviewed the information contained in the Draft and Final IR and in the administratrve record as well as
ihe requirements under CEQA Guidelines §13088.5 and mitempretive judicial anthority regarding recirculation of
dratl ETRs, the Roard of Supervisors hereby finds that no new significant information was added to the EIR
following public review and thus, recirculation of the EIR is not required by CEQA.

V. RECORD OF PROCEEDINGS

For purposes of CEQA and these Findings, the Record of Proceedings for the Project consists of the following
documents, at a minmwm:

* The Notice of Preparation and all other public notices 1ssued by the County in conjunction with the
Froject;

» The Fmal LIR far the Rwolo Vineyard Specific Plan;

» All comments submitted by agencies or members of the public during the 45 day public comment period
on the Draft GIR;

= All comments and correspondence submiited to the County with respect to the Project, in addition to
tmely comments on the Revised Draft EIR,;

* The Mitgation Monitoring and Reporting Plan {or the Project;
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« Copics of the Riolo Vineyard Specific Plan and related documents prepared by staff after Board appm_vgl
to conform to the Board's final decisions {e.g., in terms of including Ginal the language of adopted policiss,
the final numbering of policies, changes to reflect errata identified in various documents);

« All findings and resolutions adopted by County decision makers in connection with the Project, and all
documernts cited or referred to therein;

« All reports, studies, memoranda, maps, slaff reports, or other planning decuments relating o the Project
prepared by the County, consultants to the County, and responsible or trustee agencies witl respect to the
County's compliance with the requirements of CEQA and with respect to the County's actions on the
Projecr; :

+ All documents submitted to the County by other public agencies or members of the public in connection
with the Project, up through the close of the public hearing;

+Minutes and/or verbatim transcripts of all public mectings and pubhe hearings held by the County in
connecctton with the Project; '

+ Any documentary or other evidence submitted to the County at such public meelings and public hearings;

» Matters of common knowledge 1o the County, including, but net Inmited to federal, State, and local laws
and repulations,

» Anv documents expressly cited in these findings, in addition to those cited above; and

+ Any olher matenals required (o be in the record of proceedings by Public Resources Code section 21167.6,
subdivision {¢). :

The custodian of the documents comprising the record of proceedings 15 Placer County Planning Director, whose
office 15 Jocated at 3091 County Center Drive, Suite 140, Aubemn, Caltfornta, 95603,

e Board of Supervigsors has relied on all ol the documems histed above in reaching its decision on the Riolo
YVinevard Specific Plan, even if not every document was tormally presented io the Board or County Staff as part of
the County {iles pencrated in connection with the Project. Without exception, any documents st forth above not
found 1n the Project files fall into one of two categones, Many of them reflect prior planming or tegislative decisions
with which the Board was awarc in approving the Riolo Vineyard Specific Plan. (Sce Citv of Santa Cruz v. Local
Aguency Formation Commission (1978} 76 Cal App.3d 381,391-292; Dominev v. Department of Personnel
Administration {1988) 205 Cal App.3d 729,738, . 6.) Other documents influenced the expert advice provided to
County Stalf or consultants, who then provided advice to the Board. For that reason, such docoments form part of
the underlying factual basis for the Board's decisions relating Lo the adoption of the Riolo Vineyard Specific Plan.
{Sec Pub. Resources Code, § 21167.6, subd. (2)(10), Browning-Ferris Industries v Coty Connedd of City of San Jose
(1986) 18] Cal.App 3d 832, 860 Stanislaus Audubon Society, Inc. v, County of Stanisiaus (19933 33 Cal App 4th
144, 153, 155}

¥1.  FINDINGS REQUIRED UNDER CEQA

Public Resources Code section 21002 provides that “public agencies should not approve projects as proposed 1f

there are feasible altematves or feasible mitigation measures available which would subsianually lessen the
significant environmental effects of such projects[.]” (Emphasis added.) The procedures required by CEQA “are
intended to assist public agencies w systematicalty wdentifving both the significant effects of Projects and the

feasible alternatives or feasible mitigation measures which will avaid or substansially lessen such sigmbicant

eflects.” (Emphasis added.) Section 21002 goes on to slate that “in the event [that] speciflic econotie, socal, or

other conditions make infeasible such project alternatives or such mitigation measures, individual projects may be
finle Wineyard Speaific Plan [
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approved in spite of ane or more significant effects thereof.” The mandate and principles announced 1n Fublic
Resources Code section 21002 are implemented, in part, through the requirernent that agencies must adopt findings
before approving projects for which EIRs are required. (See Pub. Resources Code, § 21081, subd. {a); CEQA
CGuidelines, § 15091, subd. (a}).) Far each significant environmental effect identified ur an LR for a proposed
project, the approving agency must issue a writlen finding reaching one or more of three permissible conclusions.
The first such finding is that “[c]hanges or allerations have been required in, or incoporated 1mo, the project which
aveid or substantially Tessen the significant environmenial effect as identified in the final EIR.” (CLEQA Guidelines,
§ 13091, subd. (a){1).) The second pemissible finding is that “[s]uch changes or alterations are within the
responsibility and jurisdiction of another public agency and not the agency making the finding. Such changes have
been adopled by such other agency or can and should be adopted by such other agency.” (CEQA Guidelines, §
15091, subd. (a)(2).) The third potential conclusion is that “[s]pecific economic, legal, social, techinological, or other
considerations, including provision of employment opportunities for highly trained workers, make infeasible the
mitigation measures or project allematives identificd i the final EIR.” {CEQA Guidelines, § 15091, subd. {a)(3}.)
I'ubbic Resources Code section 210611 defines “feasible” 1o mean “capable of being accomplished in a successful
manner within a reasenable period of time, laking inlo account economic, environmental, social and technological
factors.” CEQA Guidelines section 15364 adds another factor: “legal” considerations. (See also Cinzens of Goleta
Vallev v. Board of Supervisors {"Geleta I (1990) 52 Cal.3d 553, 565))

The concept of “feasibility” alsa encompasses the question of whether a particular altemative or mmitigation measure
promotes the underlyving goals and objectives of a project. (Ciny of Del Mar v, Ciry of San Diega (1982) 113

Cal. App.3d 410, 417 ) *“{¥]easibitity” under CEQA cncompasses ‘desirability” to the extent that desizability is
hased on a reasonable balancing of the relevant ccomotnice, environmental, social, and technological faciors.” (fhid.;
see also Sequavah Hidls Homeownears dssn. v, City of Oukland (1993} 23 Cal App.dih 704, 715}

The CEQA Guidelines do not define the difference between “avoiding™ a sigmificant environmental effect and
merely “substantially lessening” such an effect. The County must therefore glean the mcaning of these temms from
the other contexts in which the terms are used. Public Resources Code section 21081, on which CLOQA Guidelines
section 1509 s bascd, uses the term “mitigate” rather than “substantially lessen.” The CEQA Guidelines therefore
equate "mitigating” with “substantiaily tesseming ™ Such an understanding of the statutory term is consistent with
the policies underlying CHQA, which include the palicy that “public agencies should not approve projects as
proposed if there are feasible altematives or feasible mitigation measures available which would substantially lessen
the signilicant environmental effects of such projects.” (Pub. Resources Code, § 21002, emphasis added )

For purposes of these findings, the ern “avod” relers 1o the effectivencss of one or more nutizgation measures w
reduce an othorwise sigruficant effect to a less than signilicant level. T contrast, the ternm “substandially lessen”
reters (o the elfectiveness of such measure or measures to substantially reduce the severity of a sigmificant effect,
but not to reduce that cffect to a tess than significant level, These interpretations appear to be mandated by the
holding in Laerel Hills Homeowners Associarion v. Ciry Council (1978) 83 Cal App.3d 515, 519-327, in which the
Court of Appeal held that an agency had satisficd 11s obhigation to substantially lessen or avotd significant effects by
adopting numerous mitigation measures, not all of which rendered the significant impacts in question less than
significant.

Although CEQA Guidelines section 13091 reguires anly that approving agencies specify Lhat a purticular significant
‘ctfect is "avoul[ed] or substantially lessen[ed],” these findings, for purpeses of clanty, in cach case will specify
whether the effect in question has been reduced to a less than signtfcant level, or has simply been substantially
lessened but remains significant. Moreover, although section 15091, read literally, does not require findings to
address environmental efleces that an EIR dentilies as merely “potentially significant,” these findings will
nevertheless fully account for all such cffects identified m the Final EIR.

CEQA reguires that the lead agency adopl miligation measures or ajtcmatives, where feasible, w substantially
lessen or avold sigmiticant environmenial impacts that would otherwise occur, Project madification or alternatives
are not required, however, where such changes are infeasible or where the respousibility for medifving the project
lics with some other agency. (CEQA Guidehines, § 13091, subd. {a}, (b)) With respect 1o a project for which
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significant impacts are not avoided or substantially lessened either through the adoption of feasible mingation
measures or feasible environmentally superior altemative, a public agency, after adopiing proper findings, tnay
nevertheless approve the project if the agency first adopts a statement of overriding considerations setting forth the
spectfic reasons why the agency found that the project’s “benefits™ rendered “acceptable™ its “unavoldable adverse
environmental effects.” (CEQA Guidelines, §§ L3093, 13043, subd. (b); see also Pub. Resources Code, § 21081,
subd. {b).) The Califormia Supreme Coutt has stated that, “ftihe wisdom of approving . . . any development project,
a delicate task which requires a balancing of interests, i necessarity loft to the sound discretion of the local officials
and their constituents who are responsible for such decisions. The law as we interpret and apply it simply requires
that thosc decisions be informed, and therefore balanced.” (Goleta H, supra, 32 Cal.3d at p. 576.)

These findings reflect the independent judgment of the Board of Supervisors and constitute 1ts best efforts to set
forth the rationales and support [or its decision under the requirernents of CEQA.

VII. LEGAL EFFECTS OF FINDINGS

To (he extent that these {indings conclude that various proposed mitigalion measurcs outhined 1n the Final EIR are
[casible and have not been modified, superseded or withdrawn, the County hercby binds itsell to implement these
measures. These lindings, in other waords, are not merely informational, but rather constitute a binding set of
obligations rhat will come into eftect when the Boatd of Supervisors approve the Progect,

The mitigation measures are referred to in the Mtigation Monitoring and Reporting Program (MMRP) adopted
concurrently with these findings, and will be effectuated through the process of constructing and implementing the
Project. For the purposces of this Project, the ohjectives, goals and policies in the Specific Plan in many cases serve
as nntigation measures. Therefore, the MMRP lists requirements in the Specific Plan as mitigation for the vanous
environmeital impacts associated with adoption and implementation of the Specific Plan.

VI, MITIGATION MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM

A Mitgaton Monjtoring and Reporting Program (MMRP} has been prepared {or the Project and has been adopted
coucurrently wiih these Findings. (See Pub. Resources Code, § 21081.0, subd. {a)(1).] The County will use the
MMRT (o track compliance with Project matigation measures. -

X,  SIGNIFICANT EFFECTS AND MITIGATION MEASURES

The Final EIR idenuficd several sigmificant environmental effects (or “impacts™) that adopuon and implementation
of the Riole Vinevard Specific Plan will cause. Most signiflicant effects were avoided altogether becaose the
prapesed Project, as revised over the course of the adoption process, contains réquirements thal prevent the
occurrence of significant effects in the first place, The requirements ol the Specific Plan isel mitipate effeccts
identified in the ETR. Thus, the identification of additional mitigation bevond the requirements of the Specific Plan
(the Project) was not, for the most part, necessary. Some significant impacts of Implementation of the Specific Plan,
however, cannol be avoided by the adoplion of feasible mitigation measures or feasible altematives, these effects
are outweighed by overriding considerations set forth in Section X1 below. This Scction {1X) presu’u[ﬂ In greater
detail the Board’s findings with respect to the enviroumental elfects of the Project.

This gection also does not attempt to describe the full analysis of each environmental impact contained in the Final
FIR. Tnstead, this scction provides a summary description ol each irmpact, describes the applicable mitigation
raeasures identified in the Final EIR and adepted by the Board, and states the Board’s findings on the significance
of cach impact after imposition of (he adopted mitigation measures. A [ull explanation of these environmental
findmgs and conclusions can be found 1n the Final EIR and these findings hereby mcorpoate by reference the
discussion and analysis in the Final EIR supporting the Final EIR’s detenminations regarding nutigation measures
and the Projects’ impacts and mitgation measures desigmed 1o address those impacts. In making these findings, the
Board ratifies, adopts and incorporates the analysis ond explanation m the Final EIR 11 these findings, and ratifies,
adopts and incorporales in these findings the deteommaticns and canclusions of the Final EIR relatimg (o
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environmental impacts and mitigation measures, except (o the extent any such determinations and conclusions are
specilicatly and expressiv modified by these findings,

A, LAND USE -

Impact 4-1  Coaversion of existing fand use designated Open Space to Urban Land Uses. This mpact is
considered Less than Significant.

Finding:

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

Explanation:

Implementation of the Speciftc Plan would convert approximately 19.4 acres of land designated as “open space”
under the vy Creek/West Placer Commnity Plan to urban and other uses. Under the Specific Plan, approximalely
263 6 acres {30.5 percent of the Specific Plan Arca) would be converted to tesidential uses and 61 acres (11.7
percent of the Specific Plan Area) to Agricultural-18 (AG-10) use. The remaining 123.9 acres {23.6 percent of the
Specific Plan Area) would be given land use designations of open space. By the same token, 53.6 acres of land
currently destgnated as Low Density Residential under the Commmunity Plan will be designated for open space use
under the Specific Plan, either as dedicated public open space or as open space within AG-10 parccls, to be
restricted as Swalnson’s hawk foraging habitat.

The change 1o a more developed Jand use is provided for in ihe General Plan as well as the Community Plan, both
of which anticipated (hat growth would occur in (his arca, and (hat agnicultural and open space uses would be
converied lo urban uses. [owever, given the increase in and area dedicared to open space uses under the Specific
Man when compared to the land use designation under the Community Pian, this impact 1s regarded as less than
significant.

Miligation Measures:
Nomitigation measures are required.
Signilicance after Mitigation:
This Impact is less than significant without mitigation,
Impact -2 Compatibility with surrounding land uses. This Impact is considered Less than Significant.
Finding:

Under CEQA, no mitigation measures are required for impacts that are less than significant. (Pub. Resources Code,
§ 21002, CTOQA Guidehnes, §3 153126.4, subd. {a){3), 15092}

Explanation:

The proposed project’s residential, agricultural, park. open space, and commercial uses are compatible, if nol
similar, with surrounding land uses. Existing land uscs surrounding the Plan Area consist of agricultural lands, open
space, restdences, and institutional uses, Rural residences with agriculitural piols hie to the west, narth, and east of
the Plan Area. Open space and parklands can be found to the northeast and southwest of the Plan Area, with land o
ihe northeast consisting of open space. Two institutional uses are located south of the Plan Area: Anielope Springs
Church, at the intersection of PFE Road and Walerga Road, and Wilson C, Riles Middle School, west of the church.
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South of the chuvch and schoof is Antelope Ridge, a low-density residential subdivision located in Sacramento
County. Dovle Ranch is ancther low-density residential community that is north of the Plan Area. MceClelan High
School is southwest of the Plan Avea. The uses i the Plan Area would be compatible with these surrounding land
Uses.

Mitigation Measures:

No mitigation measures are required.

Significance after Mitigation:

This Impact 1s Jess than signifteant without mitigation,

lmgl act 4-3  Inconsistency with plans and policies. This Impact is considered Potentially Significant
. Finding:

Changes or altetations have been required tn, of iIncorporated into, the projeet that avold the significant
environmental effect a3 identified in the Final LIR,

Explanation:

The proposed project was reviewed to determine whether it would be generally consistent with applicable General
Plan policies. The Dry CreekWest Placer Community Plan will need to be amended prior Lo approval of the
proposed project. Generally, ihe policy amendments jidentified in the FIR would not resull in physical impacts on
the environment; however, 10 the extent that physical atfects could oceur, those effects are addressed in the
appropriate techinical sections of this Draft ETIR.

Because the policy langnage Found in a County's General Plan is oflen susceptible to varying interpretations, it is
often quite difficult 1o detcrmine in a Dralt EIR whether a proposed project is consistent or incoisistent with stch
policies. Case faw interpreting the Planning and Zoning Law (Gov, Code, §65000 et seq.) makes it clear that {1) the
meanmnyg of such policies 13 o be determined by the Board of Supervisors, as opposed to County Staff, FIR
consultants, or members of the pubhe, and (17) the Board of Supervisors’ interpretations of such pohceies will prevail
if they are “reasenable,” even though vther reasonable interpretations are also pessible (see No OF, fae v City of
Los Angreles {1987] 196 Cal.App.3d 223, 245-246, 249 | No O4f]). Courts have also recognized that, because General
Pians often contain numerous policies emphasizing dilffering legislative goals, a development project may be
“eonsistent” with a General Plan, taken as a whole, cven though the project appears 1o be inconsistent or arguably
mconsisten! with some such policies (Seguoyah Hills Homeowners Association v City of Oakland [1993] 23

Cal. App.dth 704, 719}, Furthermore, courts strive to “reconcile” or "harmonize™ seemingly disparate Generat Plan
polictes (No Off supra, 196 Cal App.3d at p. 244}

Under state law, a develdpment project canaot be approved if imconsistent with the General Plan or Commurity
Plan, and thus the proposed project could not proceed 17 determined by the Board of Supervisors 10 be inconsistent
with either plan document. The Draft EIR (Table 4-7 and Appendix D) idennify the amendments 1o the General
Plan and Conununity Plan that would be required in order for the County to approve and implement the Riolo
Vineyard Specific Plan as proposed. In the event that the Board of Supervisors determanes o approve the requested
Plan amendments, potential inconsistencies with the cxisting Plan documents would be climinated.

Mitigation Measwures:

Less than Signficant with Adeption of Froposed Plan Amendnients
Significance after Mitigation:
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Less than Significant with Adoption of Proposed Plan Amendments.
Impact 4-4  Permanent loss of farmland. This Impact is cansidered Significant
Finding:

Changes or alterations have been required in, or incorporated into, the project that substantially lessen, but do not
avold, the potentially significant environmental effect associated with the conversion of agricultural land to non-
agricultoral uses.- No m]lrgdlmn 15 available to render the effects less than significant. The effects (or some of the
effects) therefore remain significant and unavoidable.

Explanation:

Development within the Specific Plan would resull in the permanent loss of an estimated 387 acres of fannland,
either as a result of development of land with urban uses or the dedication of land as natural open space where
agricultueal operations (imcluding grazing) would be prolubited. This loss includes approximately 14.4 acres
currently under active azricultural production.

In 1950, the County Board of Supervisers adopted the Dry Creek/West Placer Commumnity Plan, which destgnated
the non-floodplain portions of the Specific Plan site for Low Density Residennal and Commercial Use, The areas of
the site wilhin the 100-vear floodplain are designated under the Community Plan for Open Space nses. The land m
question 1s not designaled as Agricultural under the Community Plan. Notwithsianding the extsting agricultural
activitics ongoing on portions of the project site, the proposed Specific Plan represents the implementation of the
land usc decisions made by the County Board of Supervisors in 1990, The Community Plan recognizes that areas to
the south of Dry Creek, including the Specific Plan area, were designated for urban use in the near term, as a means
of reducing development pressure on agricuttural lands to the north and west of Dy Creek (see pp. 46-48 of the
Community Plan). The loss and conversion of agricultural lands, including lands within the RVSP site, was
identified as a significant and unavoidable impact of development in the Final EIR for the adopted Dry (reek/West
Placer Community Plan. This conclusion was included in the Board of Supervisors’ Statement of Ovemiding
Considerations that it adopted 1o 1990, 1n conjunction with the certification of the Final EIR and adoption of the
Commuanity Plan.

However, it still remams the case thal development of land with [unnland use potential with urban uses would result
1n the permanent Joss of that resource. While the Specific Plan includes the preservation of agricultural uses within
portions of the project site, there 1s no feasible mitigaton available to reduce the overall impact 1o below a level of
significance, as was recognized previously by the County in the Statement owarrldmg Considerations adopl-::d for
the Community Plan.

Mitigation Measures:

Mo mitigation measures are available,
Significance after Mitigation:
Significant and Unavoidable

Impact 4-5  Cotnpatibility with adjacent Agricultural uses on project-level parcels. This Impact is
- considered Potentially Sipnificant.

Finding:

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

The juxtaposition of agricultural iands and natural habitat/forage nexs 1o vesidential and commercial uscs can be a
jand-use compatibility issue. In general, the proposed project does not conflict with existing adjacent sumounding
agricultural land uses. The project design includes 70- and 100-foot huffers from the existing agriculral uses as
shown in Figure 3-6 of the Tvaft ETR. Thesc phvsical buffers are in the form of open space, parks, landscape
corridors, and roadways. The project proposes to allot 61.3 acres for Agneultural-10 (AG-10) properties. These
properties would be situated such that most of the AG-10 parcel would be surounded by Open Space; however,
portions of these parcels would be adjacent to low-density residential homes. The proposed project design would
provide for a 70-foot roadway between the residential units and AG-10 parcels. In addition, the AG-10 parcels
provide building pads adjacent to the roadway. The 130-foot building envelope for these building pads combined
with the roadway's 70-foot width wouid provide an adequate buffer between potential agriculiural activitics and
proposcd residential units. However, other parts of the proposed AG-10 parcels would be buffered only by the 70-
foot roadway, which may be insufficient. This includes the proposed agricultural parcels’ southem boundaries
where there are no agricultural building pads. '

The Specific Planincludes policy restrictions on agricultural practices, to reduce potential land use incompatibility
impacts. Mitigation measures to provide a suitable buffer distance from agricultural ands are proposed. A General
Plan amendment is being requested as part of this project that would enable the Specific Flan to designate ils own
buffers with distances thal will accomplish the goal of the General Plan policies of providing sufficient buffers o
reduce potential land use meompaubility issues, The combination of the restrictions on agricultural practices,
buffers coupled with the right-to farm ordinance disclosure would reduce impacls to agricultural land uses to a less-
than-sigmficant level.

Mitigation Measures:
Mitigation Measure 4-52: Design project elements te buffer the project from adjacent agricultural uses

Project design shall maintain adequate physical separation between proposcd residential development and
agricultural operations in the Specific Plan area, as shown on Figurc 4-3. Where residential development
would abut agricultural uses on an adjacent program-level parcel, a minimum 50-foot separation from
habitable structures would be maintained unless the developer obtains a letter agreement from the owner of
the adjacent prograni-level parcel providing for the cessation of existing or future agriculiural operations. In
all cases, the requirement (or physical separation described above shall termanate al the time an application
for urban development of the adjacent program-level parcel 15 approved by the County. Physical separation

may be mamntained by roadways, landscape corndors, structural setbacks on developed parcels, or temporary

restrictions on development of residential parcels, as approprate.

Mitigation Measure 4-5b: Notily residential property owners of County's Righé-to-Farm
Ordinance

The Applicant and/or homeowners® association will inform prospective buyers of propetty, future owners,
and occupants of the County’s Right-to-Farm ordinance. This notification requirement will be included in
the condilipns, covenants, and restrictions for the proposed project.

Significance after Mitigation:
Less than Significant

Impact4-6  Land use conflicts due to the preject’s proposed electrical substation. This binpact is
censidered Potentially Significant.
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Findiny:

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

Explanation:

As discussed under Impact 4-5 above, the proposed project’s design uses open space, recreationza] parks, and
landscape corridors as physical buffers to separate potentially incompatibic land uses. This 15 also applied to the
area surrounding the proposed electrical substation. This substation would be located on a haif-acre site in (he
castern portion of the site, just north of the designaled commercial area, It would be surrounded by residences on
the west and north, a landscaped cormidor on the east, and commercial use on the south. A community wall is
propased on the south and east sides. The Specific Plan’s Design Guidelines proposes the split-face style of wall
along the Plan Area and residential neighborhoods’ perimeters. It is recommended that SMUD consider this style of
fencing on the north and west sides of the substation parcel to shield the substation from public view, when SMUD
undertakes environmental clearance for its substation. With installation of the community walls and appropriate
mitigation by SMUD, this impact would be less than significant.

Mitigation Measures:

Mitigation Mceasure 4-6a: Install a community wall along the south and cast sides of the lot where the
electrical substation weuld be located.

The proposed project would install community walls in various lecations of the Plan Area to provide safety,
property definition, and noise attenuvation. The walls would be masonry walls that are 6 fect above the
propoesed pad elevation of residential propertics. The project would place walls along the south and east
sides of the substation lot to separare it from the commercial parcel. This wall would also serve'to shicld the
electrical substanon from public view on two sides.

Mitigation Measure 4-6b: Install a split-Tace style wall along the north and west sides of the lot where the
electrical substation would be located.

The project generally proposes the split-face style wall along the project and the residential neighborhoods’
perimeters. This type of wall cansists of conerete masonry with a split-face cap and stone column.
Combined with the proposed community wall, placing this type of fence on the north and west sides of the
subslation’s lot will hide the clectcal substation from public view. This mitigation measure would be the
responsibility of SMUD, who would construct and operate the substation. SMIUD will be responsible for
CEQA compliance and will determine the mitigation design.

Significance after Mitigation:
Less than Sigmificant,

Impact 4-7  Compatibility with adjacent Agricultural uses on program-level parcels. This Impact is
considered Potentially Significant.

Finding:

Changes or alteratons have been required in, or incorporated into, the project that avoid the sigmficant
environmenial effect as identified in the Final EIR.
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Explanation:

As discussed above under Impact 4-5, locating agriculural lands and natural habitat/forage next to residential and
commercial uses can be a land-use compatibility 1ssue. Anaiysis was conducted to cxamine the buffer distance
between the proposed project’s tesidennal development with program-level parcels that have agricultural uses. As
described in Impact 4-5 above, a General Plan amendment is being requested as part of this project which would
enable the Specific Plan to designate its own buffers with distances that will accomplish the goal of the General
Plan policies of providing sufficicnt buffers 10 reduce potential land use incompatibility issues, The combination of
the restrictions on agricultural practices, bulfers coupled with the Right-to-Farm erdinance disclosure would reduce
impacts to agricultural land uses to a less-ithan-significant level, :

Mitigation Measures:

Mitigation Measure 4-7a: Implement Mitigation Measure 4-5a (Design project elements o buffer the project
from adjacent agricultural uses) ' '

Significance after Mitigation:

Less than Stgmficant

Impact 4-8  Williamsor Act Contract cancellation. This Impact is ct}nsidered.Signiﬁcanz.
Finding:

Changes or alterations have been required in, or incorporated into, the project that substantialtly lessen, but do not
avoid, the potentially significant environmental effect assoctated with the conversion of agricultural iand to non-
agricultural uses. No mitigation is available 1o render the effects less than significant. The cffects (or some of ihe
effects) therefore remain significant and unavoidable,

Explanation:

One parcel of land in the Plan Area is currently under a Williamson Act land contract. It is located near the
southwestern quadrant of the area ina 13-acre parcel (APN 023-200-037). The property has one occupied residence.
There have been no current agricultural uses of the property, The act o cancel a contract does not result in a direct
mmpact {o the environment. However, the cancellation does result in the acceleration of the permanent loss of
agriculture land on this parcel. (Absent the cancellation, the contractual obligations would remain in effect until
February 20163 As discussed in Iimpact 4-4, the permanent loss of farmland 1s considered to be significant and
unavoidable. The Board overrode this impact as significant and unavoidable in 1990 and no mitigation was
identified at that time to redoce the impact to a less-than significant level. The land use designations were changed
from agriculture to urban desipnations in 1990 and have remained the same to this date. As a result of this action, no
mitigation 15 1Wlennfied in recogmition that the Specific Plan area 1s already designated. in large part, for urban uses.

_ Nevertheless, the indireet impact of the cancellation of this Williamson Act is considercd significant and
unaveoidable.

Mitigation Measures:
No tmutigation measuies arc available
Significance after Mitigation:

Significant and Unavoeidable
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B. POPULATION, EMPLOYMENT AND HOUSING

Impact 5-1  lpcerease the population of unincorporated Placer County. This limpact is considered Less than
Significant.

Finding:

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

Explanation:

Placer County’s General Plan anticipates growth within its jurisdiction, including the unimcorporated area.

The Placer County Countpwide Ceneral Plan Final EIR {Placer County, 2004b) states that “the General

Plan will accommodate a significant increase in the {unincorporated] population, especially in the South

Placer regional analysis area.” The Dry Creel/West Placer Community Plan does not speaify a number of
residential dwelling units within the Plan Area. An estimate of unit counts allowable under the Dy CreekPest
Placer Community Plan was calculated based upon application of Community Plan lot size and density provisions
(MacKay & Somps, 2006). This estimate assumes that 650 low- or medinm-density residential dwelling umits are
allowable on the proposed Plan Area. Using the County's estimating factor of 2.7 persons for each dwelling umt,
this Community Plan would result in a population inerease of about 1,733 persons, This is 722 persons less than the
project- and prograni-level calculation of 2,477 new residents. The population mctease, compared o estimated 2005
population levels in Placer County, is less than one half of one percent more than planned for this area,

Mitlgation Measures:

No mitigation measures are required.

Significance after Mitigation:

This impact 15 less than significant without mtigation.

Impact 5-2  Exceed regional population prejections. This Tinpact is considered Less than Significant.
Finding:

Under CEQA, NO MILZAhon measures are required for jmbacts that are less than sigmificant. (Pub. Resources Code,
§ 21002; CEQA Guidehnes, §§ 151264, subd. (a)(3), 15091}

Explanation:

SACOQG produces regmional population projections for the area in which the propased project s located. Using
numbers from the region’s General Plans, incleding Placer County, SACOG estimates that there will be a
population increase of 335,020 people in the greater Sacramento region by 2023, The estimated 2,477 residents of
the proposed Riolo Vinevard Specific Plan constitute 0.5 percent of SACOG s anticipated increase of 535,020 new
residents in the region. SACOG also forecasts that a mix of developmeni would occur in the southwestern portion
of Placer County, which would primanly consist of residential developrent. SACCGG's growth projections are
based upon the County’s current General Plan buildout assumptions, which for the proposed Plan Area primarily
consist of low-density residential and open space uses, As a result, a portion of the development within the proposed
Specific Plan has already been accounted for in SACOG’s projections.
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Iiitigation Measures:

No mitigation measures are required.

Significance after Mitigation:

This impact 15 less than significant withoul mitigation.

Impact 5-3  Development of project level parcels would increase the demand/need for affordable housing.
This Impact is considered Potentially Significant, '

Finding:

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

Explanation:

CEQA case law has held that a project’s tendency to increase the demand for affordable housing 15 not an
environmental effect, bul rather 1s an economic or social effect outside the purview of CEQA (see San Franciscans
for Reaxonable Growth v, City and County of San Franeisco [1988] 209 Cal App.3d 1502, 1521-1522, fn. 13). The
Specific Plan provides that ten percent of residential units within the Plan area be designated and mamtamed as
alfordable housing, in accordance wiath County policies.

Mitigation Measures:

Mitigation Measure 5-3a: Comply with Placer County’s 18 percent requiremcnt for affordable housing on
project-level parccis -

The County shall ensure that the alfordable housing urits propesed by the Applicant are allocated to meet -
the overall requitement tor affordable housing as identified in its guidance [or all Specilic Plans, which
requires 10 percent of new developments to be reserved for affordable housing, or 4 percent of the umits for
very-low income households, 4 percent of the units for low-income households, and 2 percent of the units
for moderate-income households.

Significance after Mitigation:
Less than Significant.

Impact 54 Displacement of existing dwelling units on project-level parcets. This Impact is conildered
Porentially Significant.

Finding:

(Changes or alterations have been required i, or meorporated Into, the project that avord the significant
environmental effect as identified in the Final EIR.

Explanation:

Two existing dweljing units on parcels owned or controlled by the Applicant would be removed. These dwelling
umits are located on APNs 023-200-055 and 023-200-023. The Applicant has purchased these parcels, and the
previous landowners have been compensated. The one remaining existing structure on land controlled by the
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Applicant would be preserved because it 15 land that would be designated as Rura) Residential. This would allow for
the structure’s continued existence. One residential home west of Wan Avenue could be displaced due to
construction activities associated with Wall Avenue improvements, This would be a potentially significant impact,
The proposed projest would contribute to the cost of this regional improvement, in¢luding relocation costs.

Mitigation Measures:

Adittgation Measure 5-da: Contribute a fair share to compensation/relocation assistance associated with Wait
Avenue improvements

Compensation for property acquisition and relocation assistance shall be provided to the persons living in
the residence that would be displaced west of Watt Avenue. The Watt Avenuc improvements arc regional
imnprovements, tor which the proposed project wiil contribute a fair share to the cost. The responsibility for
relocation of the residents 1s a shared responsibility, which will likely be coordinated by the County through
the acquisition process for this site, if required as a result of the alignment of Walt Avenue.

Significance after Mitigation:
Less than Significant

[mpact 5-5  Development of program-level parcels would increase the demand/nced for affordable housing,
‘This Impact is considered Potentially Significant.

Finding:

Changes or alterations have been required in, or incorporated into, the project that avoid the. significant
environmental efiect as identified 1 the Final EIR.

Explanation:

The 1{) parcent affordable housing requirement in the Specific Plan would be required with development of the
parcels currently owned by Elliott, Frisvold, and Lund (APNs (23-221-0053, 023-200-057, and (023-221-004,
respectivelyv),

Mitigation Measures:

Mitigation Measure 5-5a: Comply with Placer County’s 10 percent requirement for affordable housing on
program-level parcels

The County shall ensure that the affordable housing units proposed by fumre residennal development on
parcels curently owned by Elliott (APN 023-221-005), Frisvold (APN 23-200-057) and T.und (APN 023-
221-004} allocate 10 percent of the dwelling umits to affordable housing, Affordable housing shall meet the
Atfordable Housing Compact goals of 4 percent of the units for very-low income households, 4 percent of
the units for low-income houscholds, and 2 percent of the units for moderate-income houschoids.

Significance after Mitigation:
Less than Significant

Impact 3-6  Displacement of existing dwelling units on program-level parcels, This Impact is considered
Potemtially Significant,

Finding:
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Changes or alterations have been required in, or incorporated inte, the project that avoid the significant
environmenlal effect as rdentified in the Final EIR.

Explanation:

There are residences on four of the program-lcvel parcels (Elliott [ APN 023-221-003]), Frisvold [APN 023- 200-
037}, Lund [APN 023-221-004], and Singh [APN 323-200-019]). If luturc development projects would impact
existing residences on program-level parcels, the applicant for the proposed development would need 1o compensate
the owrncr of the existing residences.

Mitigation Measures:

Mitigation Measure 5-6a: Contribute a fair share to cempensation/relocation assistance on program-level
parcels, if required

Compensation for property acquisitron and relocanion assistance shall be provided for displaced residents on
program-leve] parcels. The relocation of the residenis wonld be the responsibility of the developing entity
and coordinated by the County.

Significance after Mitigation:

lLess than Significant.
C. BIGLOGY

Tmpact 6-1  Loss of jurisdictional and potentially non-jurisdictional wetlands and other waters of the U.S.
on project-tevel parcels. This impact is considercd Pofentially Significant

Finding:

Changes or allerations have been required in, or incorporated inlo, the project that aveid the sigmficant
environmental ettect as identified in the Final EIR.

Explanation:

Construction of the proposed project would result in a sinuficant loss of jurisdictional wetlands and other waters of
the 1F.S. within parcels that are owned or controlled by the Appheant and within offsite parcels. Approximately

1 871 acres of wetlands and other waters of the U8 would be permanently lost both on site and off site through
dircet impacts (1.167 acres on site, 0.704 acre off site). Direct impacts to wetlands would resuit from placcment of
fill for development, cstablishment of crossings for new roads and traily, development of utilities, and grading of
slopes. Potentially non-junsdictional featuies on project-leve] parcels in the study arca include three offsite seasonal
wetlands and the onsite non-junisdictional pond. Construction of the proposed project would result in a permanent
loss of 0.077 acre of these potentially non-jurisdictional wetland features and approximately 1.81 acres of non-
Jurisdictional pond through direct impacts, as described above. The Applicant praposes 1o create wetlands similar to
the nnpacted wetlands at an onsiie location, ata ratio of 2:1.

Mitigation Measures:

Mitigafton Measure 6-1a: Compensate for loss of jurisdictional and non-jurisdictional wetlands in
accordance with Corps Section 404 Permit and RWQCB requirements

The Applicant shall preserve opsite jurisdictional wetlands and create new onsite wetlands to mitigate for
impacts to onsite junsdictional wellands. Onsite wellands will be ¢reated at a minimuam rauo of 1 acre for
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every | acre of jurisdictional and non-jurisdictional wetlands that would be impacted. The Applicant has
developed a preliminary plan to create wetlands on the Dry Creek floodplain in the central portion of the
onsite study area, Soil would be excavaled on the east and west sides of an cxisung drainage such that
ripanan wetlamds, seasonal wetland seasonal marsh, and emergent marsh would be created as needed to
compensate for wetland impacts associated with the proposed project. The banks of the drainage channel
wobid be excavated to allow water from the dramage to flow inio the created welands. Addinonally, the
extsting banks of the drainage rupaing through the preserved arca would be jaid back ai a flatter slope where
possible, and planted with trees 1o increase the area of the ripanan habitat adjacent to the drainage. The
proposed mitigation would reduce the potential direct and indirect impacts to wetlands to a level that is less
than significant.

The final mitigation ratios, design, implementation, and performance monitoring shall comply with the
tenus and conditons of the Section 404 permit 1ssued by the Corps and the Section 401 Water Quality
Certification and Waste Dhscharge Requirements 1ssued by the Central Valley RWQCE, The
creation/restoration requirements shall be in compliance with the Placer County General Plan “no net lass™
of wetlands policy (Policy 6.B.1}.

A comprehensive wetland mitigation implementation and monitoring plan shall be developed for the
jurisdictional wetland mitigation. The Applicant shall submit the mitigation plan to Placer County, the
Corps, and the RWQUCR for review. No impacts to jurisdictional wettands would he allowed unti] the
mitigation mplementation and monitoring plan has been approved. The Applicant shall conduct regular
monitoning unti] the wetland mitigation has met the performance critena approved by Placer County, the
Corps, and the RWQCB.

Mitigation Measure 6-1b: Obtain written Corps approval of offsite wetland delineation, and comply with
Section 404 permit requirements prior to offsite construction.

The Applicant’s delineation of offsite wetlands shall be submitted to the Corps for review and verification.
A Clean Water Act Section 404 permit shall be acquired prior to any fill activaties or discharges within
Junsdictional wetlands.

Mitigation Measure 0-1¢: Implement Best Management Practices te avoid wetland impacts during
Construction

The following BMPs to avoid mmpacts to wetlunds 100 the Plan Area shall be implemented for all construction
related to the proposed project:

e Tour-foot-tall, bmghtly colored {yellow or orange), synthetic mesh maternial or chainlink fencing shall
be mslalled at the edge of all avoided wetlands and a rointmum of 30 feet [rom the edge of wributlanes
to Diry Creek prior 1o any construction equipment being moved on site or any construction activities
taking place. Fencing shall be continuously mamtained and shall be the responsibility of an onsite
comphance officer designated by the developer. Fencing is to remain jntact until constroction is
complele and may not be removed without the written consent of the County.

= {round disturbance associated with construction, including vehicle operation/parking and
vonstruction malenal storage, shali be prohibited within wetlands or within 30 feet of the edge of
tributaries to Dry Creek.

¢  Where working arcas encroach on Iive or dry streams, lakes, or wetlands, RWQCR-approved
physical bartiers adequate (o prevent the flow or discharge of sediment into thesc systems shall be
constructed and maintained between working arcas and streams, lakes and wetlands. Discharge of
sediment inte streams shall be held to 2 minimum during constructioh of the harriers. Discharge will
be contained through the use RWQCB-zpproved measures that will keep sediment from entering
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Jurisdictional waters bevond the project himits.

o (Onfy er preasy substances originating from the Contractor’s operations shall not be allowed to enter
or be placed where they will later enter a live or dry stream, pond, or wetland,

* Asphalt concrete shall not he altowed to enter a live or dry stream, pond, or wetland.

s All off-road construction equipment shall be cleaned of potential noxious weed sources {mud,
vepelation) before entey into the site and after entering a potentially infested area before moving on
to another area, 10 help ensure noxious weeds from outside of the Plan Arga are not introduced into
the Plan Area. The conttactor shall employ whatever cleanmg methods {typically the use of a gh
pressure waler hose) are necessary to ensure that equipment is frec of noxious weeds.

« Equipment shall be considered free of soil, seeds, and other such debris when a visual inspection
does not disclose such material. Disassembly of equipment compoenents or specialized inspaction
tools is not required. Fquipment washing stations shall be placed in areas that afford easy
containment and monitering and that do not drain into sensitive (riparian, wetland, ele.) areas.

o To further minimize the risk of introducing additional nennauve species itie the area, only native
plant species appropriate for the Plan Area wiall be used in any erosion control or revegetation seed
mix ot stock. No dry-fanmed straw will be used, and certified weed-free siraw shall be required
where erosion control straw is (o be used. In addition, any hydroseed mulch used for revegetation
activities must also be ceitified weed-free.

+ The Applicant wili restore and revegetate all temporary construction dislurbance areas, Temporary
disturbance areas will be restored to the original topography and hydrology, disked to rehieve
compaction, and planted with an erosion control mix composed only of native species. The proposed
restoration and revegetation measures shall be summarnized in the storm water pollution prevention
plan for the project and submined to Placer County for approval prior o initiation of construction
aclivities.

Mitigation Measure 6-1d: Design final drainage master plan facilitics to ensure that drainage features will
avoid impacts to wetlands and other jurisdictional waters.

The-final drainage master plan will be developed to ensure that the stormwater drainage facilinies will avoid
the excavation or placement of fill within jurisdictional Waters of the U.S.

Significance after Mitigation:
Less than Significant

Impact 6-2  Tesporary loss of jurisdictional wetlands and ather waters of the U.5. This impact is
considered Potentivlly Significant.

Finding:

Changes or alterations have been required in, or incorporated 1nto, the project tat avoid the significant
environmental effect as identified in the Final EIR.

Explaration:

Construction of the proposed project would teniporarily impact jurisdictional wetlands. Temporary impacts would
be associaled with construction access, ground distwrbance, and vegetavon removal that would be limited to the
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duration of construction {approximaltely 1 to 2 years). Temporary wetland impacts would notinclude the placement
of pennanent fill or subsurface modifications (e g., deep npping).

Mitigation Measurcs:

Mitigation Measure 6-2a: lmplement Mitigation Measure 6-1¢ {Implement Best Management
Practices to avpid wetland impacts during construction)

Significance after Mitigation:

Less than Significant

Impact 6-3  Patential loss of special-status species. This impact is considered Potendially Significant.
Finding:

Changes or alterstions have been required in, or incorporated info, the project that avoid the significant
environmental effect as identified in the Final IR,

Explanation;

Focused special-status plant surveys were conducted by H.'T. Harvey in 2005 on parccls owned or controlied by the
Applicant. No special-status plant species were documented during these surveys. Construction within the study
area outside ol those parcels where focused surveys have been condugted could result in a significant direct foss,
indirect loss, or habitat medification of plant species identified as candidate, sensilive, or special-status specics.
Focused surveys for special-status plants should be conducted 1n all areas of the study arca not covered by the 205
focused plant surveys I special-status plants are found in these areas and could be impacted by construction of the
project, petential impacts will be identified and avoidance and minmmizauon measwes would be tmplemented. I
impacts are unavoldable, mitigation measures will be developed in coordmation with the appropriate agencies 1o
ensure that the proposed project would not have a subslantial, adverse effect on the species. A detailed
mitigation/conservation plan that includes long-term strategies to preserve and evhance the remaining populations
of the affected special-slatus plamt species would be developed, as necessary.

Mitigation Measures:

Mitigation Measure 6-3a: Conduct focused surveys lor special-status plant slitcies in suitable habitat jo
portions of the study area that have not beep surveyed. If present, comply with USFWS or CDFG mitigation
requirements, and prepare a detailed witigation/consetrvation plan, as appropriate

Focused plant surveys were completed for all onsite portions ol the Plan Area owned or controlled by the
Applicant. Mo special-status plants were found 1n these areas dunng focused surveys (Harvey, 2005 or on
program-level parcels. Offsite portions of the stndy arca have not been surveyed for special-status plant
species. Gibson & Skordal conducted field suveys on the Frisvold property {APN 023-200-057) for special-
status plant species on July 14, 2006 (Gibson & Skordal, 2000h). This repornt would be peer reviewed at such
time as a tentative map s submitted for this property. Focused surveys for special-status plants shall be
conducied within portions of the swudy arca not yet surveyed by the Applicant. Surveys for special-siatus
plant species shall be timed to coincide with the appropriate period for identification of special-status plant
species with potential o occur. If any state or federally lisied species are observed and impacts cannot be
avoided, the Applicant shall consult with the USFWS and/or the CDFG to determine appropriate mitigation,
and shall comply with the identified requirements. A detailed mitigahon/conservanon plan shall be
developed, as necessary. The plan shall provide for preservation and restoration at ratios that would ensure
ne net loss of the stfected plant halwtat. 1f special-status plant species are not found during surveys, no
further siudies or mitiganon will be necessaiy.
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Significance after Mitigation:
Less than Signmificant

Impact 6-4  Potential loss of kabitats used by special status vernal pool branchiopods, This impact is
considercd Parentially Sienificant,

Finding:

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

Explanation:

The Applicant conducted protocol-kevel wet and dry scason surseys in 2005 and 2006 for special-states
branchiopods in suitable habitat on parcels owned or controlled by the Applicant. No listed branchiopod specics
was found during the surveys. No surveys for special-status branchiopods were conducted for parcels within the
Flan Area not owned or controlled by the Applicant or within offsite areas, and potential habitat for vemal pool
branchwopods 1s preseot i all portions of the study arca. Project-level activities in ollsite areas owned or controbled
by the Applicant could result in a significant divect or indirect loss of habitat that could be occupied by special-
status vernal pool branchiopod species including the Conservancy fairy shrimp. Implementation of minigation is
proposed for any impact to seasonal wettands that could be used by special-status branchiopods in offsite areas and
onsite areas that have not been previously surveyed. This mitigation would inctude avoidance, mimmization, and
compensation for direct or indirect impacts that are unavoidable. Compensation would include a minimum of 1:1
habitat creation and 2: 1 habitat preservanon, as described in the USFWS programmatic biological opinion 1ssued to
the Corps for small impacts (o listed branchiopods (USFWS, 1994),

Mitigation Measures:
ditigation Measure 6-4a: Avoid and compensate {or potential itmpacts 1o special-status branchiopods

Protocol-level wet and dry season Lranchiopod surveys were completed m 2004-2005 for all parcels owned
or confralled by the Applicant. Neyther program-level parcels nor offsile portions of the Plan Area have been
surveyed for special-status branchiopod species. No special-status brancliopods were observed in parcels
owned or controlled by the Applicant (Helm, 2006)

The presence of isted vernal pool branchiopods shall be assumed on all parcels containing appropriate
habitat where protocol-level surveys have not been conducted. Compensation described n this milgation
measure shall be implemented or USFWS-prolocol surveys for special-status branchiopods shall be
conducted to determine presence or absence. 1f vernal pool branchiopods are present, or if special-status
vemal paol branchiopods are assumed (0 be present, the habitat shall be avoided to the extent feasible. If
avordance is not feasible, compensation shall be provided at a ratio of 3 acres for every 1 acre aftected {3:1).
This ratto will include creation of 1 acre of vernal pool habitat ot every | acre impacted (1:1} and”
preservation of 2 acres of vernal pools for every | acre impacted (2:1), as described i the USFWS
programmatic biological opimion issucd to the Coms for small impacts to listed branchiopods (USFWS,
19963, Matigaten for tmpacts (o isted branchiopods would be implemerted according 1o one of the
following three aptions, to be determined and completed prior to impact: (1) participation 10 a USFWS
approved nutigation bank; (27 off-site nutigation at a non-bank location approved by the USFWS; or (3)
cantribution 1o the USFWS Species Fund. In the event that protocol level surveys demonstrate the absence
of listed vemal puol branchiopods in these off-site {eatures, mitigation would not be required.
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Sigoificance after Mitigatinn:
Less than Sigruficant

fmpact 6-5  Potential degradation of aquatic habitats used by special-status fish. This impact is considered
Potentially Significant. ' '

Finding:

Changes or alicrations have been required e, or ncorporated inlo, the project that avond the significant
environmental effect as identified i the Final EIR.

Explanation:

Implementation of the proposed project could result in a potentially signuficant wnpact to habital for special status
fish species. Impacts may result from release of trcated wastewater into Dry Creek or through stream degradation
through wrail building and use, The Dry Creek WWTP's NPDLES permit stipulates effluent and receiving water
limitations that must be met, thereby assuring conipliance with recerving water quality criteria/objectives and
protectiom of beneficial uses, including fishenes.

Ditigation Measores:
Mitigation Measure (-5a: FProvide 18-foot buffer arcund Bry Creek during construction

A mimmum 100-foot-wide bufler shall be provided from the centerling of Dry Creek, withim which
conslruction and vegetation removal will be excluded, to mininnze degradation of water quality and fish
habitat in Dry Creek (General Plan Policy 6.A.1). The following allowable excepiions A-D listed under
General Plan Policy 6.A1 apply as appropriate t the construction of the proposed sewer force main and
trail features:

Reasonabte use of the propertv would otherwise be denied;

The location 1s necessary 10 avold or mingate hazards to the public;

The location 15 necessary for the repair of roads, bridges, trails, or sinilar infrastructure; or

The location is necessary for the construction of new voads, bridges, trails, or similar mfastructore
where the County determines there 1s no Feasible altemauve and the project has minimized
envitonmental impacts through project design and infrastructure placement.

c 0P

Mitigation Measure 6-5b: Implement Mitigation Measure 14-4a (Design onsite and offsite pipelines @ have
watertight joints in accordance with Placer County Standards)

Mitigation Measure 6-5¢: Tmplement Mitigation Measure 6-1¢ (Tmplement Best Management
Practices to avoid wetland tmpacts during construction)

Significance alter Mitigation:

Less than Significant
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Impact 6-6  Loss of degradation of aguatic habitats potentially used by the western pond turtle, This
impact is censidered Porensially Significan:.

Finding:

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

Explanation:

Aquatic habitats that are potentiatly used by the western pond turtle {including both subspecies races) occur in the

study area, including on parcels owned or controlled by the Applicant. The constructed pond, marsh areas, and

permanent o intennittent waterways. including Dry Creek and manmade drainages, comprise the onsite habitat for

this specics. Loss or degradation of habitats that are potenhally occupied by pond turtles could reduce the size and
sustainalibity of a local population, which would be considered a potentially significant impact.

Mitigation Measures:

Mitigation Measure 6-6a: Avoid potential impacts to western pond turtle

The following measures to avoid impacts to the western pond turtle shall be implemented:

a  Construction shall be designed to avoid nmpacts to perennial streams and ponds that may be cccupied
by the westermn pond turtle, 1f {easible.

o Ifconstruction 1s required in perenmial streams and ponds, a focused survey for the western pond
wirtle shall be conducted prior to approval of enginecring plans. The survey is required to determine
the presence or absence of this species ov the propertics surveyed.

s 1f pond turtles are observed on the properties surveyed, the location of these occurrences shall he
mapped. A detalled mitigation and monitoning plan that provides for no net loss o weslern pond
rurtle or its habitat shali be developed and submitied to the CDIFG. The proposed project will not be
authorized to proceed untl the Appheant has submifted a mitigation and monitoring plan to Placer
County lhaI has been approved by the CDFG.

I this species is not found on the surveyed property, no further studies or mitigation 1s required.
Significance after Mitization:

Less than Significant

Impact 6-7  Lass of wetlands and grasslands that may be occupied by the western spadefoot. This impaet is
considered Porentially Significant.

Fiuding:

Changes or alterations have been required in, or incorporated into, the project that avoid the significant
environmental effect as idenitfied in the Finat ETR.

Explanation:
Seasonat welland babitats and uplands suitable for westem spadefoot toad breeding and aestivation are found
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throughout the study area, Extensive surveys were conducted for this species in Placer County, with negative
resitlts. The project would implement measures 1o reduce impacts to wetlands, which provides potential breeding
habitat for the western spadefoot.

Mitigation Measures:

Mitigation Measure 6-7a: Implement Mitigation Measure 6-Ta: Compensate for loss of jurisdictional
wetlands in accordance with Corps Section 404 Permit and RWQUB requirements

Mitigation Measure 6-7b: Jimplement Misigation Measure 6-1c: Implement Best Management Practices to
avoid wetland impacts during construction

Significance after Mitigation:
Less than Significant

[mpact 68  Removal of suitable roosting and nesting habitats for special status bat species, This impact is
considered Potentiolly Significant.

Finding:

Changes or allerations have been required in, or incorporated into, the project that avold the sigmficant
envitonmental effect as identified in the T'inal EIR.

Explanation:

Implementation of the prepoesed project could result in the in removal of suitable roosting and nesting for special-
status bat species, including trees, bams, and buildings. Removal of suitable roosting and nesting sites would have a
potentially significant effect on bats.

Mitigation Measures:
Miftigation Measure 6-8a: Avoid potential impacts to special-status bat species

Priot to construction, a qualified biologist shall survey any alfected structures and trees for evidences of bat
roosts (e.g., bat guano). If roosts are found, they shall be removed in April, September, or October in order
to avord the lubernattan and maternity seasons. Appropriate exclusion methods will be used, as needed,
during habitat removai. 1f bats must be excluded, the Applicant shall work with a qualified Mologist to
determine appropriate exclusion methods. If bats are found onsite and cannot be avotded, cach
Apphcantdeveloper for construction projects within the Plan Area shall work with a qualiticd biologist to
determing il additional mitigation, such as the construction of bat boxes, is appropriate, Determination of
these addinonal measures witl depend on the species present and their specific scologica)
prelerences/requirements. Other steps could include improving other avoided bat habitat or designing new
project elements such as bat-friendly road crossings. If no active bat roosts are found during focused
surveys, no further mitigation will be required, '

Significance after Mitigation:

.ess thau Significant

Riole Vinevard Specific Plan | 25
Findings of Fact and
Staterment of Overniding Consideration (905-12-09) . ' /I'D 7



Impact 6-9  Potential loss of habitats suitable for the American badger. This impact is considered
Porentially Significant.

Finding:

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

Explapation:

Implementation of the proposed project could resultin the Joss of suitable habitar for the American badger.

Impacts to habitats associated with rhus species coutd resubt i the loss of individuals and thercfore 15 considered a
potentially significant impact. In order to minimize impacts to these species, a qualified biologist would conduct
preconstruction sunveys for the presence of burrows or dens. If the American badget is found o the Plan Area, the
CDEG would be consulted. Construction monitering and mstallation of an exclusion zone around active dens would
be established 1n coordinatuon with the CDEFG.

Mitigation Measures;
Mitigation Measure 6-9a: Avoid potential impacts to the American badger

For construction projects within the Plun Area, preconstruction surveys shall be implemented no less than 14
days and no more than 30 days prior (o the beginning of ground disturbance and/or construciion activities or
anv project or program acuvity likely to impact potential American badger dens. 1 an active badger den is
found, the CDFG shall be consulied to detemmine appropriate- avoidance measures, Avoudance measures may
nclude designation of an exclusion zone around potential badger dens duning the breeding peniod and hand
excavation of dens dunng the nonbreeding peniod. A qualified biclogist will be present at the construction
site to monitor any activities within 100 feet of an occupred den.

Sighilicance after Mitigation:
Less than Signilicant

Tmpact 6-10  Totfential loss of habitats used by foraging Swainson’s hawks. This impact is considercd
Potentially Significant. '

Finding:

Changes or allerations have been required in, or incorporated into, the project that avoid the significant
environmental etfect as identified in the Final RIR,

Explanation:

Implementation of project-level activities (including offsitz infrastructure projects) and future program-level
activiues would result in a significant less of grasslands and other upland habitats that coeld be used by foraging
Swainson's hawks, Approximately 320 acres of onsite grassland and other upland habitats in the specific plan area
(243 acres in the project-level parcels) are potentally used by foraging Swainson’s hawks because these habitats are
located approximately 2.5 to 4 miles from a previcusly documenied Swainson's hawk pest. Construction on project-
level parcels would result in the removal of approximiately 67 acres of potential foraging area. Oifsite loss of
toraging habitat will be caleulated when offsite construction design is complete. The Applicam shall submit
amended mipact and tmtigation information as approved by CDEG to the County for these additional areas. Impacts
to nesting Swainson’s hawk would be minimized by conducting pre-constiuction surveys arnd moniloring nests
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within 0.5 mile of the site during construction activives. Unavoidable loss of Swainson’s hawk loraging habitat
would be mitigated to a less-than significant Jevel though preservation of onsite foraging habitat. These onsite areas
would be managed under easement restrictions designed specifically to preserve their suitabiliy as Swuinson’s
hawk loraging habitat )

Mitigativn Measnres:
Mitigation Measure 6-10a: Compensate for loss of Swainson’s hawk foraging habitat

The CDFG shall be consulted 1 determine appropriate mitigation for loss of Swainson’s hawk foraging
habital. The Applicant shall submit 1o the County documentation ¢f the mitigation plan for Swainson™s
hawks as approved by CDEG. Miugation shall include any offsite impacts as determined by the Applicant
and CDFG based upon the final design of the offsue project components. CDEG considers loss of {oraging
habitat within a 10-mile radius of any active nest as an impact to this species. Implementation of the
[oltowing measures would reduce the impact on foraging habitat of this specics to a less-than-signuficant
level. ' )

(1) Prajects or related activities within | mile of an active nest tree shall provide mitigation as fullows:

AL Preserve | acre of habital management lands for each acre of development anthorzed (1:1 ratio).
Al least 10 percent of the habital munagement land requirements shall be met by fee title
acquisition or a conservation casement allowing for the active managemenlt of the habitat, with
the remaining 90 percent of the habitat management lands protected by a conservation casement
o agricuttural lands o other suitable habirats, which provide foraging habitat.

O,

B. Preserve 0.5 acre of habitat management land for each acre of development authorized {0.5:1
ratin) with the entire habiat management land requirement being met by fee utle acquisition or
with # conservation easement, which allows for the active management of the habitat tor prey
production.

or,
C. Acquire Swainson’s hawk foraging babitat credits from a CDFG-approved mitigation bank at the
ralios

(1} Projects within 5 miles of an active nest tree but greater than 1 mile from the nest tree shall provide (.75
acre of habiat management land for each acre of urban development authorized or purchase the
equivalent arca from a CDFG-approved habitat conservation bank,

(1) Projects within 10 miles of an active nest tree but greater than 5 miles from an active nest tree shall
provide 0.5 acre of habitat management land {or each acre of urban development authorized (.51 ratio)
or purchase the equivalent arca from a CDFG-approved habital conservation bank.

Signilicance after Mitigation:

Less than Sigmificant

Rialo Vinevard Specific Flan 27
Findings of Facl and
Statement of Gvernding Congideration [05-12-0%)

/109



Impact 6-11  Patential loss on disturbance of burrows used by nesting burrowing owls. This impactis
considered Potentially Significant.

Findiug:

Changes or alicrations have heen required in, or mcomorated into, the project that avoid the significant
cnvironmental effect as identificd in the Tinal EIR.

Explanation:

Implementation of the proposed project could result in impacts to burrowing owls and their habitats, Loss of
individuals and habitats of this species 15 considered a potentially significant impact. In coordination with the
CDFG, the proposed project would avoid impacts 1o this species by conducting preconstruction surveys, idenufying
nesting birds and assnciated buffers, or il necessary, installing burcow exclusion devices during the nonbreeding
season (CDEG, 19935). '

Mitigation Measures:
Mitigation Measure 6-11a: Avoid potential timpacts €0 breeding burrowing owls

Lf construction 1s proposed during the burrowing owl brceding season (February I through August 313,
focused surveys for active burrows shall be conducted wiathin 30 davs prior to the beginning of the
construction activities. Surveys shall be conducted by a qualified biologist. If aclive nests are found, no
construclion activities shall take place within 230 feet of the nest until the young have lledged. Bummows that
cannot be avoided shall be removed during the nonbreeding season (Scplember | to January 31) in
accordance with CDFG protocols (CDFG, 1993), If no active nests are found during focused surveys, no
further mutigation will be required.

If occupied burrows would be removed as a result of construciion and there 1s suitable habitat in the Plan
Area, onsite passive relocation shall be implemented. Owls will be excluded from the occupied burrows
usimg one-wity doors and allowed (o occupy alternate natural or arlificial burrows that are beyond 250 fect
from the imypact zone and that are within or contiguous o a mmiman of 6.5 acres of polentiai foraging
habatat {or each pair of relocated owls. Relocanon of owls should only be implemented during the
nonbreeding season, Onsite preservation of foraging habitat adjacent wo any relocared owls shall be protected
M a conservation gasement and managed to promote butrawing owl use of the sile, CDFGr approval would
be required for the habital conscrvation casemenl.

If there 1s not sumtable habitat on site, burrowing owl habitat mitigation eredits shall be purchased from a
comservation bank approved by the CDFG. Offsite habital must provide suitable burrowing ow! habitat,
Land shall be purchascd and for placed in a conservation casement in perpetuity and managed to main
suilable habitat. Offsite mulgation shall.use the followmg ratios:

1. Replacement of vecupicd habitat with occupied habitat: 1.5 times 6.5 acres per palr or single bird
(9.75 acres).
ti. Replacement of occupred habiiat with habitat contigoous to corrently occupied habitat 2 times 6.5
acres per pair or single bird (13.0 acres).
. Replacement of occupied habital with suitable unoccupied habitat: 3 times 6.5 acres per pair ot
single bird (19.5 acres).

Significance after Mitigation:

Less than Signihicant
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Impact 6-12  Mortality of nesting bird species that are profected under the Migratory Bird Treaty Act or
the CDFG Code. This impact is consideréd Potentially Significant.

Finding:

Changes or alterations have been required 1n, or incorporated nto, the project that avord the significant
environmental effect as identified in the Final EIR.

Explanation:

Implementation of the proposed project could disturb nesting migratory birds. Take of nesting migratory birds is
prohibited under the Migratory Bird Treaty Act and the CDFG Code. Potennally affeeted species include the white-
railed kite, Swainson’s hawk, red-tatled hawk, chiff swallows, killdeer, mourning doves, and other avian specics.
Habitats in the study area could be used by these species for nesting. In order to avoid disturbance or take of nests
occupied by these speucies, a qualified binlogist will conduct preconstruction surveys within areas potentially
alfecied by the proposed project. If nesting raptors ace found during preconstruction surveys, consultation with the
CDF (G shall take place regarding appropriate actions to comply with the Migratory Bird Treaty Act and the Fish and
Game Code. :

Mitigation Measures:
Mitigation Mcasure 6-12a: Prevent disturbance of nesting raptors

I project or program activites occur are proposed during the breeding period of the Swainson's hawk or
ather nesting raplors (March 1 to September 13), a qualified biologist shall conduct pre-construction surveys
within a 0.5-mile radius of the project, not mote than two weeks prior to construction. Surveys shall be
conducted using the guideline established in the Recommended Timing and Methodology For Swamsan's
Hawk Nesting Surveys in Caltfornia’s Central Valley (Swainson’s Hawk Technical Advisory Committce
2000, If nesting, Swainson’s hawks or othet raptors are {ound, project activities will be delayed within the
following bufter distances unti] the young have fledged:

s Swainson’s hawks — 1,300 feet {0.25 nule)
e Other raplor species — SO0 feet (0,10 mile)

Swainson’s hawk nest sites within 0.5 mile of detive construction will be monitored by a qualified biologist
o evaluate whether the construction activities are disturbing nesting hawks, 1 the nesting birds appear
distressed, the monitor shall halt 21l construction activities withun 0.5 mile of the nest site and CDFG will be
contacted to rdentifv appropriate contmgency measurcs, These measures might include limitations on the
activitics that would be allowed within 0.5 mile of the nest site or termination of all work within 0.5 mile of
the nest site, ANl CDIFG recommendations shall be complied with, H construction activitics occur over more
than 1 year, surveys will be conducted dunng each vear of construction. If no active nests are wdentificd
during the preconstruction survey or 1f construction activities are proposed to occor during the nonbreeding
season (Seplember 16 through February 28), no preconstruction surveys or other mitngation measures for
Swainson’s hawk or other nesting raptors will be reguired.

Significance after Mitigation:

Less than Sigmificant
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Impact 6-13  Loss of native trees that are protected under the Placer County Tree Ordinance. This impact
is considered Significans.

Finding:

{Changes ¢r alicrations have been required i, or incorporated 1nte, the project that avoid the significant
environmertal effect as identified 1n the Final ETR.

Explanation:

The study area falls within a predetermined Tree Prescrvation Zone per (he Placer County Tree Ordinance and
contains approximately 700 native trecs, the majority of which have protected status {Chapter 12, Article 1216
Placer County Code). Protected trees include native (ree species greater than or equal to 6 inches DBH. As required
under the Placer County Code, an inventory of the location, number, and health of these native trees propared by a
certified arborist has been completed for partels owned or controlled by the Applicant within the ensite portion of
the study ares and within sections of the offsite studyv area. Implementation of the proposed project would result in
the sigmificant loss of rative tiee species regulated under the Placer County Code. Proposed mitization measures
mciude preservation of native trees, and replanting in accordance with the Placer County Tree Ordinance.

Mitigation Measures:

Mitigation Measure 6-13a: Comply with Placer County Tree Preservation Ordinance
Mitigation for the Joss of native trees 1n the Plan Area shall follow the policies and mitigation gridelines set
forth in The Placer County Tree Preservation Ordinance found in Chapter 12, Article 12:16 of the Placer
County Code. Sec Article 12.16 for detarls on protection, replanting and mitigation for removed trees.
The replacement or replanting of trees for mitigation may occur within the open space arcas of the Specific
Plan arca, with approval of the County. If a suitable area for replacement planting 15 not available, Placer
County’s Tree Preservation Ovdinance allows mitigauon in the farm of a contribution 1o the Tree
Preservation Fund, This conmribution shall be in an amount sufficient to offset the costs of purchase,
planttng, and maintenance of all trees planted for mitgation as result of the project.

Mitigation Measure 6-[3b: Protect existing native trees not proposed for removal

Nauve trees that are pot planned (or removal shall be preserved and protected per the Placer County Tree
Preservition Ordinance, particwdarly Section 12.16.070, Item “D7,

Significance alter Mitigation:
[.ess than Significant

lmpact 6-14  Loss ¢l trees within Doyle Ranch mitigatien site. This impact is considercd Porenrially
Segnificans.

Finding:

Changes or alterations have been raquired 1o, or incorporated into, the project that avoid the significant
environmental effcct as jdentificd in the Final IR
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Explanation:

The Dovle Ranch tree mitigation site is located in the northeastern portion of the Plan Area, adjacent to Dry Creek.
This site was owned by Pulte Homes and was transferred to the County in September 2006. It is designated as open
space and 15 the location of a tree mitigation site for the Doyle Ranch Planned Communiry located north of the Plan
Area, across Dry Creek. Approximately 3,840 oak trées were planted at the mitigation site in 2004 as miugation for
the expansion of Walerga Road in conjunction with the Doyle Ranch development. Proposed development of the
Plan Area within the mitigation site includes development of a recreational trail and construction of water lincs and
a wastewater collection and transmission line. Construcuon of both trails and the pipelines through this area would
result im significant impacts to mitigaton trecs, A mitigation measure is proposed for luss of mitigation trees,
staller than 6 inches DBH. -

Mitigation Measures:
Mitigation Measure 6-14a: Compensation for the removal of trees within the Doxyle Ranch mitigation site

The Applicant shall retain the services of a certified arborist 1o conduct a survey to determine the number
and specics of all trees that would be removed by the proposed project within the Dovle Ranch tree
mitiganon site. All Impacted including trees measuring under & inches DBH, that were planted as mitigation
for the [Doyle Ranch project that are removed will be replaced at a ratio of 1.5 trees for ¢very one mutigation
tree temoved (1.5:1), with the location subject to County approval. Removal of trees 6 inches or greater
DBH shall be mitigated as required under the Placer County Tree Preservation Ordinance (Measure 6-13a)
and arc not subject to this mitigation measure.

A certified arborist shall prepare a monitorisg and management plan {or replacement of the aitected rees
willun the mitigation site or within (he proposed open space within the Plan Arca. The plan shall address
planting echniques, proposed mitigation sites, menitenng reguirements, management recommendations,
and minimization and avoidance measures. All tree plantings shall be monitored annually [or seven vears
post-planting 0 ensure that an 8 pereent survival raw for the replanted trees is achieved over a seven year
period. During monitoring, the following information shall be evaluated: average tree height, percent canopy
cover, and percent survival. A native tree mitigation and monitoring plan shall be submitted that includes a
description of urigation methods that will be used to ensure that saplings survive the first several vears of
growth. During the revegetation process, fee survival shall be maximized by using gopher cages, deer
screens, regular mamtenance, and replanting as needed. Monitoring reports shall be submitted to Placer
County on an antual basis.

Mitigation Measure 6-14b: Implemeant Mitigation Measure 6-Ec {(Implemenot Best Management
Practices to aveid wetland impacts during construction)

Significance after Mitigation:

[ ess than Stpmilicant

Impact 6-15  Disturbance to wildlife migrativo corridors during construction. This impact is considered
Potentially Significant.

Finding:

Changes or alterations have heen required'in, or incorporated into, the project that avoid (he significant
environmental effect as wdentified in the Final EIR.
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Explanation:

Wildiife movement corridors are established migration routes frequently used by wildlife. These corridors provide
shelier and sufficient food supplies to support wildlife species during migration, The study area is partly surrounded
by arterial roads and some residential development, and as such, development is not expected to significantly
impede or alter wildiife movement. The portion of the swudy area that does provide a significant movement comidor
for wildlife occurs along Dry Creek, where the only proposed development includes a multiuse trail and bunced
water and sewer pipelines. Implementation of BMPs identified for wetlands during construction would reduce
impacts to wildlife movement corridors.

Mitigation Mcasures:

Mitigation Measere 6-15a: Implement Mitigation Measure 6-1¢ {Implement Best Management Practices to
avoeid wetland impacts during constractisn)

Significance after Mitigation:

1.ess than Significant

Impact 6-16 Degradation of designated Open Space. This impact is considered Potentially Significant.
Finding:

Charges or alterations have been required in, or meorporated into, the project that avoid the sipnificant
civitonmental effect as identified i the Final RIR.

Explanation:

Due to the implementation of the floodplain and wetland mittgation measures, the proposed project would require
excavalion within areas designated as open space. Excavation would occur within or immediate adjzcent to
floodplain areas and would polentially result in arcas that are subject to crosion, deposition, and introduction of
invasive plant specics. Lrosion wathin these areas could potentally reduce soil suntability lor agnculture or other
vegetation. Deposition of the eroded materiais could occur in Dry Creck during floed events, thereby resulting in
suspenston of particles, and could resultin a sigatficant effect on biological resources. Tmypacts 1o open space
resulting from floodplain excavation would result in significant impacts. The proposed project would mmplement
crosion control, resceding with native plants, and BMPs, among other measures,

Mitigacion Measures:
Mitiyation Measure 6-16a: Avoid degradation of sensitive agquatic resonrces due to floodplain excavation

The following measures ate proposcd (o reduce potential impacts 10 sensitive bivlogical resources associated
with excavatton of floodpiain basins within the Open Space areas (o a less-than-significant level, Based on
the potential for eroston of sediment into adjacent wetlands and aquatic habitats on the Dry Creck
floodplain, excavation within the floodptain will be restricted to the dry season (June 1 1o October 13), After
establishment of finished grades. a native seed mix or native plants shall be installed throughout the area to
eslablish native plant cover and reduce the potential for the establishment of invasive and exoatic species.
Installation of native sced mix o1 ptants will protect the finished grade from erosion. The establishment of
native plants will provide soil stability and would prevent erosion and therefore, deposition of sediments.

The Applicant will monitor the performance of this nitigation measure by reviewing the revegetation within
the disturbed floodplain areas every quarter for 1 vear after installation of the plant matenial in order to
document and identily any probiem areas, If areas with unsuitable native plant coverage are obscrved, the
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Applicant will be responsible for the removal and or installation of additional plant material until such
coverage 15 determined to be suitable to prevent erosion af sediment inte adjacent wetland and aquatic
habitats. No areas should ¢contain more than 50 percent bare ground following 1 year of plant growth.
Monitoring will be extended until all excavanen areas determined to be stable. The Applicant will take all
neccssary measures to cnsure that (hese areas would not adversely affect water guality in Dry Creek or 115
tributaries within the Plan Area.

Mitigation Measure-6-16b: Implement Mitigation Measure 6-1¢ (Implentent Best Management
Practices to avord wetland impacts during construction)

" Significance after Mitigation:
Less than Sigmificant

Impact 6-17  Potential loss or disturbance el elderberry shrubs that may be occupied by the valley
elderberry longhorn beetle. This impact is considered Potentially Significant.

Finding:

Changes or alierations have been requited in, or incorporated into, the project that aveid the significant
enviconinental effect as wWentified in the Final IR,

Explanation:

The study area has himited habitat for the valley clderberry longhom beetle. Focused surveys for the host plant of
the valley elderberry longhorn beetls, the ¢lderberry (Sembcus mexicanus), were conducted in 2005 in the Plan
Arca, with the excepiion of the Dy Creck niparian comdor and offsite portions of the study area. One host plant for
the bectle was found during these focused surveys in the northeast comer of the Frisvold property. However, during
4 formal wetland delincation of the Frisvoeld property, Gibson & Skordal did not idenufy any habitat for the valley
clderberry longhom bectle. Addinonal plants are likely 1o occur along Diry Creek in the northern portion of the
sedy area. Implementation of program-level activities could resuwdt m a potentially significant impact on the valley
elderberry longhom beetle due to construction activities occurring within 100 feet of the known occunrence of the
host plant. Formal consultation or acquisition of a take permit from the USFWS or compensation according to the
USEFWS matigation euidelines would be reguired {USFWS, 1999). Additional mitigation includes a preconstiuction
survey to map the locations of the host shrub in the Dry Creek viparian corridor and all effsite arcas ol the study
area.

Blitipation Measures:

Mitigation Measure 6-17a: Protect existing elderberry shrubs

Elderberry shrubs {the host plant for the valley elderberry longhom beetle) were not found on parcels owned

or controlled by the Applicant. One clderberry shrub was found outside of the parcels owned or controlled
by the Applicant but within the study arca. A focused survey for the host plant of the valley elderberry
longhom heetle shall be completed on all parcels not previously surveyed. The survey shall be completed
priov to construction by a qualified biologist. 1f clderberry shrubs are found when surveys arca completed,
locations of these occurrences shall be mapped.

If elderberry shrubs are identified the shiubs shal) be aveided to the extent feasible, To avoid impacts to the

host plant 4-(oat a1, brightly colored {yelow or orange), synihetic mesh material or chain link fencing shall

be installed a mintmum of 100 feei from Lhe dnpline of avoided shrubs. Fencing shall be continuously
maintained and shall be the responsibility of an onsite compliance officer designated by the developer.
Fencing is to remam intact untid construction 1s complete and may not be removed without the written
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consent of the County,
Mitigation Measure 6-17b: Compensation {or impacts to elderberry shrubs

In Instances where impacts 1o elderberry shrubs cannot be aveided, the following measurs will be
implemented:

e All elderberry plants with one or more stems measuring 1.0/ inch or greater in dismeter at ground
leved that cannot be avorded will be transplanted to a conservation arca. A detailed
mitiganion/conservation plan that includes Jong-tevm strategies to ensure no net loss of valley
elderbeny longhorn beetle habitat shall be developed in consultation with USFWS,

If elderberty shrubs are transplanted ot transplantation 1s not feasible, onme of the following measores will
be implemented:

s Each elderberry stem measuring 1.0 inch or greater in diameter at ground level that 1s adversely
affected {1.e., transplanted or deswoyved) must be replaced, in the conservation area approved by the
USFWS according to the rauos desenbed in the GSEWS conservation guidance on valley elderberry
longhom beetle (USFWS, 1999). Additional native plants shall be planted at 2 minimum ratio of onc
plant for every siem 1.0 inch i diameter or greater that would be alTected. Stock of either seedlings
ar cuitings shall he obtained from locai sources. Cuttings may be obtained from the pianis o be
transplanted 11 the source sites arc i the vicinily of the USFWS-approved conservanon area.
Transplanted shrubs shall be monitored for 10 to 15 years as required by the USFWS 1999 guidance.
A qualified biologist shall supervise all work involving encroachment, restoration or transplanting of
elderberry shrubs,

»  Elderberry mitigation credits from a USFWS-approved miligation bank equivalent to the ratto shall
be specified by the USFWS 1999 conservation gmidelines.

Significanee after Mitigation:
Less than Srgnificant

Impact 6-18 Potential loss of wetlands on prngram -level parcels. This impact is considered Porentiufly
Significant.

Finding:

Changes or alleraticns have been required in, or incorporated into, the project that avoid the significant
environmental effect as identified in the Final 1R,

Explanation:

Comps-verttied wetland delineations are lacking for program-ieve] parcels in the Flan Area (excluding the Frisvold
parcel and the Elliott parcel, whicl the Corps verified contained no junisdictional wetlands or other waters of the
1.5, Impacts to wetlands in progranm level parcels resulting from implementation of program-level activities would
result in significant impacts, The loss of junsdictional wetlands woukl be mitigated to a less-than-significant igvel
through mitigation measures.

Mitigation Measures:

Mitigation Measure 6-18a: Complete formal wetland delineation, obtain Corps approval, and comply with
Section 404 permit requirements prior to development of Plan Area parcels not owoed or controlicd by the
Riolo Yinevard Spectlic Plan 34
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Apmicant
A formal wetland delineation shall be conducted prior to development of any arcas within the Plan Area
where a wetland delincation has not been completed. This includes the following parcels: APN Nos, 023-
200-019 (Kamaljit'Singh). 023-200-027 (Roseville Public Cemelery), 023-221-034 {Pulie), 023-221-004
(Lund), and 023-221-007 (Park Arya). (A Tormal wetland delineation was conducted on parcel 023-220-053
{Ellott ir 2005 (Gibson & Skordal, 2005}, The owners of parcel 023-200-057 (Frisvold) submitted a
jurisdictional wetland delineation report for this parcel 1 Fune 2006, A Clean Water Act Section 404 permit
shall be acquired priov to any fill activities or discharges within junsdictional wetlands.

Mitigation Mceusure 6-18b: Implement Mitigation Measure 6-ia (Compensate for loss of jurisdictional
wetlands in accordance with Corps Section 404 permit) -

Mitigation Measure 6-18¢: Implement Mitigation Measure 6-1¢ {(Implement Best Maunagement
Fractices to avoid wetland impacts during construction)

Signiticance after ?t:'litigatinn:

Less than Significant

Impact 6-19  Ioss on nan-jurisdictional secasonal wetland. This impact is considered Less than Significant.
Finding:

Under CEQA, no mitization measures are reguired for impacts that are less than significant. (Fub. Resources Code,
§ 21002 CEQA Guidelines, §§ 151264, subd. {a}(3), 13091))

LExplanation:

- The proposed project would permancntly fili a 0.01 acre seasonal welland within the Frisvold parcel and a 0.02-acre
seasonal wetland on the Eliott property, neither of which are regulated by the Comps. Both wetlands appear to have
been created by previous disturbance activities. In both cases the lack of connectivity with other wetland features
reduces the potental that these wetland provides impontani habitat tor wildlife species. Therefore, the total loss of
0.03 acre of seasonal wetland habitar is considered a less-than-significant irapact. No rmitigation is proposed for the
lass of these non-jurisdictional wetland featores,

Mitigation Measures:

No mitigation measures are required.

Significance after Mitigation:

This Impact s Yess than sigaificant without mitigation.

D. CULTURAL RESOURCES

Impact7-1  Damage to poteniially impoertant known archaeological resources during construction. This
impact is constdered Potentially Significant,

Findivg:

Changes or alterations have been required in, or incotporated into, the project that avoid the significant
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environmenial effect as identified m the Final EIR.
Explanation:

Although few cultural materials were reported in site visits, and the exact locations of several previously itis
pussible that some may lie buried beneath flood-related deposits. Construction in the vicinity of their purported
locatioms, including the excavation of the compensatory storage basins (CA-PLA-76 and -81), the widening of Walt
Avenne (CA-PTA-69), or trenching for the reclaimed water connection (CA-PLA-77), may result in the exposure of
these potentially significant archacologicat resources. As such, ground-disturbing activities associated with
proposed project construction occurring within or immediately adjacent w previously recarded but unevaluated
archacological siles CA-PLA-69, -706, -77, and/or -81 would potentially damage these resourges.

Mitigation Measures:
Mitigatien Measure 7-Ta: Cap resource area with layer of soil prior te construction

Potentially unique archaeological resources will be capped with soil priot to construction in the area excepl
n locations in which sueh capping would 1y infeasible due to project design. An acceptable process of
“capping” archaeological resources with soil must inciude the followimg clements:

e The sails 1w be covered must nor suffer serious compaction;

e The covering materials must not be chemically active;

¢  The site must he one in which the natural process of deterioration have been arrested; and
o The site must have been recorded, inciuding the areal extent of subsurtace deposits.

Mitigation Measure 7-1b: Conduct subsurface testing

A qualified professional archacologist shail be retained to conduct subsurface testing at potentially tmportant
known urchacological sites. As it has not been determined if the known sites within the Specific Plan Area
are eligible for inclusion to either the NRHFP or CRHR, subsurface testing {1.¢., resource evaluation) should
be mitated [or sites when construction 1s to oceur withm 100 feet of the resource and where Mitigation
Measure 7-1a proves infeasible. Subsurfuce testing should alse be implemented if calturally significant
materials (i.e., unique archacological resources or historical resources) are inadverteatly exposed during
COnslruction.

Subsurlace testing procedures could involve showel testing, augering, of other such techniques designed to
identify andfor characterize subsurface archacological deposits. It a resource 1s determined to be iinportant
under CUVOQA (ie, becauss it is a unique archacological resource or an historical resource}, then Mitigation
Measure 7-1c must also be implemented.

Mitigation Measure 7-1¢: Conduct data recovery excavation

A qualified protessional archacclogist shall be retained o conduct data recovery excavation. This mitigation
measure will be implemented as an allemative to Migigation Measures 7-1a at cultural resource sites
determined to be ¢ligible for inclusion in cither the NRHTP or CRHR.

In compliance with CEQA, implementation of this mitigation measure would entail preparation and
adoption ol a data recovery plan that makes provisions for adequately recovering ihe scientifically
vonsequential information from and about the resource. The data recovery plan must be prepared and
acdopted prior o commencing any excavation activities.
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Significance after Mitigation:
Less than Significant

[rupact 7-2  Damage t6 cultoral resources if inadvertently exposed during constructien, This itnpact is
considered Potentfally Significant.

Finding:

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

Explanation:

Diuring construction of the propased project, previously undiscovered cultural resources could be inadvertently
exposed during grading or excavation activites, This would be a potentiatly significant impact of the proposed
project. This potential impact would be mitigated to a less than significant level by halting ground-disturbing
actvities temporarily until a qualified professionat archaeolegist, the Placer County Planning Department, and
Diepartment of Museums are consulted. If the discovery includes human remains, the Placer County Coroner and
Native American Herltage Commission must also be contacted. Work in the area may only proceed after
authorization 18 granted by the Placer County Planning Department.

Mitigation Measures:

Mitigation Measure 7-2a: Comply with the recommendations of a qualificd professional archacologist if
cubtural resources are inadvertently exposed during construction

In the event of the discovery of bunced archaeological artifacts, exotic tock {non-native), or unusual amounts

of shell or bone, 1t is recommended that project activitics n the vicinity of the find be immediately stopped
and a qualificd professional archaeologist consulted to assess the resource and provide proper management

recommendations. If the find is determined to be a historical or unique archacological resource, contingency

funding and & ume allotment o aliow for implementation of avoldance measures or appropriale mitigation

shall be made available, as provided in Section 15064.5 of the CLQA Guidelines. ln addition, the Placer

County Planuing Departiment and Department of Muscums must also be contacted. Work in (he area may
only procced after authorization 1s granted by the Placer County Planning Department. All construction and

improvement plans for subsequent development within the Plan Arca involving ground disturbance shall

mclude these provisions. The archacologist shall evaluate any potential effects on any historical resource or

unigue archacological resource, and where such effects would be significant, shall recommend potential
mitigation to the Couanty for 15 consideration. The County will assess the feasibility of any proposed

mitigation {c.g., avoidance of the historical resource) and impose the mitigation where feasible in light of
factors such as the nature of the find, project design, costs, Spevific Plan policies and land use assumptions,

and other considerations. If avoidance is unnecessary or infeasible, other appropriate measures (€.g., Jata
recovery} shall be instiuted. Work may proceed on other parts of the project site while mitigation for
paleomtological resources 1s camed out.

Nitigation Measure 7-2b: Implement Mitigation Measwre 7-1b {Conduct subsurface testing)

Mitigation Measure 7-2¢: Implement Mitigation Measure 7-1c (Conduct data recovery excavation)

Significance alter Mitigation:

Less than Stgnificant
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Impact 7-3  Damage to pateontological resources inadvertently exposed during construction. This impact is
considered Porentially Significant. '

Finding:

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

Explanation:

During construction of the proposed project, previously undiscovered paleontological resources could be exposed
through grading or ¢xcavation agtivitics. This would be a potentially significant impact of the proposed project. This
putential impact would be mitigated 1o a less than significant level by having a qualified professional paleontologist
conduct periodic construction monitoring to identify, evaluate, and properly manage potentially exposed resources
during grading activities. The Applicant shail provide written evidence to the Placer County Planning Departinent
that a qualified paleontologist has been retained 1o provide the required services.

Mitigation Measures:

Mitigation Measure 7-3a: Retain a qualified professinnal paleontologist to conduct periodic construction
maonitoring during grading activities and salvage fossils as nceessary

A professional paleontolagist shall be retained to develop and implement a plan for managing
palcontological resources and periodic monitoring of grading activities. The plan shall also include
prosisions for salvaging fossils, as necessary. The plan shall 2lso include the timing and extent of
monitering needed. A copy of the plan shall be provided to the Placer County Planming Department prior to
any grading ocourring on site.

Mitigation Measure 7-3b: If paleontological resources arc identified at a particular site, the project manager
shall cease aperation until a qualified professional can provide an evaluation

1. Ienufy and evaluate paleontological resource by mtense field survey where nmpacts are considered

hugh;

Assess effects on identified siles,

3. Consuli with the instiutionaliacademic paleontotogists conducting research investigations within the
geological formations that are slated 1o be impacted:

4, Obtain comments from the rescarchers; and

5. Comply with researchers’ recommendations to address any significant adverse effects where determined
by the County to be feasible.

I

In considering any suggested mitigation proposcd by the consulting paleontologist, Placer County
Planning Department staff shajl determine whether avoidance is necessary and feasible in hght of factors
such as the nature of the find, project design, costs, Specific Plan policies and land use assumplions, and
olier considerations. If avoidance is unnecessary or infeasible, other appropriate measures {e.g., data
recovery) shall be instituted. Work may proceed on other parts of the project site while mitigation for
paleontotogical resources 15 carried oul,

Significance alter Mitigation:

Lesy than Stgnificam
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E. VISUAL RESOURCES

Impact 8-1  Temportry and loug-term visval impacts due to constraction, This impact is considered
Potentially Sigrificant.

Findings:

Changes or alterations have been required in, or incerporated into, the project that substantially lessen, but may not
avold, the potentially significant environmental effect associated with this impact. No mitigation s available to
render the effects tess than significant, The cffects (or some of the effects) therefore may remain significant and
unavoidable. '

Explanation:

Various temporary visual impacts could occur as a result of construction activities, such as grading. equipment and
material storage, and staging, Because impacts would be temporary and viewer sensitivity in the majority of cases .
would be moderate, significant imipacts are not anticipated in general, However, because viewers al the Roseville
Cemetery could have ligh sensitivity, even relatively shorl-term construction impacts could potentially be
significant. As proposed, all construction activities in the vicinity of the cemetery shall be restricted 1o the shortest
feasibie period of time, and that equipment and matenal storage and staging shall take place outside of the visual
foreground of the cemetery (greater than 1/4 mile distance). If construction staging is unaveidable in the vicinity of
the cemetery, temporary visual screening shall be nstalled. In addition, secondary impacts could occur as a result of
projecl roadway construcilon-related grubbing and grading activity. One or more of the potentially affecied
residences could be relocated as a result of County widening projects. However, at residences south of PFE Road
and west of Watt Avenue that are not retocated, secondary visual and glare impacts could occur due to remowal of
existng landscape screening along the roadway as a result of project-related roadway construction. Exisling
landscape screenmyg could require removal, thus ¢xposing homes to new views of an expanded roadway, and to -
mcreased glare from antomobile headlights. Because residents are typically considered to have high sensitivity to
visual impacts, this potentially strong impact could he significant. Screening removed due to construction activities
be replaced m kind.

A fenceronw of 17 maiure valtey oaks to the south of PFT Road could be removed due to project roadway-related
construcuion activities. Tree planting within the roadway conidors adjoining the Plan Arvea consist of a combination
of fast-growing ornamental ‘orchard’ species {flowering fruit trees) to provide short-tenn mitigation, and native
oaks 1o provade long-term restoration of comubunity character. Native oaks would be preservied wherever [gasible,
Where preservanen s not feasible, they would be replaced withim the roadway right-of-way, subject 10 faw share
reimbursemert related to the overall widening of these roadways This measure would address overall project
tmpacts 1o community character due to loss of oak trees and enable compliance with policics of the Natural
Resource Element of the County General Plan, and of the Community Design Clement of the Dry Creck/West
Placer Commueriiy Plan,

Mitigation Mceasures:
Mitigation Measure 8-1a: Limit construction activities in the vicinity of the Roseville Cemetery

In order to mimmize potential visual qualify construction impasts to the Roseville Cemetery, canstruction
activities in the vicimity of the cemetery shall be restricted Lo the shortest feasible period of nme. 1f staging
in vicinity of the cemetery is unavoidable, temporary visual screening will be Installed between the cemetery
and slaging arga.
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Mitigation Measure 8-1b: Replace visual and glare screening of adjucent vesidences affected by project road-
related consrruction

To mitigate the loss of existing screening from road-relaled construction on adjacent residences, such
screening shall be replaced in kind with replacement shrub and tree planting and other screening measures
sufficient to provide screening of beadlight glarc and increased visual exposure in the shortest feasible time
{no maore than 3 to 5 years).

Mitigation Measurc 8-1¢: Replace/plant native paks within roadway rights-of-way and at gateway features

Replacement planting with nonnative tree species would compensate for project-related loss of vegetation m
gencral, but would result in a change of character from the strong community visual image of existing native
oaks. In order w previde both short-term mittigation for tree loss and long-term restoration of the existing
native-oak image, landscaping in the landscape comdors along the site boundanies and at gateways/
entrances shall consist of a combination of fast-growing ormamental orchard species (flowering fiuil trees) to
provide short-term mitigation and nalive oaks to provide long-term restoration of communaty character.
Native oaks shull be preserved wherever feasible.

Significance after Mitigation:

Potenually Significant and Unavoidable

Impact 8-2  View obstruction and change te landscape character lor motorists on adjacent roadways, This
impact is considercd Significarr. :

Findings:

Changes or alterations have been reguired in, or incorporated into, the project that averd the significant
environrmental effect as identified in the Final EIR.

Explanation:

Cverall, the combination of these visual eftects of the proposed project to motorists on the three adjoiming roadways
would represent a stromg change to the existing landscape character and a potential decline in visual quality.

Viewer sensitivily ol motorists on PTL and Walerga Roads are considered 1o be moderate: activities of the majority
of viewers on PTE Road are not primarily recreational or scenery-oriented, but likely to be part of duy-to-day
aclivities including commuting and wotk, The Riole Vineyards Specific Plan contains various provisions to address
adverse visual impacts of the proposed project. Under the proposed project, 123.9 aeres of the site would be
preserved as open space, The project frontage bordering PTE Road from the new entrance 1o roughly 174 mile to the
west, including the area now occupied by the entry road and hedgerows, would be left as open space. A 35-{oot
(Wat Avenuc) to 50-fool {PIT: Road and Walerga Road) setback landscaped comidor would line adjeining public
roaidways on those fronlages where new residential development is proposed. Roadside trees in the public toadways
would be replaced under the Specific Plan, restoring an important scenic £lement over the fong term. In the long
tenm, fandscaping in the landscaped setback areas along PYE Road would restore a moderately high degree of visual
guality, providing screening of the new development and introducing tree canopies at the roadside, With the
inclusion of native oaks i these plantings, a strong cleiment of the local landscape character could be restored and,
in the long term, enhanced, [Towever, these cffects would take a considerable period (up 10 20 years) 1o have full
eftect. The Class I bicyele/pedestrian trail (Dry Creek Trail) along the south side of the Dry Creek comidor would
provide new views of open space within the Plan Arca. This would represent a beneficial impact and provide
access (o the creek comidor for the first time. '
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Mirtigation Measures;

Mitigation Measure 8-2a: Implement open space preservation, tree replacement, site landscaping, and
project design measures

Under the proposed specific plan, 123.9 actes of the site would be preserved as open space, including a
roughly 1/4-mile frontage along PFE Road. Fifty-foot landscape setback corridors, including landscaped
berms and screen walls, and replacement tree planting, would be introduced along PFE and Walerga Roads
on all frontages where new residences are proposed.

Mitigation Measure 8-2b: Implement construction of Dry Creck Trail, other ¢rails, and vineyards

The Applicant has proposed construction of an approximately 10,950-foot-long Class [ bieycle/pedestrian
trai! aleng the south side of the Dy Creek corridor within open space areas of the Specific Plan Arca. This
would consist of a 12-foat-wide bicycle/pedestrian trail, a 4-foot-wide equestrian trail separated {rom the
bicyele/pedestrian trail by a 10-foot-wide minimum butfer, and a 2-footr-wide bench stnp on cach side, all
within a 30-foot-wide trail easement. Also proposed are approximately 5,540 feet of a 3-fool wide
pedestrian path, approximately 11,290 feet ol an 8-foot-wide paved bicycle/pedestnan trail, and about
31,590 feet of Class IT bngyele Janes, which would provide addiional public access o views of open space
and the creek corridor. These trails would be dedicated (o Placer County and maintained by the County. In
addilion, about 124 acres of the lan Arca are designated as open space and would provide a scenic resource
and buffer berween trail users and the proposed residential development.

Mitigation Measure 8-2¢: Implement Mitigation Measore 8-1c (Replace/plant native oaks within
roadway rights-of-way and at gateway feature)

Significance atter Mitigation:
Less than Significant in the short term;, Benelicial in the long term.

Impact 83  Visual intrusion and adverse change in visual character due to new residences in views from
. Roseville Cemetery. This impact is considered Potentiafly Significant.

Findings:

{hanges or aiterations have been regquired in, or incomporated into, the project that avoeld the sigificant
environmental effect as identified i the Final EIR.

Explanation:

The propesed project would create adjacencies between the existing Roseville Cemetery and new residences.

The proposed Specitic Plan would also add approximately 2.8 acres of ¢xpansion arca to the east of the existing
cemetery. In addition, a landscape cornidor would be maintained nerih of the cemetery to serve as a visual builer to
the proposed eastern eniry road off of Watt Avenuoe. While this would create a bufler between the two uses o the
east m he short lerm, visually dominant views of nearby homes would remain to both the east and soulh ol the
cemetery without sufficient additional visual screcning by large trees and other vegetalion. Viewers at the cemetery
are assumed to have high sensitivity to visual changes. These moderately sttong visual changes would thus be
potentally significant.

An additonal visual buffer 15 reconimended at the eastern edgce of the proposed cometery oxpansion arca and alonyg
the southern boundary of the existing cemetery. Under this measure, oak trees and other large-scale vepelation
compatible with the existing cemetery landscape would be required 1n sufficient quantity 10 completely screen
views of residences from the cemctery in the long teom. In order 10 provide adequate mitigation i the short term,
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large-scale, fast-growing shmbs in combination with walls or fences would atso be placed in the bufter area to
provide screening within a short period of timie; this buffer would then be enhanced over the long term with the
maturation of caks and other (rees.

Mitigation Measures:
Mitigation Measure 8-3a: Provide a visual buffer between ¢cemetery and adjacent homes

Under Mitigation Measure 8-3a, oak trees and other large-scale vegetation compatible with the existing
cemetery landscape shall be planted to form a visual butfer between the cemetery and proposed residences
1o the east and south, sufficient to completely screen views of residences from the cemetery in the long term.
In order 1o provide adequate mitigation in the short term, large-scale, fast-growing shrubs shall also be
planted in the buffer arca w provide screening within a short perod of time; this huffer would then be
enhanced over the long term with maturdtion of oaks and other trees. Newly ptanted trees in the buffer area
shall be momtored for 5 years. All new plantings will be imigated for the first 2 years of growth to ensure
successful establishment. Alternative visual buffer designs would be considered as part of the design review
process for individual projects. Any altemative would need o achieve the above abjectives, which include
completely screening views of surmounding residences, and compatibihity with the existing cemelery
landscape. An altemative design may nclude a masonry wall with landscaping 10 soften the effect of the
wall. : -

Stgnificance after Mitigation:

Less than Significant in the short term; Beneficial i the long term.

Impuct §-4  Iocrease in night light and glare. This impact is consitered Potentially Significant,
Findings:

Changes or alierations have been required in, or mcorporated into. the project that avoid the sigmificant
environmental effect asdentified in the Final EIR.

Explavation:

New night lighting infroduced by the proposed project could have site~specific glare impacts due to offsite Hght
trespass and could contribute incrementally to community-wide nighttime light pollution due to ambient light and
upwardly-divected Light. Project-related light trespass impacts could be potentially significant if untmitigated.
Cumulative hight-pollution impacts arc discussed under Cumulative Impacts in Chapter 16 of this Draft FIR.

The proposed Riolo Vinevard Specific Plan Wncludes various lighting guidelines to mitigate potential hght and glare
impacts. These measures are broad, however, and could potentially allow significant impacts to occur in some
mstances without further specification

Mitigation Measures:
Mitigation Measure 8-4a: Implemeat proposed light and glare mitigation measures

The Apphcant proposes the following lighting gurdelines as mitigation measures that would apply to
lighting placed within public right-of-ways and within open space arcas.

1. Lights on arterials wili use American Floetrie Lighting, Roadway Series catalog number 325 S MR
DT1 R2 FG Caltrans 4B or equivalent

1. Primary Residential and Secondary Residential Street lights will use Holophane outdoor lighting
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Hscape series, catalog number GE 100HP_ 2B § 72 N H: CVC 277 ] CA BK or equivalent. These
ornamental hghting stvles shall be installed throughout the specific plan area with the cxccpnon of
the following streed cornidors:

+ PTE Rnad
+« Walerga Road
¢ Watt Avonug

Standard “cobra head” street lighting may be provided along the street corridors histed above,

i Bollards for trails will use Holophane outdoor lighting [{scapes series catalog number BOL/C
43/13/LW CA BK or equivaient. The soutrce, waltage, and vollage will be determined hy Placer
County’s Department of Pablic Works

v, Street lighting standards shall be spaced dependent upon County requirements.

v.  Lighiing shall be provided 1o ensure a safe environment but shall not cause areas of mtense light or
plare.

v, Lighting shall be sensitive (o adjacent land uses and viewsheds. Architectural features or lighting
lixtures that provide down-lighting and lighting that is shiclded from adjuacent uses shaii be
miplemented.

Mitigation Measure 8-4bh: Implement light and glare measures to eliminate all direct uplighting and direct
offsite light trespass

To minimize project cantribuiions to cuniulative, arcawide night light poliution, no upward lighung shall be
permitied, and all Light standards shall melude shielding to direct 1llumination downward. Al lighting shall
be of minimem brighiness consistent with safety.

No direct offsie light trespass shall be permitted; all lighting shall use shielded and directed light standards
such that no direct offsite jllumination will occur.

Significance after Mitigation:
Less than Significant

Impact 8-5  Visaal intrusion due to the project’s propesed clectrical substation. This impact is considered
Potentiahly Significant,

Findings:

Changes or alterations have becn required in, or incorporated mto, the project that avold the significant
environmental effect as identified in the Final FI1R.

Explanation:

An electrical substation would be located on 0.5 acre im the eastern portion of the site, just north of the designated

commetcial area. 1would be surrounded by residential unis on the west and north and 2 landscaped comridor and

Walerga Road. A community wall is proposed on the south and east sides of this lot. The Specific Plan's Design

Guidelines (September 2006} praposes the split-face style of wall along the Plan Area and residential

neighborhoods™ penimeters. It 1s recommended that SMUD consider this style of fencing on the north and west sides

of the substation parcel to shield the substation from public view, when the agency secks enviromnental clearance
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for its substation. Additionally, to minimize adverse impacts of the proposed substation fo viewers on Walerga Road
and from adjacent residences, landscaped buffer arcas shall be established between the substation parcel, the
roadway, and adjacent residences.

Mitigation Measures:

Mitigation Measure 8-5a: Install 2 community wall along the south and east sides of the lot where the
clectrical substatien would bhe locaied

implement Mitigation Measure 4-6a (Install a community wall along the south and east sides of the lot
where the electrical substation would be located).

Mitigation Measure 8-5b: Provide landscaped buffer plaptings around substation

To minimize adverse impacts of the proposed substation to viewers on Walerga Road and from adjacent
residences, landscaped bufler areas shall be established between the substation parcel, the roadway, and to
adjacent residences. Bufler arcas shall be of suflhicient area to allow planting of sereening trees. Trees be
planted shall be of sufficient height and density to provide substantial visual screening of e lalier
substation compounents over the long tenm, as seen from both Walerga Road and adjacent residences,

Signilicance after Mitigation:
Less than Significant
F. TRANSPORTATION AND CIRCULATION

Impact9-1  Short Term traffic impacts relaied to construction. This impact is considered Porentially
Significant.

Findinygs:

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

Explanation:

The project will temporatly add trips (o the local roadway network during perieds of construction, Preparation and
nmplementation of construction traffic management plans for onsite and offsite construciion activities (o minimize
adverse LOS or neighborhood traffic unpacts during the various phases of construction would reduce this impact to
4 less-than-significant level,

Mitigation Measures:
Mitigation Meusure 9-1a: Prepare and inplement a Construction Traffic Monagement Plan

Prior to improvement plan approval, including roadway improvements and the offsite water and sewer line
unprovements, a.Construction Trafhic Management Plan shall be prepared to the satusfaction of the Placer
County Public Works Department. The purpose of the plan is to provide for vehicular, pedestnan,
equestriat, and bicycle safety, and to minimize adverse 1.08, including neighborhond traffic impacts during
praject construction. This plan shall include the following components:

1. A striping and signing plan including offsite traffic control devices, shall be prepared hy the Applicant
and shall be revigwed and approved by the County Traffic Engineer;
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Pl

An analysis of trafiic volumes on roadways where one-way traflic control would be requited, if any, to
determine whether the hours of such control should be limied;

3. Provision of Nag persons as necessary 1o Tacilitate traffic flow through constuction areas,

4. Arranging construction schedules o begin and end during ofl-peak hours, as necessary and {easible as
approved by Placer County; and

5. A commumty relations program to be implemented prior 1o and during the construction period.
The Applicant shal]l umplement the Construction Tratfic Management Plan.

Significance after Mitigation:

Less than Significant

Impact 9-2  Under Existing Plus Project conditions with PFE Road open, the proposed project would cause
Walerga Road south of the Dry Creek Bridge to experience a velume to capacity ratio increase
at a substandard 1.OS condition, Walerga Road south of the Dry Creek Bridge to experience a
volume te capacity ratio increase at a substandard LOS condition, and Walerga Road south of
PFE Road to operate at LOS F conditions, This impact is considered Significant.

Findings:

Changes or aleralions have becn required m, or incorporated into, the project that substantially lessen, buot do not
avoid, the potentially signilicant environmental effect associated with this impact i the short term. No mitigation is
avatlable 1o render the cffects less than siguficant. The cffects (or some of the cffects) therefore remain significant
and unavotdable.

Explanation:

Ag deseribed in the EIK, development of the Specific Plan under exasting plus project conditions would cause the
LOS ou the segment of Walerga Road from PFE Road 1o the Placer County hine 1o degrade from LOS E o [LOS F,
the sepment of Walerza Road from the Baseline Road to the Dry Creek Bridge to degrade by volume to capacity
rauo of 2 percent and the segment of Walerga Road tom the Dry Creek Bridge 1o PIE Road to degrade by volume
to capacity rafio of 3 percent. The widening of this seciion of Walerga Roead to four lanes is included in Placer
Countv’s CIP and traffic mitigation fees. Widening of Walerga Road to four lanes from the Baseline Road (o the
Placer County line would provide T.OS A and would reduce this impact to a Jess-than-sigmticant level.

The Applicant is obliged to pay raffic mitigation fees and to construct certain improvements that are ncluded inthe
fee program, as outlined in the Development Agreement. However, until the County’s Walerza Road Bridpe project
15 complcted, Walerga Road will operate below LOS standard at the approaches to the bridge. This would be a
significant rmpact until the Walerga Road improvements are constructed,

Mitigation Measures:

Mitigation hMeasure 9-2a: Pay ap in liew fee and construct Walerga Road frontage improvements from the
Diry Creek Bridge to the Placer County line.

The bridge at Dy Creek will remain a two-lane structure until the County’s Walerga Road Bridge project 15
complete. The preposed project shall pay a fee to Placer Counly for frontage improvements within the
construction influence of the Walcrea Road Bridge project m lieu of construction with the project. Frontage
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improvemeants along the Specific Plan frontage, outside the bridge influence area, shall be constructed with
the project. The project shall contribute a fair share or widen Walerga Road 1o four lanes from the southern
limit of the County’s Dry Creek Road bridge project Lo the Placer County line.

Mitigation Measure 9-2b: Contribute a fair share to widen Walerga Road from the Dry Creek Bridge to
Raseline Road

The project shall pay a fair share of wideming Waterga Road [tom the Dry Creek Bridge to Baseline Road
via traffic mitigation fees. Construction of this improvement wounld provide LOS A There would be a
significant and unavoidable impact in the short-term until this improvement is constructed. In the long terin,
with the construction of the Walerga Road improvements, the impact would be reduced to a Tess than-
significant level

Significance after Mitigation:
Significant and Unavoidable in the short term; Less than Signilicantin the long term

Impace 9-3  Under Existing Plus Project conditions with PFE Road open, the proposed project would cause
the following intersections to operate at LOS F: Locust Road at Baseline Road and Watt
Avenue at PFE Road, and would cause the volume to capacity ratio to increase at Watt Avenue
at Buseline Road. Walerga Road at Buseline Road, and Walerga Read at PFE Road, which
already operate at substandard LOS conditions. This itnpact is considered Sigrificant.

Findings:

Changes or alterations have been required in, or incorporaled into, the project that substantially essen, but do not
avold, the potennally significant environmental ¢ffect associated with this impact in the short werm. No nuitigation 1s
available to render the effects less than sigmficant. The effects (or some of the effects) therefore remain significant
and unavordable.

Explanation:

The EIR indicates that development of the Specific Tlan under existing conditions with PFE Road open would
cause impacts at the following Placer County intersections (1) Locust Road and Baselin: Road; (2) Watt Avenue
and basehine Road; (3) Walerga Road and Baseline Road; {4) Watt Avenue and PTFE Road; and (3) Walerpa Road
and PFE Road. The widening of Watt Avenue and Walerga Road are included in Placer County's CIP, The
widening of Baseline Road is included 1n the Joint City of Roseville/Placer County Fee Program. Intersection
tmprovements are inchided in the Cine'County CIP and resulting impact fees. Developer participation in these fee
programs through a fair share payment, together with simitar fair share payments from other projects, will facilitate
the tollowiny improvements. Cermain improvements will be construcled by Specific Plan-area developers, for foc
credit andfor reimbursement. There wonld be a significant and unavoidable impact in the short term uniil the
following improvements are construcled. In the long term, with the construction of the following wnprovements, the
mpact would be reduced o a less-than-significant level.

Mitigation Measures:

Mitigation Measure 9-3a: Contribute a fair share to widen the intersecrions of Locust Road and Baseline
Read, Watt Aveoue and Bascline Road, and Walerga Road and Baseline Road.

The proposed project shall contribute a farr share payment toward the following improvements:

1. Construct a sccond through tane on the easibound and westbound approaches to tmprove the interscetion
of Locust Road and Baszline Road to LOS B (delay 13.0) in the a.m. peak hour and 108 B (delay 14.7)
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in the p.m. peak hour.

il. Construet a second through lane on the eastbound and westbound approaches to improve the mtersection
of Watt Avenue and Baseline Road to LOS A {V,;C 0.60) in the p.m. peak hour.

11. Construet 2 second through lane on the seuthbound approach, and a second left tum lane on the
eastbound and westbound approaches, to improve the intersection of Fiddyment Road/Walerga Road and
Baseline Road to LOS B {V/C 070} in the pan. peak hour.

Mitigation Measure 9-3b: Contribute a fair sharc or widen the intersections of Watt Avenue and PFE Road,
and Walerga Road and FFE Road,

The proposed project shall contribute a fair share or construct the following improvements:
1. Construct a tratfic signal, a northbound and southbound lefi tum Jane and a northbound right tum lane to
improve the intersection of Watt Avenue and PFE Road to LOS B (V/C 0.38) in the a.m. peak hour and
LOS A (V/C 0.49) in the p.m. peak hour.
. Construct a second through lane on both the northbound and southbound approaches, to improve the
miersection of Waterga Road and PFE Road 10 LOS B (ViC 0.69) in the a.m. peak hour and L.OS D
{V/C 0.83} n the pan. peak hour.
Significance after Mitigation:
Significant and Unavoidable in the short term; Less than Sigmificant in the long term
Impact 9-4  Under Existing Plus Project conditions with PFE Road apen, the preposed project would
tnercase eraffic volumes on City of Roseville intersections, This impact is considered Less than
Significant.

Findings:

Under CEQA, no mitigation measutes are required for impacts that are less than significant. (Pub. Resources Code,
§21002; CEQA Guidelings, $5 151204, subd. (a}(3), 13091.)

Explanation:

The anaiysis and conciusions of the EIR indicate that devetopment of the Specific Plan under existing conditions
would not cause significant impacts on City ol Roseville intersections.

Mitigation Measures:

No mitigation measurcs are required.

Significance after Mitigation:

Thas Impact is less than significant without mitigation.

Impact -5  Under Existing Plus Project conditions with PFE Road open, the propesed project would
increase traffic volumes on Sacramento County roadway segments. This impact is considered
Less then Significant.

Findings:

Under CEQA | no mitigation measures are reguired [or impacts that are Tess than sigmificant, (Puby. Resources Code,
q P g
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§ 21002, CEQA Guidclines, §8 151264, subd, (a){3), 15091 )
Explanation:

The analysis and conclusions of the FIR indicate that development of the proposed Specific Plan under existing
contditions with PFE Road open would not cause signilicant impacis on Sacramento Counly roadway segments.

Mitigation Measuares:

No miligation measures are required.

Signilicance after Mitigation:

This Impact is less than significant without wmitigation,

Linpact 9-0  Under Existing Plus Project conditions with PFE Road open, the proposed project would
increase traffic volumes at Sacramento Coundy intersections, This impact is considercd Less
than Significant.

Fipdings:

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

Explapnation:

The analysis and conclusions of the EIR indicate that development of the proposed Specific Plan under existing
conditions with PFE Roead open would not cause significant impacts at Sacramenta County inlersections.

Mirtigation Measures:

No mitigation measures are required.

Siguificance after Mitigation:

This Tmpact is less than sigmbicant withoul mitigation.

impact -7  Under Existing Plus Project conditions with PFE Road open, the proposed project would
increase traffic volumes on Sutter County roadway segments. This impact is cousidered Less
than Segnificant.

Findings:

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

Explanation:

The analysis and conclusions of the EIR indicate that development of the proposed Speeific Plan under existing
conditions with PFE Road open would not cause sigmficant impacts on the Sutler County roadway seument within
the transporlation analysis study arca,
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Mitigation Measures:

No mitigation measures are required.

Significance after Mitigation:

This Impact is 1ess than significant without mitigation.

Impact9-8  Under Existing Plus Project conditions with PFE Road open, the proposed project would
increase volunes on SR 65 south of Blue Oaks Boulevard, and I-80, {rom Wart Avenue to SR
65, which currently eperate at substandard LOS F conditions. This impact is considered
Sipnificant.

Findings:

Changes or alterations have been required in, or incorparated to, the project that substantially lessen, but do not
avaoid. the potentially sigmificant environmentaj effect assoctated with this impact in the short lerm. No mitigation is
available to render the effects less than stgnificant. The etfects (or some of the effects) therelore remain significant
and unavoidable,

Explanation:

As mdicated by the EIR, development of the proposed Specific Plan under existing conditions with PFE Road epen
would cause significant impacts at the following Stare Highway scgments: {13 SR 65 from Blue Oaks Boulevard to
[-80, {2 T-80 from Wakt Avenuc to SR 63, Both these highway segments cuitently operates at a substandard LOS
F. The Specific Plan developers would make a fair share payment through the SPRTA fees, opether with similar
fair share payments from other projects, toward widening State Route 635 by two lancs (o six lanes from Blue Oaks
Boulevard to -8} There would be a significant and unaveidable impact in the short term untl the State Route 63
improvement 1s constiicted. In the long term, with the construction of the State Route 65 improvement, the impact
would be reduced to a less than significant level The widening of 1-80, from Riverside Avenue (0 SR 65, by two
lanes, for a total of cight lancs is partally funded by state funding sources. There would be a significant and
unavoidable impact in the short teomn until the 1-80 improvement 15 constructed, In the long term, with the
construction of the I-80 nnprovenient, the impact would be reduced to a less-than-significant level.

Mitigation Measures:

Mitigation Measure 9-8a: Contribute a fair share to widen SR 65 from Blue Oaks Boulevard to
SK 65

The Applicant proposes to make a fair share paviment through the SPRTA fees, together with simular fair
share payments from other projects, toward widening State Route 65 by two lanes to six lanes from Blue
Oaks Boulevard o I-80. There would be a signtlicant and unavoidable impact in the shon 1erm until the
state Roule 63 improvement s constructed. In the long term, with the consiruciion of the State Route 63
improvement, the impact would be reduced 1o a legs-than-significant level.

Significance afrer Mitigation:
Signtficant and Unavoidable in the short term; Fess than Significant in the Long Temn

Impact 9-9  Under Existing Plus Project conditions with PFE Road open, the proposed project would
imcrease delay at the follewing state highway intersections that currently operate at o '
substandard LOS: SR 70:99 at Ricge Road, and SR 70/9% at Elverta Read. This impact is
considered Significant.

Riotn Vineyard Specific Plan 4G

Findings of Fact and ’
Statervent of Overniding Consideration €05-12-09) ’ }{5 !



Findings:

Changes or alierations have been required tn. or incorporated into. the project that substantially lessen, but do not
avold, the potentially significant environmental cffect associated with this impact, No mitigation is availabie 10
render the etfects less than significant. The effects (or some of the effects) therefore remain significant and
unavoidable.

Explanation:

Under Existing Plus Project conditions with PFE Road open, no improvements were assumed for state highway
intersections in the transporiation analysis study area bevond existing conditions. The analysis in the IR indicates
that development of the proposed Specific Plan under exisunyg conditions with PFE Road open would cause a
significant impact at the State Highway intersection of SR 70¢99 and Ricgo Road which already operales at a
substandard LOS F in the a.m. peak hour. Specific Plan developers would make a fair share payment, which
together with similar fair share pavments from other projects, would fund construction of the Riego Road
interchange. There would be a significant and unavoidable unpact in the short term until the Riego Koad
interchange 15 constructed. No fee program lor the Riego Road interchange currently exists. Due to the fact that the
Riego Road interchange 1s not filly funded, and because no timeframe for completion has been determined, the
impact is significant and unavordable.

Mitigation Measures:

Mitigation Measure 9-9a: Contribute a fair share to construct an interchange to reptace the SR 70/99 and
Ricge Koad interscction

The Applicant proposed to make a fair share payment, together with similar fair share payments from other
projects, woward consiructing an utterchange o replace the SR 70:99 and Kiego Road mierseciion, No fee
program for the Ricgo Road interchange currently exists, Due to the fact that the Riego Road mterchange 15
not tully funded, and no timeframe for completion has been determined, the impact remains significant and
unavoidable,

Significance after Mitigatien:
Sigmificant and Unavoidable

Lipact 9-10  Under Existing Plus Preject conditions with PYE Road closed, the proposed project would
cause Walerga Road south of Baselive Road, Walerga Road south ol the Dry Creek Bridge,
and Walerga Road south of PFE Road to operate at LOS E conditions. This impact is
considered Significant.

Findings:

(Changes or alterations have been required 1, or incormporated into, the project that substantially lessen, but do not
avoid, he potentially significant environmental effect agsociated with this impact in the short temm. No mitigation is
avarlable to render the effects less than sigmficant. The efTects (or some of the effects) therefore remain significant
and unavoidable.

Explapation:

The analysis in the EIR of Txistng Plus Project conditions with PFE Road closed assumed that all the intemal
roadways to the proposed specific plan area would be fully implemented, including the frontage improvements on
border roads; however, no offsite improvements werc assumed. With (he closute of PFE Read, existing traffic
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would be redistributed. The analysis indicates that full development of the Specific Plan under existing conditions
with PEE Road closed would cause LOS on 1he segment of Walerga Road from Bascline Road 10 PFE Road to
degrade from 708 13 1o L.OS € and Walerga Road from PFE Road to the Placer County line to degrade from 1LOS C
o LOS L.

The Applicant is obliged to pay twaffic mitigation fees and 10 construct certain tmprovements that are included in the
fee program, as ouwtlined in the Development Agreement. However, unti] the County’s Walerga Road Bridge project
15 completed, Walerpa Road will operate below 1L0OS standard at the approaches to the bridge. This would be a
signtficant impact uniil the Walerga Road improvements are constructed.

Mitigation Mceasures;

Mitigation Measure 9-f0a: Implement Mitigation Measure 9-2a: Pay an in lieu fee and construct
Walerga Road frontage imnprovements from the Dry Creek Bridge to the Placer County line

The proposed project shall implement Mitigation Measure 9-2a (Pay an in lieu fee and construet Walerga
Road fromtage improvements from the Dry Creek Bridge to the Placer County hine), which 1s descnbed
above, With inplementation of this mutigation measure, this roadway segment would operate ar LOS A,
There would be a significant and unavoidable impact in the short term vntil s improvement is constructed.
In the long wenn, with the construction ol the Walerga Road improvement, the impact would be reduced to a
less-than-significant level. '

Mitigation Measure 9-10b: Tmplement Mitigation Measure 9-2b: Contribute a fair share to widen
Walerga Road from the Dry Creek Bridge to Baseline Road

"The proposed project shall nnplement Mitigation Measure 9-2b (Contribute a fair share to widen Walerga
Road from the Drv Creek Bndge to Baseline Road), which s described above. With implementation of this
mitigahion measure, this roadway segment would operate at 1.OS A, There would be a significant and
unavoidable inypact in the short term until this improvement is constructed. In the long term, with the
constructon of the Walerga Road improvement, (he mmpact would be reduced to a less-than-significant
level.

Significance after Mitigation:
Significant and Unavoidable in the short term; Less than Sigmificant in the long tenn

Impact 9-11 Under Existing Plus Project conditiens with PFE Road closed, the propased project would
cause the following intersections te operate at LOS F: Locust Road at Bascline Road and
Walerga Road at PIE Read; would cause the following intersections to operate at LOS E:
Wilerga Read at Baseline Road and Watt Avenue at PFE Road; and would cause the volume
to capacity ratie to increase at Watt Avenue at Baseline Road, which already operates at a
substandard LOS condition. This impact is considered Significant.

Findinges:

Changes or alierations have been required in, or incotporated into, the project that substanttally lessen, bul do not
avoud, the potentially significant envirenmental effect associated with this impact in the short term, No mitigation is
available to render the effects 1ess than signiftcant. The effects {or some of the ellects) therefore remain significant
and vnavoidable,

Explanation:

The EIR incdicates that development of the Specific Plan under existing plus-project conditions with PFE Road

Riole Vineyard Specific Plan 51
Finchings of Fact arud
Staternent of Overnding Consideration {05+ 12-0%)

¥



closed would cause impacts at the Tollowing Placer County intersections (1) Locust Road and Baseline Road, (2)
Wall Avenue and baseline Road; (3) Walerga Road and Bascline Road; (4) Watt Avenue and PFE Road; and (5)
Waletga Road and PFE Road. The widening of Watt Avenue, and Walerga Road are included in Placer County’s

~CIP. The widening ol Baseline Road 15 mn¢luded in the Joint Ciry of Roseville/Placer County Fee Program.
Intersection improvements are included in the City/County CIP and resulting impact fees. Developer participation
in these fee programs through a fair share payment, together with similar fair share payments from other projects,
will facilnare the [othlowing nnprovements, Certain improvements will be constructed by Specific Plan-ares
develapers, for foe credit andior reimbursement. There would be a significant and unavoldable impact n the short
term until the following improvements arg constructed, In the long term, with the construction of the following
umprovements, the impact would be reduced (0 a less-than-significant Jevel.

Mitigation Measyres:

Mitigation Measure 9-11a; Contribute 2 fair share to widen the intersections of Lacust Road and
Baseline Road, and VWalerga Road and Baseline Road

The proposed projeci shall pay its fair share toward the construction of the following improvements:

i Construct Mitigation Measure 9-3a(i) to tmprove the intersection ol Locust Road and Baseline Road 1o
LGS B (delay 13.0) 10 the aum. peak hour and LOS B (delay 14.8) in the pom. peak hour,
1. Construct Mitigation Measure 9-3afti) to improve the interseenion of Watt Avenue and Baseline Road to
L3S B (VAC 0.63) in the pan. peak hour,
ni. Construct Mitigatton Measure 9-3a(in) wo improve the intersection of Walerga Road and Baseline Road
to LOS [ {VAC (083) in the a.m, peak hour and LOS C (VAT 0.76) in the pon. peak hour.

Mitigation Measure 9-11b: Contribute a fair share or widen the intersections of ¥Watt Avenue and
FFE Raead, and Walerga Road and PFE Road

The proposed project shall contnbute a fare share or construct the following improvements:
. Construct Mitigation Measure 2-3b01) to tmprove the intersecticn of Watt Avenue and PFE Road to LOS
B(VAC 034 in the aan. peak hour and LOS B {(V/C 0.50) 1n the p.m. peak hour,
. Construct Matrgation Measure 9-3b(11) to improve the intersection of Walerga Road and PTT Road to
LOS A{V:C 0.48) in the a.m. peak hour and L.OS B (V/C 0.68) in the p.m. peak hour.
Signilicance after Mitigation:
Sigmificant and Unavoidable in the short term; Less than Significant o the long term.
Lmpact 912 Under Existing Plus Project conditions with PFE Road closed, the proposed projuct would
increase traffic velumes on City of Roscville intersections. This impact is considered Less thap
Significant,

Findings:

Under CEQA, no minigation measures are required for impacts that are Joss than sigmificant. {Pub. Resources Code,
§ 21002; CEQA Guidelines, §% 15126.4, subd. (a)(3), 15091.)

Explanation:

The analysis and conclusions of the EIR indicatle that development of the Specific Plan under existing plus project
conditions with PFE Road closed would not cause significant impacts on City of Rosewille intersections.
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Mitigarion Measures:

No mitigation measures are required,

Signilicance after Mitigation:

This Iinpact 15 less than significant without mitigation

Impact 9-13 Under Existing Plus Project conditions with PFE Road closed, the proposed praject would
increase traffic volumes on Sacramento County readways. This impact is considered Less than
Significant.

Findings:

Under CEQA, no mitigation measures are required for impacts that arc less than significant. (Pub. Resources Code,
§ 21002; CEQA Guidelines, §& 15126.4, subd. {2)(3), 15091.)

Explanation:

The analysis and conclusigns of the EIR indicate that development of the Specific Plan under existing plus project
conditions with PFE Road closed would not cause significant impacts on Sacramento County roadways,

Mitigation Measures:

No mitigation measuies are required,

Significance after Mitigation: '

This Impact 15 lexs than significant without miligation.

Impact 9-14  Under Existing Plus Project conditions with PFE Road closed, the proposed project would
increase tratfic volumes at Sacramento County intersections. This impact is considered Less
than Significant,

Findings:

Under CEQA, no mitigation measures are required for impacts that are less than significant. (Pul. Resources Code
§ 21602, CEQA Guidelines, §§ 15126 4, subd. {ad(3), 15091 )

*

Explanatian:

The analysis and conclusions of the EIR indicate that development of the Specific Plan under existing plus project
conditions with PFE Road closed would not canse significant impacts on County of Sacramento intersections.

Mitigation Measures:

INo muitigation measures are required.

Signiftcance after Mitigation:

This lmpact is tess than significant without mitigation,
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Impact $-15 Under Existing Plus Project conditions with PFE Road clused, the proposed project wauld
increase traffic volumes on Sutter County roadway segments. This impact is considered Lesy
than Sigatficant.

Findings:

Under CEQA, no mitigation measurcs are tequired for impacts that are less than sigmificant. {Pub. Resources Code,
§ 21002, CEQA Guidelings, $§ 15126.4, subd. (a)(3), 15091 )

Explanation:

The analysis and conclusions of the FIR indicate that developnient of the Specific Plap under existing plus project
conditions with PI'E Road closed would not cause significant impacts on Sutter County roadways.,

Mitigation Measures;
'No mitigation measures are required.
Signiticance after Mitigation:
This Impact is Fess than significant without mitigation.

Impact 2-16  Under Fxisting Plus Project conditivns with FFE Road closed, the proposed project would
increase volumes on SR 63, south of Blue Oaks Blvd, and I-80, from Watt Avenue to SKE 65,
which currently operate at substandard L.OS F conditions. This impact is considered
Significant, '

Findings:

Changes or allerations have been required in, or incorporated into, the project thal substantially lessen, but de not
avetd, the potentally significant environmental effect associated with this impact, No mitigation is available 1o
render the elfects less than sigmfcant. The effects (or some of the effects) therefore renatn significant and
unavoidable.

Explanation:

As mdicated by the EIR, developmem of the proposed Specific Plan under existing plus project conduions with PFE
Road closed would cause significant impacts at the following State Highway sepments: (1) SR 63 from Blue Oaks
Boulevard 1o [-80; {2} 1-B0 (rom Wall Avenue o SR 65, Both these highway segments currently operates al a
substandard 1.0OS F. The Specific Plan developers would make a {air share payment through the SPRTA fees,
together with similar fair share pavinenis from other projects, toward widening State Route 63 by two lanes to six
lanes from Blue Ouks Boulevard (o [-80. There would be a significant and unaveidable impact in the short term
untilthe State Rouie 63 improvement is constucted. In the Jong term, with the construction of the State Route 65
improvement, the impact would be reduced (o a less than significant level. The widening of [-20, from Riverside
Avenue to SR 63, by two lanes, for a total of cight lanes is partially funded by state funding sources. There would
be a significant and unavoidable trapact in the short terin unti} the [-80 improvement is constructed. In the long
term, with the construction of the [-80 improvement, the impact would be reduced to a less-than-significant level.
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Mirigation Measures:

Mitigation Measure 9-16a: Contribute a fair share to widen SR 65 to six lanes from Blue Qaks
Boulevard to 1-80

The proposed project shall contribute its Lair share toward Mitigation Measure 9-8a. Even wiih
implementation of this mitigation measure, this roadway segment would operate at OS5 F.

Signiftcance after Mitigation:
Significant and Unavoidable in the short term; less than significant in the long term.

Impact 9-17  Under Existing Plus Preject conditions with PFE Road closed, the proposed project would
increasc delay at the following state highway intersections that currently operate at a
substandard LOS: SR 70/99 at Riege Road and SR 70/99 at Elverta Road. This impact is
considered Significant.

Findings:

Changes ot alterations have been required in, or incorporated inlo, the project that substantially lessen, but do not
avold, the potentially significant environmental effect assoclated with this impact. No mitigation is available to
render the effects less than signmificant. The effects (or some of the elfects) therefore remain significant and
unavoidabile.

Explanation:

Under Existing Plus Project conditions with PFE Road closed, no improvements were assumed for state highway
intersections in the ttansportation analvsis study area bevond existing conditons. The analysis in the EIR indicates
1hat development of the proposed Specific Plan under cxisting conditions with PFE Road closed would cause a
significant impact at the State Highway intersection ol SR 70099 and Riego Road which already operates at a
substandard 1.08 T in the a.m. peak hour. Specific Plan developers would make a fair share payment. which |
together with stmilar fair share payments from other projects, would lund construction of the Riego Road
interchange. There would be a significant and unavoadable impactn the short term uniil the Riego Road
interchange 1s constructed. No fee program for the Ricgo Road interchange currently exists. Duc to the fact thart the
Riego Road interchange 15 not fully funded, and because no timelrame for completion has been determined, the
impact is significant and unavoidabie.

Mitigation Measures:

Mitigation Measure 9-17a; Contribute a fair share to copstructing au interchange at the intersection of SR
70/99 with Riego Road

The Applicant preposes to contribute its fair share toward Mitigation Mceasure 9-%a. With implementation of (his
nibpation measure, this intersection would operate at LOS C or better.

Sigoificance after Mitigation:

Significant and Unavoidable
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Impact 9-18 Additional transit patrons will net be accoimmodated by existing transit service. This impact is
considercd Porentially Ségnifican:.

Findings:

Changes or alleralions have been required in, or incorporated inlo, the project that avoid the significant
environmental effect as identhed in the Final EiR.

Explanation:

The Specific Plan would generate a demand for new transit services. If transit sepices are not provided to the
Spectiic plan area, an “unmet transit need” would likely be identified prior 10 buildout of the Specific Plan. To
meet a potential urimet transit need, Placer County would need (0 provide 2 reasonable amount of transit service 10
the Specific Plan area. The proposed project would construct bus stops on northbound Wan Avenue north of PFE
Road, westbound PFE Road along the Commercial property and westbound PFE Road cast of Watt Avenue. Bus
stops would be constructed along with roadway frontage improvements on PFE Road and Watt Avenue.

A Commumity Service Arca {CSA) to cover transil service to the proposed Project may be formed andior the
Applicant may seck annexation 1o the proposed Placer Vineyards project USA wesl of the Plan Area. The County
may consider implementing one CSA boundary o cover both of these proposed project sites, The proposed project
shall create a CSA (o fund the cost of transit services and any related capital costs for buses, passenger amenties,
and [acilities, Ifa CSA is naplemented, this impact would be reduced to a less-than-significant Tevel. If not, this
unpact would remain significant

Mitipation Measures:
Mingation Measure 9-18a: Create 2 Community Service Area to cover Transit Service

The proposed project shall create a Community Service Area {CSA), and should apply to create one to cover
the Plan Area, to fund the cost of transit services and anv related capital costs for buses, passenger
amenities, and facilities.

Signiftcance after Mitigation:
Less than Sigmificant

Impaeci 9-1% Under Cumulative Plus Project conditions with PFE Road open, the proposed project would
causc PFE Road cast of Watt Aveoue to operate at LOS E, Walerga Road south of PFE Road
and Bascline Road sest of Locust Read would have an increased volume to capacity ratio of
more thatt 1 pereeni at an already substandard LOS, This impact is considered Significant.

Findings:

Changes or alterations have been required in, or ncorporated Into, the project that substantially Yessen, but do not
avoid, the potentially sigmficant environmental effect associated with this impact. No mitipation is avajlable to
render the effects less than sigmficant. The effects (or some of the effects) therefore remain significant and
unavoidable.

Explanation:
As deseribed in the EIR, full development of the Specific Plan under Cumulative Plus Project conditions with PFE

Road open would cause LOS to degrade on the foltowing segments: (1) Walerga Road south of PFE Road would
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operate at LOS F and the volume o capacity ratio would increase by 2 percent; (2) Baseline Road west of Locust
Road would operate at LOS D and the volume to capactry ratio would tncrease by 1 pereent; and {3) PFE Road
from Wall Avenue 1o Walerza Road would degrade from LGS Cto LOS E.

The widening of PFE Road fo tour lanes is included in the County CIP, as 15 the widemng of Walerga Road (to four
lanes) and Walt Avenue (to six tapes) between Baseline Road and the Sacramento County line, Development
within the Specific Plan wall construct one westbound lane on PFE Read as part of required {ronlage improvements.
I atr share funding {or additional lane improvements will be made through developer participation in the CIP
program. However, due (o the uncertainty as o whether sufticient funds can be obtained (o actually build ihis
rmprovement prior to full demand from cumulative development, and that further widening of Walerga Road to six
lanes or Baseline Road to eight lanes 1s not feasible, this impact is considered potentially significant.

Mitigation Measures:

Mitigation Measure 9-19a: Contribute a fair share to widen PFE Road to {four laues from Watt Avenue to
Walerga Road. .

The proposcd project shall contribute its fair share toward the widening of PFE Road 10 four lanes fruom
Watl Avenue to Walerga Road. With implementation of this mitigation measure, this roadway scgment
would operate at LOS AL

Significance after Mitigaiion:
Sigmiicatit and [Tnavoidable

Impact 9-20 TUnder Cumaualative Plus Project conditions with PFE Read open, the proposed project would
cause the intersection of YWatt Avenae at PFE Road to operate at LOS 12, and the following
intersections to have an increase in the volume o capacity ratio of more than 1 percent at a
substandard LOS: Watt Avenue at Baseline Road, Fiddyment Road/Waleyga Road at Baseline
Road, Walerga Road at 'I'E Roead, and Cook-Riolo Road at PFE Road. This impact is
considered Sernificant.

Findings:

Changes ot allerations have been required i, or incorporated into, the project that substantially lessen, but do not
avold, ihe potenually signtlicant environmental effect associated with this impact. No matigation 1s available o
render the eftects less than significant. The effects {or some of the effects) therefore remain sipnificant and
unavoidabie.

Explanation:

The analysis i the EIR indicales that development of the Specific Plan under Cumulalive Plus Project condhtions
with PI'E Road open would cause the LOS 10 degrade at the following intersections: {1} Watt Avenue and Baseline
Road; (2) Fiddyment Road/Walerga Road and Baseline Road; (3) Walerga Road and PFE Road; () Cook-Riolo
Road snd PFE Road; (33 "West” Road and PI'L Road; and {6) “"East” Road and PYE Road. Interscction
improvements are included in the City/County CIP and resulting impact fees, or are addressed in the Development
Agrecement. Developer parbicipation in these fee programs through a fair share payment, together with sinuiar fair
share payments from other projects, will facilitate the following improvements. Certain improvements will be
constructed by Specific Plan-area developers, tor fee credit andfor reimbursement. There would be a significant and
unavoidable tmpact in the short term until the following improvements are constmcted, In the long termn, with the
construction of the following improvements identified in Mitigation Measure 9-20a, the impact would be reduced to
a less-than-sigmificant fevel.
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The EIR concluded that there is no f2asible mitrgation measure for the intersection of Wait Avenue and Baseline
Road and the intersection of Fiddvment Road/Walerga Road and Baseline Road. Moreover, the EiR concluded that
there 15 no feasible mitigation measure for the intersection of “West” Road and PFE Road (a traffic signal is not
warranted}.

Mitigation Measures:

Mitiga'tion Measure 9-20a; Contribute a fair share to widening the intersection of Walerga Road and PFE
Road, signalizing the intersection of Cook Riolo Road and PFE Read, and signalizing the intersection of
“East” Road and PFE Road.

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

1.  Construct a third through lane on the northbound and southbound approaches; a second through lane to
the castbound and westhound approaches; and a second left-tum lane to the northbound, eastbound, and
westbound approachas fo rmprove the intersection of Walerga Road and PFE Road. With
implementation of this mitigation measure, this intersection would operate at LOS E.

1. Congtruct a vaffic signal and left turn lanes on all approaches to improve the intersection of Cook- Riolo
Road and PT'E Road to LOS C in the am. peak hour and [.OS E in the p.m. peak hour.

i, Construct a traffic signal to imnprove the intersection of “East™ Road and PFE Road to LOS A n the a.m,
peak hour and LOS A in the p.m. peak hour. '
Significance after Mitigation:
Significant and Unavoidable
Impact 9-21 Under Cumunlative Plus Project conditions witlh PFE Read open, the proposcd project would
increase trafiic volumes at City of Roscville intersections. This impact is considered Less than
Significanr.

Findings:

Under CEOA, no mitigation measwres are required for impacts that are less than significant. (Pub. Resources Code,
§ 21002, CEQA Guidelines, §5 15126.4, subd. (a)(3), 13091.)

Explanation:

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

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

This Impact is less than significant without mitigation.
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Impact 9-22  Under Cunwulative Plus Project conditions with PFE Road open, the propased project weuld
increase traffic volumes on Sacramento County roadways. This impact is considered Less than
Significant,

Findings:

Under CEQA, no mitigation measures are reguired for impacts that are less than significant. (Pub. Resources Cede,
% 21002; CEQA Guidelines, §§ [5126.4, subd. (a)(3), 15091.)

Explanation:

This analysis in the CIR indicates that development of the proposed project under Cumulative Plus Project with PEE
Road open conditions would nol cause sigmificant impacts on Sacramento County roadways.

Mitigation Measures:

No mutigation measures ate required.

Sigpificance alter Mitigation:

This Impact is less than significant without mitigation.

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

Fiodings:

Under CEQA, no nitigation measures are required for impacts that are less than signiticant. (Pub. Resources Code,
§ 21042; CEQA Guidelings, §§ 15126.4, subd. (a)(3), 15091

Explanation:

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

Mitieation Measuares:

No mitigation measuies are required.

Significance after Mitigation:

This Impact 1s less than significant without mitigation,

Impact 3-24  Under Cumulative Plus Project conditions with PFE Road open, the proposed project would
increase traffic volumes on Sutter County roadway segments. This impact is considered Less
than Significant.

Findings:

Under CEQA, no mitigation mcasures are required for impacts that are less than significant. (Pub. Resources Code,
§21002; CEQA Guidehines, §§ 15126.4, subd. (a3(3), 15091))
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Explanation:

This analysis in the EIR indicates that development of the proposed project under Cumulative Plus Project with PFE
Road open conditions would not cause signibicant Impacts on Sutter County roadways.

Mitigation Mceasures:

No miligation measures are required.

Significance after Mitigation:

T]_Lis Impact is less than significant without mitigatiou.-

Impact 9-25 Under Cumulative Plus Project conditions with PFE Road open, the propased project would
contribute traffic to the freesay segmeat between Riego Road and Elkhorn Boulevard on SR
70/99 and between Watt Avenue and Eureka Road on [-80, which would be operating at EOS F
under Cumulative No Project conditions. This impact is considered Significant.

Findings:

Changes or alterations have been required in, or incomporated into, the project that substantially Jessen, but do not
avmd, the potentiallv sigmificant environmental effect associated with this impact, Nomitigation is available to
render the effects less than significant, The etfects {or some of the effects) therelore remain sigmiicant and
unaveidable.

Explanation;

‘The analysis in the EIR indicates that development of the proposed Specific Plan under Cumulative Plus Project
conditions with PFE Road open would cause significant impacts at the Toltowing State Highway segments: (13 SR
70/99 trom Ricgo Road to 1-5, thal would operate al a substandard LOS without the project; and (23 I-80 from Wan
Avenue 1o Fureka Road, that would operate al a substandard LOS F without the project. Futare improvements thal
would mitigate the impact to slate highways are not identified as an element ol any existing [ee program and
inclusion of these improvements in a future fee program s not proposed or contemplated. Morcover, the widemng
of I-80 from Watt Avenue to Eureka Road, beyond the eight-lane widening from Riverside Avenue to SR 65, )3 not
included i the MTP, and may nol be (easible. Therefore these impacts would be su;ulfu:anl and unavodable unless
and unul improvements are ultimately completed.

Mitigation Measures:

No feasible miligation is avatlable

Stgnilicance after Mitigation:

Signtficant and Unavoidable

Impact 9-26 Tinder Cumulative Plus 'roject conditions with PFE Road open, the proposed project would
increase traffic volumes at state highway intersections. This isnpact is considercd Less than
Significant.

Findings:

Under CEQA, no mitigation measures are required for impacts that are less than significant. (Pub. Resources Code,
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§ 21002, CEQA Guidelines, §§ 13126.4, subd. {a){3). 13091.)
Explanation:

Drevelopment of the proposed Specific Plan under Cumulative Plus Project conditions with PFE Road open would
nol cadse Impagts at state highwav mterseclions.

Mitigation Measures:

No mitigation measures are reguired.

Sigpificance after Mitigation:

This Impact is less than significant without mitigation.

Linpact 9-27 Under Cumulative Plus Project conditions with PFE Road closed, the proposed preject would
cause Watt Avenue south of Bascline Road and PFE Road cast of Wartt to operate at LOS E.
Walerga Road sauth of PFE Road and Baseline Read from Yatt Avenue to Walcrga Road
would have an increased volume to capacity ratio of more than 1 percent at a substandard
L.OS8. This impact is considered Significant.

Findings:

Changes or alterations have been required in, o lncorporated into, the project thal substantially lessen, but do not
avoid, the potentiatly sipnificant environmental effect associaied with this impact, No mitigation is available to
rencder the effects less than significant. The effects (or some of the effects) therefore rematn significant and
unavotdable.

Explanation:

As described in the EIR, full development of the Specific Plan under Comulative Plus Project conditiony with PFE
Road closed would cause LOS (o degrade an the following segments: (1) Watt Avenue from Baseline Road to Dyer
Lane would degrade [rom 1.OS Cto LOS 13, (2) Walerga Road sowh of PFE Road would operate a1 LOS T and the
vohnne to capacity ratio would mcrease by 4 percent; {3} Baseline Road from Watt Avenue 1w Walerga Road would
operate at 1L.OS E and the volume to capacity ratio would merease by 1 percent. FI'E Road from Watt Avenue to
Walerga Road would degrade lvom LOS Do LOS .

The widening of PFE Road to four lanes is icluded in the County CIP, asis the widening of Walerpa Read (te four
lanes} and Watt Avenue (to six lanes) between Baseline Road and the Sacramento County line. Development
within the Specific Plan will construct one westhound lane on PFE Road as part of required frontage improvements.
Fair share funding for additional lane improvements will be made through developer participation i the CIP
program. However, due to the uncertainty as to whether sufficieni matching funds can be obtained to actually build
ihis improvement priot to full demand trom cumulative development, and that further widening of Walerga Road to
six lanes or Bascline Road 1o eight lancs 15 not [easible, this impact 15 considered potentiaily sigrificant.

Mitigation Measures;

Mitigation Measure 9-27a: Implement Mitigation Measure 9-19a {Contribute a fair share to widen PFE Road
€0 four lanes from Watt Avenue t0 Walerga Road)

Sipunificance after Mitigation:

Signilicant and Unavoidable
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Dmpact 9-28 Under Cumulative Plus Project conditions with PFE Road closed, the propused project would
cause the intersection of Wart Avenue at PFE Road to eperate at LOS D, and the following
intersections (0 have an increase in the volume to capacity ratio of more than | peércent at a
substandard LOS: Watt Avenue with Baseline Road. Walerga Road with PFE Road, and
Cook-Rialo Road with PFE Road, This impact is considered Significant.

Findings:

Changes or allerations have been required in, or incotporated into, the project that substantially lessen, but do not
avoid, the petentially significant environmental effect associated with this impact. No mitigali(}n is avatlable to
render the effects less than stgmficant. The cfﬁ.ub {or some of the elfects) therefore remain significant and
unavoidable,

Explanation:

The analvsis in the EIR mdicales that development of the Specitic Plan under Cumulative Plus Project conditions
with PTE Road closed would cause the 1.05 to degrade at the following mmtersections: (1) Watt Avenue and
Baseline Road, (2) Watt Avenue and PFE Road; {3) Walerpa Road and PFE Road; (4) Cook-Riolo Road and PFE
Road; (3} Watl Avenue and “Riole” Road; (6} "West” Road and PFIZ Road, (7) "East™ Road and PFE Road; and (8}
Walcrga Road and “Riolo™ Road. Construction of the improvements identified in Mitigation Measure 9-20a would
reduce the impact to the inlersections of Walerga Road with PIE Road, Cook-Riolo Road with PI'E Road and
“East” Road with PFE Road to a less-than-significant level. Similar to Mitigation Measure 9-20a, due to the
uncertainty as o whether sutficient funds can be ohtained to actually buttd all ol these improvements at the time
needed; this wmpact 15 considered potentially significant.

No mitigation is identified for the intersection of Wart Avenue with Baseline Road or Watt Avenue with PFE Road,
These nlersections canitot be mitigated because Placer County does not allow eight-lane roads or triple lefl-turn
lancs. This impact would be stgnificant. No mibgation is identificd for the intersection of Watt Avenuc with
“Riolo” Road, "West™ Road with PFE Road or Walerga Road with "Rialo™ Road, These intersections cannot be
mutigated because a traffic signat 1s not warranted. Left tums are alrcady prolubited al the mtersections of Watt
Avenue with "Ricio” Road and Walerga Road with “Riole™ Road,

Mitigation Measures:

Mitigation ¥easure 9-28a: Implement Mitigation Measnre 9-20a (Contribute a fair share to widening the
intersection of Walerga Read and PFE Road, signalizing the intersection nf( ook Riolo Road and PFE Road,
andd signalizing the intersection of “East” Road and PFE Road)

Significance after Mitigation:
Signifrcant and Unavoidable

Impact 9-29  Under Cumulative Plus Project conditions with PFE Road closed, the proposed project would
cause the intersection of Galleria Boulevard and Anielope Creek Drive te operate beyond
acceptable 1.OS thresholds. This impact is considered Significant.

Findings:

Changes or alteratons have been required in, of mcorporated into, the project that substantially lessen, but do not
avaid, the potentially significant environmental effect associated with this impact. No mitigation is available 1o
render the eifects less than significant. The effects (or some of the effects) thercfore remain significant and
unavoidable,

Riola Vimevard Specific Plan G2
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Explanation:

Under the Cumulative Plus Project condittons with PFE Rouad closed, LOS at the intersection of Galleria Boulevard
with Antelope Creek Drive would degrade {rom LOS C to LOS D). There is no feasible mitigation measure for the
intersection of Galleria Boulevard and Antelope Creek Diive. The City of Roseville has indicated that the
interscelion of Gallenia Boulevard and Antelope Creek Dirive alternates between LOS C and I, depending on the
scenario. The City's LOS policy allows the City Council to take an action to accept degradation in the 1LOS ol one
or more of 115 sipgnahized intersections from the levels identified in the 2020 CIP as fong as 70 percent or more of the
total signalized intersections in the City would operate at LOS C or hetter. Without a recommended intersection
mitigation nicasure, more than 70 percent of the Cily’s signalized intersections would operate at 1.OS ( or better
under Cumulative Plus Project condition with PTLE Road closed. However, since no feasible improvements were
identified to mingate significant impacts on LOS at the intersection of Galleria Boulevard and Antelope Creek
Drive, the proposed project would have a significant impact.

Mitigation Measures;

No {casibic mitigation is available
Significance after Mitigation:
Sigmficant and Unavoidable

Impact 2-30 Under Cumulative Plus Project conditions with PFE Road closed, the proposed projeet would
mecerease traffic volumes on Sacramento County roadways. This impact is considered Less than
Sirnificani.

Findings:

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

Explanation:

Bevelopment of the proposed project under Cumulative Flus Project conditions with PYE Road closed would not
cauge significant impacts on Sacramento County roadway segments,

Mitization Measures:

No mifigation measures are required.

Signiticance after Mitigation:

This Tmpactis 1¢ss than significant witheut miligation.

Impact 9-31 Under Curnulative Plos Project conditions with PFE Road closed, the proposed project would
increase tralfic volumes on Sacramento County intersections. This impact is considercd Less
than Sigrificant.

Findings:

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

Rialo Vineyard Specific Plan 63
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Fxplanation:

Development of the proposed project under Cumulative Plus Project conditions with PFE Road ¢losed would not
causc significant impacts at iICTSECTIONS N Sacramento County,

Mitigation Measures:

No niitigation measures are required.

Significance after Mitigation:

This Impact is less than significant without mitigation.

Impact 9-32  Under Cumulative Plus Project conditions with PFE Roead closed, the propesed project would
' increase traffic volumes on Sutter County rvadway segments. This impact is considered Less

than Significant.
Findings:

Under CEQA, ne mitizgation measures are requited for impacts that are less than significant. {Pub. Resources Code,
§ 21002- CEQA Guidelnes, §8 15126.4, subd. (4)(3), 15051.)

Explanation:

Development of the proposed Specific Plan under Cumulative Plus Project condittons with PFE Road closed would
not cause sigmificant impacts on the Sutter County readway segments within the iransportation analysis study area

Mitigation Measures:

No mitigation measures are required.

Significance after Mitigation:

This Impact s less than sigruficant without mitigation,

Impact 9-33  Under Cumulative Plus P'roject conditions with PFE Road clesed, the proposed project would
couse the freeway segment of SR 70/99 hetween Riego Road and Elkhorn Boulevard, SR 65
between Blue Oaks Boulevard and I-80, aud I-80 between Watt Avenne and Eureka Road
aperate bevond aceeptable LOS thresholds. This impact is considered Srgnificant.

Findings:

Changes or alterations have been required in, or incorporated into, the project that substanially tessen, but do nol
avoid, the potennially significant envivonmental effect associated with this impact. No mitigation is available 1o
render the effects less than significant. The effects (or some of the effects) therefore remain significant and
unavoldable.

Explanatien:

The analysis in the EIR indicates that development of ihe proposed Speciiic Plan under Cumulative Plus Project
conditions with PFI Road closed would cause significant impacts at the following State Highway segments: (1) SR
T0/99 from Riepo Road to I-5. that would operate at a substandard LOS without the project; and (2) 1-80 from Watt

Riola Vincyard Spegific Plan Bd
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