Avenue to Lureka Road, that would operate at a substandard LOS F without the project. Future improvements that

would mitgaie the impact o stute highwavs are not identfied as an element of any existing fee program and

inciuzion of these improvements in 2 future fec program is not propased or contemplated. Moreover, the widcnmg

ol I-80 from Watt Avenue 10 Eureka Road, bevond the eight-lanc widening fiom Riverstde Avenue to SR 03, 15 not

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

and until mprovements are ultimately completed,

Mitigation Measures:

Mo feasible mitigation ts available

Significance alter Mitigation:

Significant and Unavoidable

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

Findings:

Under CEQA, no oniigation measures are reguired for impacts that are less thay signithicant. {(Pob. Resources Code,
§ 21002 CEQA Guidelines, 5§ 151264, subd. (a3}, 15091}

Fxplanation:

Development of the proposed project ender Cumulative conditions with PFE Road closed would not cause impacts
at stale ighway mlersections.

Mitigation Measures:
No mingation measures #re réquired.
Significance after Mitigatfion:

This Impact is less than significant without myigation,

G. AIR QUALITY

Impact 10-1  Construction activities would increase short-term criteria air pollutant cmissions. Fhis impact
is considered Significant in the short term, and Less rhap Significant in the long-(erm.

Findings:

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

Explanation:

The maximurn unmitigated construction emissions of ROG, NOX, CO, and PMLD are expected 1o exceed the
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signilicance threshold. Therefore, without mitigation measures, the construction enussions would be considercd to
have a short-term significant impact. Sulfur oxide emissions were also caleulated but were not presented because
these cmissions are expected to be relatively low {less than 0.1 pound per day), and sulfur oxide concentrations have
historically been well belaw regional standards. Mitigation measures would be implemented to reduce the emissions
trom construction, but not to bejow the significance thresholds for ROG, NOX, and CO. Thercfore, cxhaust
emissions of ROG, NOX, and CO from construction activities would have a significant, short-termy impact on air
quality.

Mitigation Mceasures:
Mitigation Measuare 10-1a: Prepare and implement emission control/dust control measures

The Applicant shall submit to the PCAPCD and receive approval of a Construction Emission/Dust Control
Plan prior o groundbreaking. This plan must address the minimum Administrative Requirements {ound in
Sections 300 and 400 of District Rule 228, Fuginve Dust,

The Applicant shall have a pre-construction meeting for grading activities for 20 or more acres 1o discuss the
construction emission/dust conrol plast with employees and/or contraciors and the District i3 to be invited.

The Appiicant shall suspend all grading operations when fugitrve dust exceeds Districl Rule 228 fugitive
dust hmitations. An Applicant representative, CARB-certified to perform Visible Emissions Evaluations
{VEE}, shall routinely evaluate compliance with Rule 228, This requircment for a VEE is for projects
grading 20 or more acres in size regardless in how many acres are 1o be disturbed daily. It is to be noted that
lugitive dust is not 1o exceed 40 percent opacity and not to go beyonud the property boundary at any time. If

~lime or other drytng agents are used to dry out wet grading areas, they shall be controlled so as not 1o exceed
Instrict Rule 228 fugitive dust himitations.

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

The PCAPCD shall be provided with a hist of construction equipment and anticipated construction nimeling
for cach project. The primme contractor for each construction project shall submit to the PCAPCD a
comprehensive inventory (1.c., make, model, vear, eomssion rating) of all the heavy-duty off-road equipment
(50 horscpower of greater) that will be used an aggregate of 40 or more hours for the construction project.
The PCAPCD shall be provided with the anticipated construction fimeline tor each project including start
date, and name and phone number of (he project manager and onsite foreman. A plan for cach project shall
be submitted {or approval by the PCAPUD demonstrating that the heavy-duty (> 50 horsepower) off-road
vehicles 10 be used in the construction project, including owned, leased and subcontractor vehicles, will
achieve a project wide fleet-average 20 percent NOX reduction and 45 percent particulate reduction
compared to the most recent CARB fleet average. e PCAPCD should Le contacted for averape flect
emission data. Acceptable options for reducing emissions may include use of late model engines, low-
emission diesel products, slternative [uels, engime vetrofit technology, altertreatment products, and’or other
options as they become available. During smog season (May thieugh QOctober), the construction period shall
be lengthened so as to minimize the number of vehicles and cquipment operaling al the same time.
Contraciors can aoeess the Sacramento Metropolitan AQMIY s web site to determine if their off-road {leet
meets the requirements listed in this measure

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

Construction equipment and vehicles shall be mamtained for each project. Constouction equipment exhaust
emissions shall not exceed PCAPCD Rule 202 Visible Emission hmitations. QOperators of vehicles and
equipment found to exceed opacity limits are to be immediately notified and the equipiment must be repaired
within 72 hours. An Applicant! developer representative (CARB-certified 1o perform visible emissions
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evaluations) shall routinely evaluate project related off-road and heavy-duty on-road cquipment cmissions
for compliance with this requirement for projects grading more than 20 acres in size regardless of how many
acres are to be disurbed daily,

Mitigation Measure 10-1d: Minimize idling time for digsel-powered equipment
Idling time for all diesel-powered equipment shall be minimized to 5 minutes.
Mitigation Measurc 10-1e: No open burning of removed vegetation

For cach project, the contract language shall stipulate that contractors shall not engage in open buming of
removed vegelation. Vegetalive matenial shall be chipped, delivered to waste to energy facilities, or disposed
at an appropriate disposal site.

Significance atter Mitigation:
Significant and Unavoidable in the short tenm; less than sigmificant m the long term.

Impact 14-2  Increased regional criteria pollutant emissions. This impact is considered S¥gnificanr in the
short term, and Less than Significant in the long-term.

Findings:

Changes ot alterations have been required in, or incorporaled 1nio, the project that substantially lessen, but do not
avaid, the potenually significant environmental eftect associated with this impact in the shott term. No mitigation
is available to vender the cffecis less than significant. The effects {or some of the effects) therefore remain

sipen ficant and vnavoidable.

Explanation:

The proposed project would resultin additional criteria pollutant emissions from vehicle exhaust and arca sources.
The maximum daily cimissions for SU; would be below the significance thresholds and not considered 1o have a
significant impact on air guality, However, the maximum daily P, CO, ROG, and NOX emissions associated
wilh the proposed project development are estimaled 1o exceed the sigmificance threshold. Therefore, unmitigated,
operational enisstons of ROG, NOX, CO, and M.y, would have a significant impact on air guality. Mitigation
measeres would reduce the operational ermissions of ROG, NOX, CO, and PMyg. However, the effeclivencss of
these mitigation measures cannot be reltably guantified. Therefore, if is assumed by the EIR that mitigated ROG,
NOX, CO, and PMyp emissions would also have a potentially significant, Jong-tenm impact on air quality.

Mitigation Measures:
Mitigation Measnre 10-2a: Implement measures to reduce energy consumption

The Riole Vineyard Specific Plan shall incorporate and implement the following measures, or equally
effective measures, 1o reduce energy conswnplion,

« Install low-NOX hot water heaters per FOAPCD Rule 246,

» Encourage landscape maintenance companies to use battery-powered or electric equipnient for
nonresidential maintenance activitics, where feasible.

¢  Provide natural gas lines or electrical outlets to alt backyards 1o encourage natural gas or electric
barbocues, as well as electric lawn equipment.

v Install Class I bicycle lockers along with bike racks in commerciai sites.

= Incourage landscaping with drought-resistant species, and the use of groundcovers rather than
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pavement to reduce heat refleciion.

o Include Encrgy Star clficient appliances, such as dishwashers, retrigerators, and clothes washers.

+ Include energy-efficient SunCoat Max window glazings, which have a solar heat gamn of 0.27,

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

= Incorporate solar heaters and panels in proposed project residences as feasible.

o Include high-efliciency water heaters. The external insulation used should have an R-value of 16 and
an elficiency value of 0.62,

+ Ipclude high efficiency insulation with the [ollowing ratings — Ceilings: R-38§, 2°— 6 Walls, 2°—-4
Walls: R-19, and Ducts: R-6.4.

Implementation of Mitigation Measure 10-2a will also help reduce aimospheric and greenhouse gas
-emissions fvom the Rivlo Vinevard projecr andéor reduce energy consumption, and thus may reduce the
project’s contribution 1o the impact of global climate chanye.

Mitigation Measure 10-2b: Prohibit epen burning

Open buring of any kind shall be prolbited i the residential, commercial, and recreational parcels of (he
Riole Vineyards Specific Plan Area. Open burning will be allowed on the Agricultural, Agriculture-10, and
Rural Residential parcels in accordance with PCAPCD Regulation 3, which requires a burn permit to e
issued by the PCAPCTY. Open buming creates substantial pollutant emissions of ozone precursors, CO, and
'L Any company emploved to maintain landscapes within the Plan Area will be prohibited from open
burning of vegetative refuse anywhere 1n the SYAB. The incorporation of this mitigation measure as part of
the by-laws of a homeowners association {e.g,, covenants, conditions, and restrictions) would ensure
compliance with his future rule, which will be enforced by PCAPCD as a requirement for the County 0
comply with the ambient air quality standard for PM2.5 pollutants. The Applicant proposes additional open-
burning restrictions, which state that burning activitics shall be limited 1o vegetation waterials {grecn waste)
and conducted within 200 feet of a public strect, trail, or park facility. Additionally, open-burmng activites
shall require a burn pennit from the Placer County Air Pollution Control District (APCD) and shali be in
comphance with APCD Regulation 3.

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

Only gas-fired fircplace appliances shall be permilied in the Specific Plan Area. This condition shall be
incorporated into any conlracts, covenants, and restricuons that are establishe,

Mitigation Measure 10-2d: Implement offsite mitigation pregrams or pay an in-lien amount into the Placer
County Air Pollation Conotrol District’s Air Quality Mitigation Program

Each project shall implement an offsite mitigation program, coordinated through the PCAPCD, w offsct the
project’s long-term ozone precurser emssions. The project offsite mitigation program niust be approved by
the PCAPCLY. The project’s offsite mitigation program provides monetary incentives to sources of atr
poliution within the project’s air basin that are not required by law to reduce their emissions. Therefore, the
cmission reductions are rcal, guaniifiable and implement provisions of the 1994 State Implementation Plan,
The offsite rmitigation program reduces emissions within the air basin that would not otherwise be
elimimated. In lieu of cach project implementing its own offsite mitigation program, the Applicant can
choose Lo participate in the PCAPCD Offsite Mutigation Program by paying an equivalent amount of money
into the Disirict program. Based on the URBEMIS results in Appendix G2, the per house unit fee is $323
and the mult family per unit fee is 3232, This 1s a one time fee that would be pavable at the time of the final
map recording.
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Sigoificance after Mitigation:
Sigmfticant and Unavoidable 1n the short term; less than significant in the jong term.

Impact 1-3  Increasc in ambient concentrations of CO at nearby intersections, This impact is considered
Lesy than Significant,

Findings:

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

Explanation:

As idenufied in the EIR, modeled concentrations of CO ander post-development comditions would be below
regutatory thresholds, and thus less than significant.

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

This impact is less than significant without mitigation.

Impact 18-4  Exposure of nearby sepsitive receptors to odor. This impact is considered Less than Significant.

Findings:

Hnder CEQA, no mitigation measures are required for impacts that are less than ‘-‘.Ignlf]Cdnl {(Pub. Resources Code,
§ 21002, CLEQA Guidelines, £5 15126 4, subd. (a){3), 13091 :

Explanation:
As concluded by the EIR, development projects of the proposcd nature are not likely to expose sensilive receplors
to sources of odors, nov is the Plan Arca located within a nile of seurces that are likely to emit objectionable odors.
Therefore, the ador impacts from the proposed project would be less than significant.
Mitigation Measures;
No mitigation medsures are reoquired.

Significance after Mitigation:

This hmpact s less than significant withoul nrttigation.

Iimpact 10-5  Exposure of nearby sensitive receptors to Toxic Air Contaminants, Tlis impact is considered
Less than Sipnificant,

Findings:

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

Based on the short-lerm nature of the construction emissions and the regulations intended to reduce diesel
particulate emissions, it is expected that the diese] particulate emissions from the construction activites would not
have a significant impact on air quality. Mitigation measures identificd for other construction inmpacis n the EIR
would also help reduce the diesed particulate emissions from construction equipment. Moreover, the EIR concludes
that impacts from diesel raffic to nearby sensitive receptors would also be less than significant.

Mitigation Mceasures:

No mitigation measures are required.

Signilicanc after Mitigation:

This limpact 1s less than significant withoul mitigation,

Impact 10-6 Inconsistencies with the Placer County Air Quality Attainment Plan, This impact is considered
Significant,

Findings:

CChanges or alterations have been required i, or incorporated into, the project that substantially lessen, but do not
avold, the potentially significant environmental effect assoclated with this impact. Wo mitigation 15 available to
render the effects less than signidicant. The effects {or some of the effects) theretore remain sigaficant and
unavordable.

Explanation:

Fugitive dust and exhaust enmissions from shori-term constraction activities are projected to exceed the PCAPCD's
significance thresholds for FM g, NOX, ROG, and CO, bascd on conservaive assumptions made in the air qualiry
analysis. With mitigation measures, the impacts from construction-related PM,p enussions are predicted to be less
than significant. However, the short-term impacts for the other three polhwtants would still remain significant during
peak construciion activities. Regional emissions of ROG from new trips gencrated during operations and arca
sources {such as architectural coatings, landscaping, and consumer products) are also expected to exceed the
threshold based on congervative assumptions. By exceeding the PCAPCIY's significance thresholds, the proposed
project may add emissions that were not taken into account in the Placer County Afr Quality Attainment Plan.
Iherefore, the proposed praject would potentially be inconsisient with the goals of the Placer County Air Quality
Plan; this would be a significant impact.

Mitication Measures:
Mitigation Measure 10-6a: Implement the following mitigation measures:

«  Mitigation Measure 10-1a (Prepare and implement emisston contrel/dust control measures);
=  Mitigatton Measure 10-1b (Provide PCAPCD wilh a list of construction equipment and anticipated
construction timehine),
e Miugation Measure 10-1c (Maintain construction equipment and vehicles);
¢ Mitgation Mcasure 10-1d (Minimize idling time for diesel-power equipment),
e Mibgation Measure 10-1¢ (No open burning of removed vegelationy,
¢  Mitigation Measure 10-24 (Implement measures to reduce energy consumption);
e Mitigation Measure 10-2b (Prohibit open burming),
s Mitigation 10-2¢ {Allow only gas-fired fireplace appliances); and
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e Mitigation Measure 10-2d {Implement offsite mitigation programs or pay an in-lieu amount into the
e Placer County A1 Pollution Control District’s Air Quahity Mitigation Program)

Significance after Mitigatioo:
Sigmiticant and Unavoidable

Impact 10-7 Ermissions af greenhouse gases potentially contributing to global warming. This impact is
considered Significant,

Findings:

Changes or altcrations have been required in, or incorporated into, the project that substantially lessen, but do not
avoid. the potentially sigmificant environmental effect associated with this impact. No mitigation 1s available to
render the effects less than significant. The effects (or some of the effects) therefore remain significant and
unavoidabie.

Explanation:

The Speciiic Plan will implement numerous measures to reduce Greenhouse Gas (G1IG) enissions compared 1o a
base-case scenario, as deseribed inthe ETR. However, ¢ven with implementation of the identified measurcs,
however, the Specific Plan project will likely resull in a substantial amount of GIIG emissions. Because it cannot be
deterniined to 4 veasonable degree of certainty that the project will not result in a cumulatvely considerable
ncremental contribution to the significant cumulative impact of global climate change, the impacts of the propoesed
project on global climate change are considered significant and unavoidable.

Mlitigation Measures:
Mittgation Measure 10-7a: Implement the following mitipation measures:

Mitigation Measare 10-1¢ (Maintain construction equipment and vehicles);

s Mitigalion Measure 10-1d (Minimize wdling time for diesel-powercd equpment);

»  Mhtigation Measure 10-2a (Implement measures 1o reduce encrgy consumption),

o Mitgatton Measure 10-2d (Implement offsite mitigation programs or pay an in-lieu amount into the
Placer County Air Pellution Control District’s Alr Qualiy Mitigation Program);

» Mitgation Measure 9-1a; Prepare and implement a Construction Tralfic Management Plan,
Mitigation Measure 9-2a; Pay an in lieu fee and construct Walerga Road froniage improvements from
the Dy Creek Bridoe (o the Placer County ling;

« NMhingation Measure 9-2b: Contribute a far share to widen Walerga Road from the Dry Creek Bridge 10
Biseline Eoad;

s Mitigation Meagure 9-3a: Contribuie a fair share 1o widen the intersections of Locust Road and Bascline
Road, Watt Avenue and Bascline Road, and Walerga Road and Bascline Road; '

»  Mitigatton Measure 9-8a; Contribule a fair share to widen SR 65 [rom Blue Ouks Boulevard to SR 63:

»  Mingation Measure 9-9a: Contribule a fair share to construct an interchange to replace the SR 70499 and
Riego Road intersection,

s Mitigation Measure 9-11a: Contribute a Gur share to widen the intersections of Locust Road and
Baseline Road, and Walerga Road and Baseline Road;

s Mitigation Measure 9-16a: Contnbute a fair share (o widen SR 65 10 six lanes from Blue Qaks
Boulevard to [-80;

» Mitgation Measure 9-17a: Contribute a finr share to constructing an intarchange at the intersection of
SR 70/99 with Ricgo Road;

+  Mitigation Measure 9-18a: Creale a Community Service Arca to cover Transit Servicg;
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e Mitigation Measure 9-1%a: Contribuie a fair share to widen PFIE Road to four lanes from Watt Avenue to
Walerga Road, and

¢ Mitigation Measurc 9-20a: Contribute a fair share to widening the intersection ol Walerga Road and PFE
Road, signahizing the intersection of Cook Riolo Road and PIFE Road, and signalizing the intersection of
“Fast” Road and PFIZ Road.

Significance after Mitigation:

Significant and Unavordable
H. NOISE

Impact 11-1 Construction equipment would generate short-term noise level ipcreases at noise-sensitive
locatiens. This impact is considered Significant.

Findings:

Changes or alterations have been required in, or incorporated into, the project that substanually lessen, but do not
avold, the porentially significant environmental efiect associated with this impact in the short term. No mitigation
is avatlable 1o render the effects less than sigmficant. The effects (or some of the effects) there lore remain
significant and unavoidable,

Explanation:

The proposed project would be constructed 1o several phases. The highest nolse levels would occur duting the mass-
orading phase of the proposed construction, which would be concentrated near areas where the greatest changes in
clevation are needed (o accommodate the proposed pad elevations. Noise-sensitive receptors are withun a screening
distance {rom the propased activity such that the hourly averaye threshold of 70 dBA could be excecded. Also, as
project phases are built out, new residences would be subject to short-tenn noise impacts associaled with nearby
building of a subsequent phase. This would be a short-term, significant impact of project construction. Mitigation 15
wdentified to veduce impacts through preparation and implementation of a noise abatement program. This mitigation
measure will reduce noise levels bul may not achicve 70 dBA or below for receivers deseribed above that are within
or in cluse proximity o the Plan Area. Given the iypes and amount of construction equipment expected o be nsed,
offsite imypacts related 1o construction noise would be a short-term, significant impact.

Mitigation Measures:
Mitigation Measure 11-1a: Develop and intplement a construction noise ubatement program

Prior 10 construction plan approval, the Department of Public Works (DPW) will develop and implement a
construchion noise abatement program acceptable to Placer County Division of Environmental Health (DEH) and
conforming to Minute Order 98-08. Thie plan shall require that:

e All construcnon vehicles or equipment, fixed or muobile, shall be cquipped with propetly operating and
mamtained mufflers;

o Stockpiling and/or vehicle staging areas shall be identified on the improvement plans and shall be
located as far ag is practical from existing occupied dwellings,

+ (Construction noisc emanating from any construction activities for which a Grading or Building Permit is
required is prohibited on Sundays and federal holidays, and shall ondy oceur during the following times:

— Monday through Friday, 6:00 a.m. to 8:00 p.m. {during dayhight savings)
— Monday through Friday, 7:00 a.m. to 800 p.mn. (during standard uime)
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~ Saturdays. $:00 am, 0 6:00 p.m.
These parameters are standard construction times set by the County's Planning Commission,

o Specific noise-conttol measures shall be identified that will reduce the hourly noise level to 70 dBA
lower at all schools during periods when schools are in session;

¢ Specific notse-control meusures shall he identified that will reduce the hourly average noise level 10
70 dBA or lower at other noise-sensitive receplors where feasible. The construction contractor shall
consider implementation of the following measures in the construction noisc control plan:

1. Select equipment capable of performing the necessary tusks with the lowest noise-emission level and
the towest possible height {or the scoustic center of noise emissions.

2. Noise barriers may be required to block the line of sight from nolse sources (o notse-sensilive
receivers of concern ot to further reduce noise levels beyond that provided by hing-of-sight breaks
afforded by lopographical features. The nolse barriers could be constructed using either plywood
sheets or other solid material that provides sufficient mass per unit surface area (perhaps approaching
4 pounds per square foot) and has minima! openings between the top of barrier and ground surface
{perhaps as Nitle as 1 percent). Noise barviers of a given height are generally most effective when
placed as close as possible to either the source or receiver, and perhaps at two such separate
locations. The least desirable locaton is generally at @ middle distance between sources and
receptors. The plan shall identily the proper height; location, and effectiveness of a noise barmer in
teimns of the expected hourly average noise level due to construction activity at noise-sensitive
receivers of concern, with the objective of reducing contributions ftom construction activity (o an
hourly average of 70 dBA or less.

Significance after Mitigation:

Significant and Unavoidable

Impact 11-2  Transportation noise sources it excess of an Ldn of 60 dBA cxternally at the property line and
in excess of 45 dBA internally at second floor elevations under existing conditions (2003). This
impact is considercd Sigaiffeans,

Findings:

Changes or alierations have been required in, or incorporated into, the project that substantially lessen, but do not
avoid, the potentially significant environmental eftect associated with this impact. No mitigation is available to
render the effects less than sigmificant. The effects {or some of the effects) therefore remain significant and
unavoldable.

Explapation:

With certain idenufied exceplions, noise levels under Existing Plus Project conditions would not exceed the exterior
noise criterion af 60 JBA or the interior noise criterion of 45 dBA. In most cases, as identified in the EIR,
mitigation is available to reduce impacts to a less-than significant level. In a single instance (the existing Lund
residence}, noise levels undor existing plus project condiiions would exceed acceptable levels. Since this an
existing structure, rmibgation by setback or noise bairier is not feasible. Therefore, this impact would remain
sigailicait and unavoidable for as Jong as this residence remains at this location.
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Mitigation Measures:
Mitigation Measure 11-2a: Construct masonry walls of 6 feet elevation abeve pad

Masonty nose barriers of 6 feet elevation above pad helght are proposed by the Applicant (see Figure ]1-4
of the EIR). Masonry noise batriers may be required {o he greater than 6 feet in arder o achieve mitigation
in some areas. The top-of-barricr elevation shall be such that the masonry wall is at least 6 feet above the
pad clevation and the relative elevations of the top of barrier above roadways are not reduced below that
analyzed for this EIR,

Mitigation Measure 11-2b: Coenduct noisc analyses and measurements according o Ceunty standards and
requircments

The Applicant will submit a tentative map for the Riole Vinevard Specilic Plan {or the County to review and
approve. The locations of noise attenuation features will be shown on the tentative map. Changes (o this
tentative miap and submissions of wntative maps by other landholders in the specific plan area may require
additional noise analysis to be completed according to County's standards and requirements, as 1o be
determined by County stall.

The Applicant would be required to implement a setback and/or submit a sound barier design that has been
reviewed and approved by a noise consultant to attenuate potential noise impacts along PFE Road at the
property line of the sensiive receptors, The noise consultants” analysis and subsequent report of (he
proposed miutigation shall meet the requirements of Table 9-2 of the Placer County Noise Element and shall
be subnutied to the County for review and approval. 1 notse cannot be adequately attenuated at the property
line, per the General Plan, additional conditions could he implemented upon approval by the County, Such
conditions could include unplementung feasible mutigation 1o reduce nolse impacts and property owner
notfication, :

Even with the miigation measures identifiecd, the proposed project’s contnbution 1o 2025 waffic noisc
timpacls would be cumulatively considerable. Therefore, the proposed project’s 2025 impact on noise would
be significant and unavoidable.

Significance after Mitigation:
Sigmficant and Unavoidable

Impact 11-3  Transportation noise sonrces in excess of an Ldn of 60 dBA externally at the property line and
in excess of 45 dBA internally at second floor elevations under future conditions (2625). This
impact is considered Significans.

Findings:

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

Explanation:

With certain identificd cxceptions, noise levels under {uture {(cumulative) conditions would not exceed the exierior
noise critenion of 60 dBA or the interior noise cuterion of 45 dBA . In most cases, as dentified in the ETR,
mitigation is available (o reduce impacts to a less-than significant level, In certain instances, as identified 1n the
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EIR, noise levels under funire conditions would cxceed acceptable levels. In the cvent that mitigation cannot be
applied at a particudar location to reduce noise 1o an acceptable level, impacts would remain significant and
unavaidable as deseribed in the EIR,

Mitigation deasures:

Mitigation Measure 11-3a: Implement Mitigation Measure 11-2a (Construct masonry walls of
6 [eet elevation above pad) '

Mitigation Measuwre 11-3b: Implement Mitigation Measure 11-2b (Conduct noise analyses and measuraments
accordiag to County standards and requirenrents)

Significance after Mitigation:
Significant and Unavoidable

Impact I1-4 Stationary neisc sources within Plan Area could produce excessive noise levels at noise-
seusitive locations duriny project eperations, This impact is considered Potentially Significant.

Findings:

Changes o alierations have been required m, or incorparated into, the project that avoid the significant
emvirommental effect as wentificd in the Final EIR,

Explanation:

There are at Ieast two locations within e Plan Ared, one in the center of the Plan Area and another desigmated as
being pant of the Sacramento Municipal Utlity Distriet (SMUD}) i the southeastern corner, where stationary
sources such as pumps andfor electrical transformers are in proximity to residential units. The significance criterion
15 defined by Flacer County for stalionary noise sources. Specilically, Table 9-1 of the noise efement of the Placer
County General Plan requires non-ttansportation noise comphance with 50 dB Ldn at the property lines of
residential land uscs. 1t is anticipated that all potentially significant smpacts duc to stationary noise sources such as
pumps and electrical fransfonners can be adequately mitigated to below an exterior Idn of 30 dBA through
mitigation, such as design of appropriate shielding, and equipment selection to reduce noise emissions. SMUD
would be responsible for the substation’s design and environmental clearance. Tt is recommended that SMUD
constder design features that would mitigate noise impacts front the construction and operation of the substation.

Mitigation Measures:

Mitigation Measure 11-4a: Design shiclding of stationary naise sources to prohibit 5 day-night neise level
[.dn above 50 dBA

Prior o approval of improvement plans, 1t shall be demeonstrated o the satis{aclion of Placer County DEH
that stationary sources such as pumps within the Plan Arca will not result in an {.dn in excess of 50 dBA at
propenty lines for residences within the Plan Area. The mitigation specificd shall also reduce noise levels for
receivers outside of the Plan Area. Mitigation Measure 11-4a 1s intended to ensure that noise levels due to
statiopary equipment do not exceed applicable standards by controlling source neise emissions and
providing enclasures andsor barners as needed during final design. In the case of (he electrical substation,
SMUTD shall consider a facility design that would reduce noise impacts to less-than-significant tevels, In the
case of “impulsive”™ or “simple 1one” nomse sourees, the criterion for exterior use aveas shall be reduced, as
per the provisions of the Piacer County Notse Ordinance, to an Ldn of 45 dBA. An example of a “simple
toie” noise source is an electrical transformer. An example of an “impulsive” noise source is an abrupt air
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release from a pressure release valve associaked with the mechanical systems of an air, water or sewagg
svstem. An example of an clectrical noise source that would be located 1 the Speeific Plan Area is the
clectrical pump station for the wastewater system. Other potential electnical noise sources could be rooftop
HYVAC units located in the Commercial parcel. It is anticipated that all potentially significant impacts due @0
stationary nolse sources such as pumps and electrical transformers can be adequately mitigated through
spectfication of a combination of the following:

o Restrict noise emissions of sources.

o Provide enclosures with adeguate acoustical features.

»  Maximuze (e separation distance between the noise source and sensitive receplors.

o Orient strugiures such that required openings are oriented away from receptors of concern.

a  Ornent receptors such that doors and operable windows are onented away (tom noise stationary sources.
o {onstrucl noise barriers. :

Significance after Mitigatiou:

Less than Significant

1. SOILS, GEOLOGY AND SEISMICITY

Irapact 12-1 Topographic alteration resulting from earth grading, This impact is considered Potentially
Significant,

Findings:

Changes or alterations have been requited in, or Incorporated 1nte, the project that avold the significant
environmental effect as identified in the Iinal EIR,

Explanation:

Grading for building pads, reereational (acihties, roads, and public facilitics and services would alter site
topography. Placer County’s Engineering and Surveying Division (ES17} has the authority to review and approve
all Improvement Plans for future construction within the Plan Area. This review would allow any identification and
avordance of any sipgmiicant site-specific impacts to (opography. Addmionally, adhering to Placer County
ordinances for grading, drainage, and construction, and implementing a grading and erosion control plan would
reduce the effects of topographic alteration to a less-than-significant level.

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

For future construction projects within the Plan Area, Ioprovement Plans, specifications, and cosl eslimales
{per the requirements of Section 11 of the Land Developiment Manual that are w effect at the time of
submittal) will be prepared and submitted o the Placer County ESLY for review and approval of each new
development project. The plans shall show the following:

e All conditions for (the project as well as pertinent topographical features both on site and off site:

* All exisung and proposed ulilities and easemnents, on sile and adjacent to the Plan Area, that may be
affected by planned construction; and _

+  All proposed landscaping and imigation facilitics within the public right-ofiway (or public
easements), or landscaping within sight distance arcas at interseclions.

The Applicant shall prepare and submit Improvement Plans, specifications, and cost estimates (per the
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requitements of Section 17 of the Land Development Manual that are in effect at the ime of submuittal) to the
ESD for review and approval of each project phase. The plans shall show all conditions for the project as
well as pertinent wopographical features both an and off site. All existing and proposed utilibies and
sascments, on site and adjacent to the project, which may be affected by planned construction, shall be
shown on the plans. All landscaping and irtigation facililies within the public right-of-way {or public
easements), or landscapig within sight distance arcas at imtersections, shatl be included in the Improvement
Plans. The Applicant shall pay ptan check and inspection fecs, Prior to plan approval, all apphcable
recording and reproduchon costs shall be paid. The cust of the above-noted landscape and irrigation
facilities shall be included in the estimates used to determine these fees. It will be the Applicant’s
respensibility w obtain all required agency signatures on the plans and to secure department approvals. If the
Design/Site Review process and/or Design Review Commitice (DRC) review 15 required as a conditien of
approval for the project, this review process shall be completed prior to submuttal of Improvement Plans.
Record drawings shall be prepared and signed by a Califormia Registered Civil Engineer at the Applicant’s
expense and shall be submiited to the ESIY prior 10 acceplance by the County of site improvements (Macer
County Community Development Resource Agency, 2006).

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

All proposed grading, drainage improvements, vegetatton, and tree removal shall be shown on the proposed
project’s Improvement Plans, and all work shall conform to provisions of the County Grading Ordinance
(Ref. Articte 15.48, Placer County Code) thal is in elfect at the time of submittal. No grading, ¢learing, or
tree disturbance shall occur until the Improvement Plans are approved and all temporary construction
fencing has been mstalled and inspected by a member of the DRC. All cut/fill slopes shall be at a maximum
of 2:1 {horizontal:vertical) unless a soils report supports a steeper slope and the ESD concurs with said
recommendation.

The Applicant shall revegetate all disturbed areas. Revegetation undertaken from April | to Ociober 1 shall
melude repular watering to ensure adequate growth. A winterization plan shall be provided with project
Improvement Plans. It will be the Applicant’s responsibility to ensure proper installation and maintenance of
erosion connoliwinterization duning project construction. Where soil stockpiling or borrow areas are to
remain for more than onc consiruction season, proper crosion control measures shall be applied as specificd
in the Improvement Plans/Grading Plans. Where roadside drainage is off of the pavement, erosion control
shall be provided for to the satisfaction of the ESD.

The Apphcant shall submit to the ESD a letter of credit or cash deposit in the amount of 116 percent of an
approved engineer’s estimale {or winterization and penmancnt erosion contral work, priot 10 Improvement
Plan approval, to guarantee protection agamst erosion and improper grading practices. Upon the County”’s
acceptance of improvements and satisfactory completion of a one-ycar maintenance period, unused portions
of this deposit will be refunded to the Applicant or authoozed agent.

If at any time during construction a field review by County personnel indicates a sigmificant deviation from
the proposed grading shown on the Improvement Plans, specifically with regard to slope heights, slope
ratios, crosion control, winterization, ee disturbance, and/or pad elevations and configurations, the plans
shall be reviewed by the DRC/ESD [or a determination of substantial conformance (o the project approvals
prior to any further work proceeding. Failure of the DRC/ESD to make a determination of substantial
conformance mav serve as grounds for the revocation/modification of the project approval by the
appropriate hearing hody (Placer County Community Development Resource Agency, 2006).

The project’s erosion control plan shall indicate that proper control of siltanion, sedimentation, and other
pollutants will be implemented in accordance with National Pollutant Discharge and Elimination System
(NPDES} permut requirements and County ordinance standards. The plan shail propose best management
practices (BMPs) 1o reduce erosion and water quality degradation during construction 1o the maximum
extent practicable. '
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Stgnificance after Mitigation:

Less than Significant

Empact 12-2  Potential for seismic activity. This impact is considered Lesy than Significant,
Findings:

Under CEQA, no mitigation measures are required for impacts that are less than significant. (Pub. Resources Code,
§ 21002; CEQA Guidelines, §§ 15126 4, subd. (2)(3), 15091.)

Explanation:

The zoned active fault closest to the Plan Arca is located 70 kilometers o the north-northwest, No active fault traces
are found beneath the study area. Therefore, the probability of surface ground rupture is neghigible, and the
possibilily of strong ground motion is low. Impacts associated with the potential for seismic activity would be Jess
than significant.

Mitigation ¥easures:

No mrtigation measures are required.

Significance after Mitigation:

This impact 1s less than sigwficant withour mitigation.

Lnpact 12-3  Potential for increasced erosion during and after construction. T'his impact is considered
Potentially Significant.

Findings:

Changes or alterations have been vequired in, or incorporated intg, the project that avoid the significant
environmental effect as wdentificd in the Final EIR.

Explapation:

Clearing, grading, and excavation activities would remove vegetative cover from the soils and expose sails to the
ellects of wind, rain, and surface flow a5 4 result of construction activities. The onsite 50115 are not clagsified as
having a high erosion potential and there are no arcas with steep slopes on the site. Compliance with Section 5 of
Placer County’s Land Development Mannal and the Placer County Stormt Water Management Manuat would reduce
these impacts to a less-than-significant level.

Mitigation Measures:
Mitigation Measure 12-3a: Identify stockpiling and vehicle staging arcas an lmp:l'ovement Plans
For cach construction phase within the Plan Area, stockpiling andfor vebicle staging areas shall be identified

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

This project is subject to constnuction-related stormwater permit requirements of the federat Clean Water
Act NPDES pragram. Each applicant/developer for future construction projects within the Pian Area shali
implement Mitigation Measure 13-1e, which requires an applicant to submit a Notice of [ntent (NQI) to
comply with the NPDES General Permii for Stormwater Discharges associated with Constroction Activitics
1o the State Regional Water Quality Control Board if the specific project would disturb | acre of land or
mere. The project applicant‘developer shall provide 1o the ESD evidence of a state-ssued Waste Discharge
Identification (WDID) number or filing of a NOI and fees prior to start of construction, as required by the
County’s Sample Conditions and Improvement Plans, paragraph ip13 (Placer County Community
Development Resource Agency, 2006). '

Mitigation Measure 12-3¢: Comply with NPDES Phase I1 requirements

Development within the Flan Arca must comply with the NPDES Phase 11 General Permit for the [Discharge
of Stormrwater from small municipal separate storm sewer systems. Placer County 1s operating under the
NPDES Phase IT Rule permit, and as such, nesw development within the County must comply with the
permit requirements. New development is subject 1o Atiachment 4 Design Standards of the Stawe Water
Resource Control Board NPDES Phase 11 General Permtt, These standards require that new development
must be designed 56 as o minimize, o the maximum exient praciicable, the introduction of pollurants of
concen that may result in significant impacts, generated from site runoft of directly connected impervious
areas, 1o the slommwaler conveyance system as approved by the building official.

Mitigation Measure 12-3d: I'repare and implement stormwater pollution prevention plan for ¢construction

lor abl construction activities that will disturb 1 ot mnore acre of land, 2 stormwater pollution prevention plan
(SWIEPP) [or the construction phase must be prepared and implemented. The SWFEPP will include
developnient of site-specific structural and operational BMPs 1o prevent and control inpacts to runoff
quality, measures to be implemented before each storm event, inspection and maintenance of BMPs, and
monitoring of vunoff quality by visual and/or analviical means. The contents of the SWPPP are set forth in
detail in the permit application package. BMPs shail he designed according to the Califomia Stormwater
(Quality Association Stormwater fest Managemeni Practice Hundhooks for Construction (or other similar
source as approved by the DPW). BMPs for the proposed projectinclude, but are pot hmiled to, silt fencing
(Sediment Control SE - 1), straw bale baroiers (Sediment Control SE-93, fiber rolls (Sediment Control SE-5),
storm drain inlet protection {Sediment Contrel SE-10Y, hyvdraulic rmeleh (Erosion Control EC-3}, and
stabilized construction entrance {Tracking Control TR-1). The SWPLPP shall also include erusion control
measures, to be impiemented during construction, that conlorm to the NPDES, Storm Drain Standards, and
local standards.

Significance after Mitigation:
Less than Significant

Impact 12-4 Loss of availabilily of important mineral resources. This impact is considered Less than
Significant.

Findings:

Under CEQA, no mitigation measures arc required for impacts that are tess than signilicant. (Pub, Resources Code,
§ 21002, CEQA Guidelines, §§ 13126.4, subd. (al3), [309])
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Explanation:

It is unlikely that the swudy area represents a source of known nineral reserves, and no mineral vesources of value
are known to exist in the Plan Arca. Therefore, loss of accessibility to nuneral resources on the site as a result of
proposed project construction would be a less-than-significant impact.

Mitigation Measures:

No mitigation measures are required.

Significance after Mitigation:

This Impact is less than significant without mitigation.

Iimpact 12-5 | Safety risk related to soil stability, This impact is considered Potentially Significant.
Findings:

Changes or alterations have been required n, or incorporated into, the project that avoid the sigmificant
environmental effect as ideniified i the Final EIR.

Explanation:

The Plan Area is suitabie for the planned construction if designed and constructed in accordance with generally
accepted geotechnical principles, provided that detailed, site-specilic mvestigations are conductled at appropriate
tmes and the recommendations of each investigation are followed. The potential of expansive solls oceurring
within the Plan Avea is considered to be moderale.

Mitigation Measures:
Mitigation Measure 12-5a: Prepare a geatechnical report for all elements of propesed devetopment

For each development phase or construction project within the Plan Area, a geotechnical engincering report
produced by a California Registered Civil Engineer or Geotechnical Engincer shall be submnted 1o the ESD
Lot weview and approval. The eport shall address and make recommendations on the (ollowing:

« Road, pavement, and parking area design,

o Siructural foundations, including retatming wall design (T applicable);

e (jrading practices,

¢ Frosion‘winterization,

s Special problems discovered on site (1.e., groundwalter, expansive/unstable soils, ete.); and
s Slope stability.

When approved by the ESD, two copies of the final report shall be provided to the ESD and one copy 10 the
Building Department for therr usc. If the soils report indicates thie presence of eritically expansive soils or
other soils problems which, if not comected, could lead to structural defects, a certification of completion of
the requircmenis of the sotls report wiil be required for subdivisions and other entitlemenis, pror 1o issuance
of buildmg permits, This certification may be completed on a lot by lot busis or on a tragt basis, or other
defined project basis, This shall be so noted in the Covenants, Conditions, and Restrictions and on the
mformational sheet tiled with the final map(s). It 1s the responsibility of the developer to provide for
enyineering inspection and certification that carthwork has been performed in conformity with
recommendations contained in the report.
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Significance after Mitigation:

Less than Significant

J. HYDROLOGY AND WATER QUALITY

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

Findings:

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

Explapation:

Project grading would decrease vepetative cover and increase the potential for soil erosion, and thereby could cause
an mcrease in snspended sohds in runoff and local receiving waters. Additional impacts o mnotl water quality
during construction could potennally resuli from Jeaks or spills of fuel or hydraulic fluid used in construction
equipment;, outdoor storage of construction materials, or spills of paints, solvents, or other potentially hazardous
materials conmmonly used in construction, As cach future construction project within the Plan Area is proposed,
grading and crosion control measures would be incleded on the project’s improvement plans and submitted to the
Flacer Counry Engineering and Surveying Department (ESD) for review and approval. The BaPs 1o be
implemented during construction to. minimize discharge of sediments or pollutants off stie would be included un the
improvemenc plans.

Mitigation Measures:
Mitigation Measure 13-1a: ITmplement Mitigation Measure 12-1b (Comply with County Gradiog Ordioance)

Mitigation Measure 13-1h: Implement Mitigation Measure 12-3b (Comply with NPDES requirements Jor
consfruction)

Mitigation Measure 13-1¢: hinplemnent Mitigation Measure 12-3d (Prepare and implement stormsvater
puetlution prevention plan for construction)

.

Significance alier Mitigratioo:
L.ess than Sigmficant

Impact 13-2  Increase in runoff rate downstream of the site. This impact is considered Porentially
Significant,

Findings:

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

Explanation:
Development of the Plan Avea would result in an ingrease in impervious surfaces due to the constroction of

buildings, parking lots, and roads; thercfore, peak flow rates would increase duning storm events. Currently the site
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is undeveloped with the exception of a few houses and roads. The proposed project would incorporate low impact
design elements, particularly in regards to stormwater matagement and site drainage applications. BMPs that
promate overland fow of stormwater runofl and infiliration, such as moswales, would reduce flow veloeities,
increase flow paths, and reduce peak flow rates. Acsthetically enbanced stormwater collection channeis, detention
areas, and bioswales are encouraged. Parks and greenways would be included throughout the Plan Arca and provide
opportunitics for stormwater detention. Although the 1n situ soils are fine-grained and would hkely not provide for
sufficient infiltration, fill material and/or subsurface drains could provide an opportunity to incorporate infiltration-
rvpe BMPs such as pervious pavement and percolation wrenches.

Duting detailed design of each construction phase within the Plan Area, project-specific peak flow caleulabions and
evaluation would be necessary. The evaluation would assess whether detaiming peak flows would exacerbate
downstream flooding by allowing downstream peak tlows to combine contemporancously and would be used to
ensure that facihties are stzed 10 achieve the required reducuon in flows in accordance with the County’s
Stormwater Management Manual, To support the design of each construction phase, a project-specific drainage
repont, including drainage caloulations, shall be prepared for review and approval by Placer County ESD.

Mitieation Measures:
Mitigation Measure 13-2a: Prepare and submit project-specific deainage report

Fach apphcant/developer for future construction projects within the Plan Area shall prepare and submit with
their project Improvement Plans a project-specific drainage report in confonnance with the requirements ol -
Section § of the Land Development Manual and the Placer County Stormwater Management Manual
(SWMM) that arc in effect at the time of submittal, to the Placer County ESD for review and approval. The
project-specific drammage reports shall be consisient with the Drainage Master Plan and Development
Standards for Plan Area. The report shall be prepared by a Registered Civil Engineer and shall, at a
mininunt, melede:

o Wuotten text deseribing existing conditions and proposed improvements,

e The effects of the mmprovements,

@  All appropriate caleulations,

s A watershed map,

o Incrcases in downstream Mows, and

s Proposed onsite aud offsite improveinents and drainage easements o accommasdate flows fTom the
project,

The report shall idenu fy water quality protection features and methods o be used both dunng construction
and for long-lerm post-constraction waler quality protechon. “Best Management Practice™ (3MD) measures
shall be provided o reduce erosion, water quahty degradation, and prevent the discharge of pollutants to
stormwater to the maximum extent practicable. No construction shall be permitted within any identified
wellands area, flaodplain, or right-ofway, except as authorized by project approvals, The project-specific
drainage report shall demonsirate compliance with all relevant mitigation measures included in this Draft
EIR.

Mitigation Mceasure 13-2b: Evaluate dewnstream offsite drainage facilities

The project-specific drainage reporis prepared for each futute construction project within the Plan Area shall
gvaluate olfsite drainage facilities for conditions and capacity and shall be apgraded, replaced, or mitigated
as specified by the Placer County ESD. Each future construction project shall upgrade or replace drainage
facilities, or mitigate drainage impacis in other ways as needed and as specified by Placer County ESD. This
includes any existing drainage facilities located inmediately downstrcam of the project that would receive
diainage and would be changed by the proposcd project. The analysis must include any existing roadside
ditches and/or culverts along Walerga Road, PFE Road, and Watl Avenue, While the Plan Area is within the
Fiolo Vineyard Specific Plan 22
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Diry Creek watershed and as such onsite detention is not required to reduce peak flow rates due to
development, ansite detention may be required in order Lo comply with the County’s requirements regarding
roaid encroachments. In accordance with the SWMM, all travel lanes of Watt Avenue, PFE Road, and
Walerga Road may be required to remain clear of stormwarer tlow for all storm events, including the 100-
vear event. In addition, the Applicant will be required to mitigate peak flow rates to pre-devetopment levels
for 10- and 100-year stonn events {per the Placer County Stormwalter Management Manual) for only the
portion of the Riolo Vingyard Plan Arca that drans souil towards PFE Road.

Mitigation Measure 13-2¢: Submit vne-time Dry Creek watershed drainage improvement fce

New development in the Plan Area shall be subject to the one-time payiment of drainage improvement and
Nood control fees pursuant to the Dry Creek Watershed Interim Drainage Improvements Ordinance (Ref.
Article 15.32, formerly Chapter 4, Subchapter 20, Placer Counly Code). This fee is used to fund installation
and maintenance of roadway drainage and stormwater drainage improvements within the watcrshed. The
actual fees o be paid will be those in effect at the time the payment occurs and are assessed on the amount
of development arca, Fach developer will be responsibie for submitting the appropriate fee {or the specific
land devejopment project to the Placer County ZSIX. The one-time fee shall be paid prior to 1ssuange of the
building permit or approval of improvement plans.

Mitigation Measure 13-2d: Submir anpual Dry Creck watershed drainage improvement fee

New development in the Plan Arca shall be subject to payment of annual drainage improvement and flood
control fess pursuant to the Dry Creek Watershed [nterim Drainage Improvements Ordinance (Refl Article
15,32, formerly Chapter 4, Subchapter 24, Placer County Code), These fees are used to fund instaltation and
maintenance of roadway drainage and stormwater drainage improvements within the watershed. The
Applicant will be required to form a County Service Area zone, if one currently does not cover the Plan
Area, tor collecting the annuoal special assessment. The actual fecs to be paid will be those in effect al the
timie the payment occurs and are assessed on the basis of the new development acreage. The annual fee 15 a
yearty charge and wall be mcluded an a parcel’s property tax bill,

Significance after Mitigation:
Less (han Significant

Impact 13-3  Increase in runoff volume dewastream of the site. This impact is considered Potentially
Significant.

Findings;

Changes or alterations have been required in, or incorporated into, the project that avord the significunt
envirgnmental ¢ ffect as identified in the Final ETR. '

Explapation:

Pevelopment of roads, buildings, and other paved and impermeahle surfaces would reduce the amouni of
stormwaler thut infiltrates into the ground, and would increase the anmount of water that runs off of the site. A
projcct-specific drainage report, imcluding drainage calculations, shall be prepared for review and approval by
Placer County ESD. The proposed project must comply with the Placer County’s Dry Creek Watershed Drainage
Improvement Ordinance. Increase w runoff quantity associated with development of the site is considered a
potentially significanl impact; however, the proposed miligation measures would reduce this impact © a Jess-than-
significant level.
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Mitigation Measures:

Mitigation Measure 13-3a: Implement Mitigation Measure 13-2a (Prepare and submit project specific
drainage reporr) '

Mitigation Measure 13-3b; Implement Mitigation Measure 13-2¢ (Submit one-time Dry Creek watershed
drainage improvement fee)

Mirigation Measure 13-3¢: Implement Mitigation Measure 13-2d (Submit annual Dry Creck watershed
drainage improvement fee)

Significance after Mitigation:

Less than Signiticant

Impact 13-4 Reduced water quality during operation. This impact is considered Potentially Significant.
Findings:

Changes or alterations have been required in, or meotporated inte, the project that avoid the significant
envirpnmental effect as identifted in the Final EIR,

Explanation:

The proposed project would increase the overall amount of impervious surface, thercby imereasing runeff trgm meost
of the site. Following construction of the proposed project, stonmwater renoff quality would be expected to decline
as more potendial pollutants would be generated by human activities. Addittonally, pollutants would tend 1o be
flushed from impervious surfaces where they accumulaie (e.g., paving and roofs) mto drainage conveyances.
Stormwater runetf from streets and the parking area would be expected to contam oils, grease, and debuos.

The goal of the proposed praject 15 to integrate BMPs throughout the project developmtent to provide source controd
and waler quality treatment of runoff from paved and ather developed arcas prior w discharge into the swales and
streams Lhat ultimately discharge mto Dry Creek. In accordance with NPDLES 1T requirernents, the proposed project
design would be requred to incorporaie BMPs tu reduce the discharge of stormwater pollution to the maximum
extent practicable. Poteatial significant impacts to water guality during operations would be mitigated (0 a less than
significant level by desigming the proposed project to Include appropriate and effective BMPs, ineluding LID
MEASUTES. ’

Mitigation Measures:

~ Mitigation Measure 13-4a: mplement Mitigation Measure 12-3¢ (Comply with NPDES I'hase 1T
requirements}

Mitigation Measure [3-4b: Preparc site-specific BMP plan

Each applicantvdeveloper for vach construction phase within the Plan Area shall submit a project-specific
BMP Plan with the project improvement plans showing the onsite locations and effectiveness of the BMP
facilities proposed for long-term waler quality impact reduction duning the Subsequent Conformity Review
process and prior to Improvement Plan approval. The plan shall include a methed for financing the long-
term maintcnance of the proposed project-specfic facilities.

Al BMPs for water quality protechion, source confeol, and treatiment control shall be developed in
accordance with the California Stormwater Qualily Association Stormwater Best Managemen: Practice
fHandboey for New Development/Redevelopment (or other similar source approved by he Engincering and

Rusloe Vineyard Speeifiz Plan 84
Findings of Facr and

taernent of Overriding Consideration (05-12-09) j : [



Surveving Division) for the applicable tvpe of development apd‘or improvenient. BMPs shall be designed to
mitigate (minnmize, infiltrate, filter, or treat) stomiwater runoff. Flow or volume based postconstruction
BMPs shall be designed at a mimimum in accordance with the Placer County Guidance Nocument for
Volume and Flow-Based Sizing of Permanent Post-Construction Best Managemen Practices {or Slormwaier
Quality Protection. Provisions shall be included for long-term maintenance of BMPs, BMPs shall reflect
improvements in techniques and opportunitics made available over time and shall reflect site-specific
limitatzons. The County shall make the final determinations as (o the appropriateness of the BMPs proposed
for each project.

Seurce control BMPs should be incorporated into the design of each future construction project within the
Plan Area. These BMPs emphasize reducing or eliminating pollulant in stormwater runoff at their sourge
through runoff reduction and by segregating pollutants from stormwater runoff. Examples of source control
BMPs that should be evaluated duning design and could be incorporated (1o the project-specific BMP Plan
as leasible (nclude the following:

¢ Incorporate landscaping o the design, including planting of native and drought-tolerant plants to
maxinize nataral water storage and infiltration opportunities and protect slopes and channels {(Source
Control SD-10):

e Dircet roof runoff to grassy arcas and away from paved arcas or storm drains to promote overland
flow of stormwater runoff and reduce velocities and peak flow rates {Source Control S13-11);

¢ Incorporate pervious pavement to promote infiliration and reduce runoff {Source Control SD-20}

¢ Provide enclosed commercial frash areas to avold contact wilh stormwalter runofl (Source Control
SD-32),

¢ Design parking lots to direct storm water o stomm drain inlets and away from parbage disposal areas
(Sowrce Control S12-32);

«  Perfirm street and parking lot cleaning (o remove potential debris and pollutants that could be picked
up and conveyed by storm water;

e Where praclical, msiall drip and low-flow irrigation systems o provide efficient irrigation and
minimize runoff of excess terigation water (Source Control SD-12Y; and

= Select building materials that do not introduce sources of pollulants {Source Conirol SD-21).

In addition, storm dramage from onsite and offsite impervious surfaces (including roads) shall be collected
and routed through specially designed water quality treatment facilities (1., treatment control BMPs) for
removal of pelivtants of concemn (1.c., sediment, oi1l/grease, ete.}, as approved by the County's Engineering
and Surveying Division. Treatment control BMDI's should be integrated o and throughout the site to
enhance the removal of pallutants that have entered the stonmwater runeft. Examples of tcatment control
BMPs that should be evaluated during design include the foltowing:

*  Provide vegetative swale or buffer areas, which could be incorporated into landscaped areas, to slow
down runoff velocities and allow sediments and other pollutants to settle {Treatment Control TC-30,
TC-31%,

e Install water quality inlets (e g., oil"water scparators) 1o Temove “lirst flush” pollutants, including oil
and grease {Treatment Control TC-50}; and
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e Incorporate biofiltration {acilities to caplure stormwalter runoff from impervious arcas and remave
pollutants (Source Control TC-323,

With the Improvement Plans, the applicant/developer for the construction project shall verify that proposed
BMPs are appropriate to treat the pollutants of concern from the project. The applicant/developer shall
provide for the establishment of vegetation, where specitied, by means of proper imigation, for effective
performance of BMPs. No water quality facility construction shall be permitted within any identified
wetlands area, floodplain, or right-of-way except as authonzed by the project approvals ar subsequent
amendments approved by the County. :

Mitigation Mcasure 13-de¢: Maiutain BMPs

Storm drainage from impervious surfaces proposed with the project shall be collected and routed through
specially designed catchbasins, vepetated swales, vaults, infiltration basins, water quality basins, filters, ete,,
for entrapment of sediment, debris, and oils/greases or other identified pollutants, as approved by the Placer
County ESD, The Appheant shall provide for the establishment of vegetation, where specilied, by means of
proper irrization, for effective performance of BMPs. Contractual evidence of a monthty parking lot
sweeping and vacuuming, and catch basin cleaning program shall be provided to ESD upon request. Failure
to do so will be grounds for discretionary permit revocation. Maintenance of BMP facilities shall be
provided by the project owners/permitiees for each futere construction project within the Plan Arca unless,
and unnl, a County Service Arca is created and said facililies are accepted by the County for maintenance.
Prior 10 approval of niprovement plans, final maps shall show easements to be created and ofiered for
dedication o the County for maintenance and access (o these Tacilities i anticipation of possible County
maintenance. No water quality facility construction shall be permitted within any identified wetlands area,
flocdplain, or nght-ol-way, ¢xcept as autherized by project approvals or subsequent amendments approved
by the County,

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

Mitigation Measure 13-d¢: Design-and construct LID measures that comply with performance measores

The Applhicant’s LI swategies would consist primanly ol bioswales that would fit into the overall dramage
plan. Each major drainage discharge point in the Plan Area would be designed to inchide broswates or a
siimtlar 11D measure. The bioswales would be designed to be integrated with the rest of the drainage
stiuctures in the Plan Area and comply with the following performance standards to ensure that constructed
grassy swales and other BMP/LID measures perform necessary functions related Lo protect the Plan Area’s
water quality:

o Maximum {low rates in the swale should not exceed 1.5 [eel per second.

o Swales should be designed so that they are as flat and as wide as possible. In arcas where topography
prevents this, chock dams would be installed to stow water movement. These check dams will
periodically need (o be cleared of sediment 1o remain functioval. The swales should be constructed
so0 that the side slopes are 311 or less to ensure that they do not contribute to sediment Joading in the
drainaye.

»  Swales should be designed for 2 maximun residence time of 24 hours to abate mosquito problems.

e Swale vegetation should consist of speeies that are natrve or at 2 minimum nomnvasive. The use of
perenmial grasses or other plants that are not winter-dormant is reconunended.

& The swale vegetation should be mowed at 2 frequency that maximizes performance. Four times per
Riclo Vineyard Specific Plan a6
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year 15 recommended for soine species.

» A single swale can drain up 10 4 agres of land (or surface}. The proposed bioswales plan will include
the maximum drainage area proposed per swale. The County would be respansible for verifying that
the Applicant and other landownets in Plan Area have designated sufficient area for the grassy
swales.

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

Significance after Mitigation:
T.css than Significant

Impact 13-5  Piacement of Nl or structures in 100-year floodplain. This impact is considered Potentially
Significane.

Findings:

Changes or alterations have been required in, or incorporated into, the project that aveid the significant
environmentai elfect as identified n the Final EIR,

Explanation:

The 100-year floodplain associated with Dry Creek exists within the Plan Area. Development of the proposed
project would include regrading of the Plan Arca, which could alter the floodplain. In gencral, the majority of the
existing floodplain would remain in a natural state within open spaces along the creek. The proposed development
wolld iclude minor encroachments into the floodyplain, mostly t©0 smocth cut the edge of the floadplain against the
notiherly roadway within the Plan Arca, Additiona! encroachrents would be associated with several building pads
that would be constructed along the same roadway. As such, there would be slight changes to the boundaries of the
flocdplain compared to the exisiing FEMA-designated boundaries, The proposed project would provide in-kind
compensatory storage to offset the hydraulic impacts due 1o these encroachments. The analysis descibed in the
EIR shows that with the proposed full development of the Plan Area and with in-kind compensatory storage, the
proposed project would not have a signaficant ¢ffect on the base flood elevations along Dry Creek or its tobutanes,

o development would oceur within the 100-vear floodplain; therefore, no people or structures would be exposed 1o
flond hazards. Finished pad ¢levations and {finished {loor ¢levations would be set a minimum of 2 feet and 3 feel
above the adjacent 100-vear flondphun water surface elevation, respecthively. As project-specific land uses and
designs are developed, the floodplain analyses would be {urther refined to ensure that no private development
would occur within the flaodplain.

Imiplementation of the proposed mitigation measures would reduce this impact 10 a less-than significant level by
ensuring that development does not oeeur in the 100-year flovdplain, orif small amounts of {ill are placed in the
floodplain, compensatory in-kind storage would be provided so that there would be no net increase 1n base flood
elevations.,

Mitigation Measures:

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

Mitigation Measure 13-5b: Dhelineate pbst—prﬂjcct floodplaio boundary
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The Drainage Master Plan for the Plan Area shows the limits of the future, unmitigated, fully developed
100-year floodplain {post-development) for Dy Creek and its tributaries. Each future construction project
within the Ptan Area shall delincate the 100-year [1oodplain in the site-specific drainage report and on the
Improvement Plans and shall resmict development in tloodplains. Placer County shall require evaluation of
potential flood hazards prior to approval of each construction project. The County shall rzquire proponents
of new development to submit accurate topographic and Now characteristics information and depiction of
the HOO-vear tloodplain boundaries under fully developed, unmitigated runoff,

All development in the 100-yvear lleodplain must comply with the provisions of the Placer County Flood
Damage Prevention Ordinance to prevent damage to structures and to limit the effect of developiment on
base {tood elevations.

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

The placement of (i1l in Doodplains should be minmmized. In the event that some {ill within a floodplaim is
unavoldable, im-kind compensatory storage should be provided. During design, hydranlic analyses woutd be
required o evaluate the resultant impacts on the floodplain and base flood elevations. While fill may be
allowed wittun the floodplain fringe zone, fll should not be placed within the designated regulatory
floodway. The floodway s the portion of the floodplain that must be reserved to convey the base {lood
without increasing the base flood elevation by more than ene foot.

When a development encroaches into a floodplain, the flood storage lost must be compensated by providing
in-kind storage, This i1s defined as excavating the same amount of matertal at the same clevation as placing
fill to pravide hydraulically equivalent storage. In addion to providing an oftsetting volume of matenal at
the same elevation, the replacement excavation must be located where it will be mundated dunng a 100-year
flood; that is, it cannot be solated away from the floodplain.

Mitigation Measure 13-5d: Prepare und submit conditional letter of map revision (CLOMR)

Poor to any modilications within the existung FEMA mapped 100-year floodplain along Dy Creek and its
tnibutanies, the Applicant wilt prepare CLOMR Application documents, submit them to Placer County for
revicw, amend as necessary and submit final CLOMR application to the County, with FEMA fees. Upon
County signature of the apphication, the County may request that the Applicant’s consultant process the
apphcation with FEMA, and provide additional information as vequested by FEMA .

Mitigation Measure 13-5¢: Submit Letter of Map Revision {LOMR)

Fach applicant‘developer for each consiruction phase withnr the Plan Area shall submit an application to
IEMA for a LOMERf the development alters the Hoodplain boundaries and’ot the base tlood clevations by
more than | {oot. Prior to submitting the LOMR application, data and analyses will be reviewed and
approved by the County ESD. -

Mitigation Measure 13-501: Prohibit grading activities within post-preject floodplain

In erder 1o protect site reseurces, agricuttural practices cannet resull in substantial modifications 1o
topography or drainage that would affect the [loodplain boundaries or base fload clevations, With the
cxception of agricultural activities such as plowing or planting, no grading activities may take place in the
post-project 100-year floodplain as identified i the Dramage Master Plan except as necessary to construet
and maintain drainage improvements.

Stgnificance after Mitigation: .

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

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

Explanation;

Development and uwrbanization of the Specific Plan Area could reduce pervious atea, which in tum would limit the
petcotation process and reduce groundwater recharge. Based on the low value ol the Plan Avrea for recharge (with
the exception of the Dry Creek cornidor, which would remain in open space), this impact would be less than
sigmificant.

Mitigation Measures:

No mrfigation measures are required,

Stgnificance after Mitigation:

This Impact 1s less than signiiicant without mingation.

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

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

Explanatjon:

Since the proposed project would not use groundwater as a water supply and several of the existing wells would be
abandoned, there would be nompact to well production or on groundwater supphies, Fulure owners of the
Apricultural-10 parcels mav want to install groundwater wells for irrigation water supply. These wells would be
mstalled in accordance with Placer County and DWR repuiations. Historically, the Plan Area was used for
agrictifture. In the event that these property owners decide to install wells for irrigation of their crops, the amount of
land irrigated angd the amount of groundwater that would be used by these properties would likely be less than
historical groundwater use. Therefore (his impact would be less than sigmficant.

Mitigation Measures:

No mitigation measwies are required.

Significance after Mitigation:

This Impact is less than significant without mitigation.

Tmpact 13-8  Loss ol grassy swales, potentially alfecting hydrologic and water quality functions. This impact
is considercd Significant, .

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

Explanation:

Cirassy swales are not regulated by the Corps under the federal Clean Water Act. However, these swales receive
overtlow from imigation ditches, channelized streams, and perennial seasonal wetlands, The loss of approximately
11 acres of this habitat would be a significant impact because these features provide important water quality and
hvdrologic functions that are similar to jurisdictional wetlands. These functions include retention of seasonal runoff,

~stabilization ol sediment, nutrient removal, and transformation of captured nutrients nto plant material. The
propesed project design would imcorporate BMPs to teduce the discharge of stoemwater poliution to the maximum
extent practicahle, Potential significant impacts to water quality during operations would be mitigated to a less-than-
significant level by designing the proposed project to include appropriate and ellective BMPs, including LID
MEASUTES.

Mitigation Measures:

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

Less than Significant

Impact 13-9 Reduced water quality during vperation {Program-level). This iimpact is constderced Potentially
Significant.

Findings:

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

Explanati{m;

Landowners of program-level parcels who apply for development entitlements will need to provide the County with
LID plans 1o ensure water quality for any discharge to Dry Creck. Such plans would be designed to discharge ail
walers within 72 hours of the completion of runoff from a storm event, so as 10 comply with the Placer Mosquito
Abatement Disizict’s requirements.

Mitigation Measures:

Mitigation Measure 13-9a: Implement Mitization Measure 13-4e (Design and construct LI
measures that comply with performance measures)

Significance after Mitigation:

Eess than Signi{lcant
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K. PUBLIC SERVICES AND UTILITIES
Impact 14-1 Increased demand for treated surface water. This impact is considered Potentially Significant.
Findings:

Changes or alterations have been required in, or incorporated into, the project that avoid the sigmificant
environmental cffect as identfied in the Final E1R.

Explanation:

Treated water for domestic and commercial use would be supplied 10 the proposed project by PCWA wia the retail
stpplier {Cal-Am) afler annexation into PCWA Zone 1. At present, the total projected water supplies available
during normal, single dry. and multiple dry water vears, as included in the 20-year projection contained in the
Urban Water Management Plan, will meet the projected water demand associated with the propesed project, in
addition Lo the system’s existing and planned fulure uses. PCWA has prepared an analysis regarding available
Tesources 10 provide waler service to the Plan Areu to meet the requirements of SB 610. Therelore, sufficient water
supplics are availubic to serve the Plan Area. It is noted that water service is allocated by PCWA on a first-come,
first-served basis and water availability mast be ascertained prior to any development. Because the Plan Area would
be built-out over tme, Mitipation Measure 14-1b to It building pemmits 10 coincide with water service allocation
i3 also proposed. With implementation of mitigation measures, impacts would be less than signilicant.

Mitigation Mceasuares:

Mitigation Measure 14-1a; Pay connection fees and construct I6-inch- and 24-inch-diameter trapsmission

ling extensions 0 (e Plau Area in accordance with PCWA and Cal-Am standards . el
Payment of the conpection fees 1s intended 10 act 1o offser futire maintenance of the planned water main
extenstons, Construction of the lines ta the appropriate standards is tntended to cnsure the transmission
miains ate 1o a condition suitable for operation and mamtenance by Cal-Am n the future, provide a reliablc
resolree w the arca, and provide a source of water for adjoining uses not mcluded in the project.

itlitigation Measure 14-1b: Issuc building permits only when sufficicat treated water supply exists

Prior to approval of any small lot tentative subdivision map, the Counly shall comply with Government
Code Section 66473.7 or make a factual showing or impose conditions sinvlar to those required by Scction
60473 7, as appropriale to the size of the subdivision. Prior to the recordation ol any final subdivision map
or prior o County approval or any similar approval or entitlerment required for nonresidential uses, the
Applicant shall obtain a written certification from the water service provider that either existing services are
available or that needed improvemcents will be in pluce prior to occupancy.

Significance after Mitigation:
T.ess than Significant

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

Findings:

Under CEQA, no mitigation measures are required for impacts that are less than significant. {Pub. Resources Code,
& 21002, CEQA Gudelines, §§ 151264, subd. (a)(3), 15091}
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Explanation:

The impacts of climate change on long-term water supply in California and Placer County is uncertain. However,
given curren!l water supply sources and Califoria’s ability to adapt to global change, it 15 reasonable to expect that
the proposed project’ s impact on long-tenm water supply would be less than sigmficant.

Mitigation Measures:

No mittgation measures are reqguired,

Significance after Mliligatiﬂn:

This Impact 15 less han significant without mitgation,

Impact 14-3 Potential impacts to CIFD facilities if wastewater Jacilities are shared with Placer Yineyards
wastewater flows. This impact is considered Porentialfy Significans.

Findings:

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

Explanation:

If the impacts from the proposed project alone are cvaluated, impacts to existing sewer factlities would be less than
signtficant. The peak flow rates from the Plan Area (including adjacent offsiic areas wastewater flows passing
through the proposcd project’s onsite pump station} are cstimated at 560 gallons per minute {gpm), which 15 wel
below the design allowance of 1,100 gpm. Tiis acknowledged that there 1s an opportunity for the proposed project
to share facilities with the proposed Placer Vinevards development to the north and west. If {lows from Placer
Vineyards were to be combined with {lows from the Plan Arca, combined peak (low raies to the CFD pump station
would be on the order of 1,900 gpn, which 18 greater than the destgn capacity allowance of 1,100 gpm allotted to
the Plan Area. This flow rate would also exceed the current flow capacity of the existing CFD pumps and associated
force main, potentially rendering the pumps unable te overcome the increased head conditions

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

To provide the CFD pump station with the ability to operate simultancously with the Riolo Vineyard pump
station, the existing CFIY pump station pumps will be changed 1o operate at higher head conditions and
lower resultant flow rates, Mitgation Measure 14-3a 15 to be implemented if Mitigation Measure 13- 3b is
not implemented.

Mitigation Measure 14-3b: Do sot allew sewage conveyance connection from Placer ¥ineyvards to common
Inree main _ _

To aveld overwhelming the CFD pump station pumps due to high head condilions in the force main, if the
wastewater flows from Placer Vineyards were not directed to the CFD ferce main the CFD pumps would
continue o function as they do now. The wastewater flows from the project arc below what the existing
CI'DY pump station and associated force main were designed 10 handle. Mitigation Measure 14-3b s 1o be
umplemented if Mitigation Measure 14-3a s not implemented.
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Significance after Mitigatien:
Less than Significant

Impact 14-4  Potential reduction in water quality resulting from accidental discharge of wastewater into Dry
Creek drainage. This iimpact is considered Potentially Significant.

Findings:

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

Explanation:

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

Potential pipe leakage affecting Dry Creek can be limited by ensuring compliance with enhanced construction
specifications where needed. To address potential inpacts from [looding of the pump station and associated
collection system manholes, miliganon is proposed to locate these {eatures in arcas above the 100-year floodplain,
andior require the use of bolt-down covers on manholes, which would reduce the likelihood of flooding. The
Appheant also proposes o consiruct a sufficiently sized storage lank and an emergency generalor with a sufficient
volume of properly stored fuel with adequate amount of secondary containment, which would reduce the likelihood
of'a loss of power W the pump siation. '

Mitigation Measures:

Mitigatien ¥easure 14-4a: Desipn onsite and offsite pipelines to have watertight joints in accordance with-
Placer County Standards

To reduce the polential [or any of the proposed water or recyeled water supply or wastewalgr transmission
pipehnes to leak and affect service and environmental conditions of surrounding areas, Placer County
standards specity matenal type; wall thicknesses; connection methods, including coupling information;
hackiill material type and placement methods; and installation location relative W other utilities. Adhering 10
these standards will reduce the hkelihood that the project pipelines would altect adjacent or sensmive arcas.
However, in arcas whete the groundwater table 1s close to the pipeline, additonal measures may be needed
o protect groundwater quality, including maore robust pipe joint details, use of fusible C-900:905 pipe
sections, pipe wrap, or cathodic protection.

Mitigation Measure 14-4b: Locate the pump statien systean above the 100-year fioodplain and use bolt-down
covers for sewer manholes which are within the 100-year floodplain '

Since the adjacerd Dry Creck has a history of flooding, the gravity collection and {ransmission portions of
the wastewatcr system should be located outside of the propoesed Hmits of the 100-ycar floodplam and
require the use of boll-down covers on manholes, to avoid co-mingling of wastewater with Creek flows
during periods of flooding, The elevations used for this evaluation should be based on a site-specific
hvdrologic evaluation to ensurc that the most current {floodplaim elevation s used,

Midigation Measure 14-4e: Tnstall an cmergency generator and fuel storage with adequate spill containment
tor extended operation

In the event that the onsite wastewater pump station were 1o lose electncal power, gravity colleetion of
wastewater would continue to be divecled to the pump station, but flows would not be conveyed to Dry
Creek WWTPE. Under this condition, wastewater 1lows would back up into the gravity collection system and
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could potentially overtop the wastewater pump station wet well andfor assoclated system manholes. To
reduce the potential for this to occur, an ermergency generator with sufficient quantities of fuel will be
located adjacent to the wastewater pumnp station (o provide dedicated elecirical power, The fuel starage will
he configured te provide seccondary contaimment in the event of a tank rupture to avoid fuel spills. With
implementation of these mitigation measures, impacts on groundwater and surface water quahty resulung
from accidentat wastewater discharge would be reduced o a less-than-significant tevel,

Significance after Mitigation:

Less than Signtficant

Impact 14-5  Increased demand on wastewater treatment svstetn, This impact is considered Potentially
Significant.

Findings:

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

Explanation;

Sew¢r treattnent would be provided by the City of Roseviile and the existing treatment facilities are in compliance

with requirements of the RWQUB and should not require expansion as a result of the proposed project. The sewage

generated by this project would be typical of residential developments and 1s not expected 1o cause the existing
facilities to exceed cxisting NPDES requirements. The Plan Area was included within the 2003 service area
boundary tor the Dry Creck WWTP, and the service arca boundary will only direct 14.8 mgd to the Dry Creek
WWTP, which 1s below the Diy Creek WWTP permitted maximum discharge hinit of 18 mgd. Thercfore, thore is
sufficient capaciry at the Dry Creck WWTP (o serve the Plan Arca.

Mitigation Measures;
Mitigation Measure 14-5a; All new development in the Specilic Plan area shall comply with General Plan
Policy 4.13.2, which requires written certification from the service provider that cither existing services are
available or needed improvements will be made prior to occupancy to meet wastewater demands of the
Specilic Plan,
Conmmitments from (he wastewater treatmenlt provider to receive anticipated flows from the specific plan
area al the Diry Creek WWTP shall be secured by Placer County prior to County approval of improvement
plaus for wastewater collection and transmission infrastaucture.
Signiticance after Mitigatien:

Less than Sigmficant

Impact 14-6 Increased demand for recycled water far nonpotable water use. This impact is considered
Potentially Significant.

Findings:

Changes or alierations have been required in, or incorporated into, the project that avoid the significant
environmental effectas identified in the Final ETR.
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Explanzation:

Although 1t 15 estimaied that there would be adequare recycled water supply front the Dry Creek WWTFE o meet

both average annual and peak day demand, the maximum amount of warter available to the Plan Area potentiaily
would be limited to the amount of effluent delivered 1o the Dry Creek WWTP, This amount of water is insuffictent

to meel the irrigation demands of the Plan Area, which would necessitate the use of potable water for imgation
regardfess of whether recycled water is made available. Tt is proposed that recycled water allocable to Riolo
Vineyards be transfered to the Placer Vineyards Specific Plan ares to assist in meeting that project’s recycled water
demand. Accardingly, the project does not propose the extension of recyeled water convevance infrastructure within
the Plan Area, although such infrastructure has been analyzed m the EIR. In the event that recycled water
infrasiructure is constructed along the Dry Creck corridor, the following mitigation measure would apply. .
Mitgation Measures:

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

Mitigation Measure 14-4a should be 1mplemented if the recycled warter line is located along Dry Creek. This
mitigation measure applies to the construction of the planned recycled water force main 1f it is located along
Dry Creek rather than along Walerga Road and through the main east'west collector roadway. If the pipeline
camrving recvcled water 1s located along Dry Creek,.and a line break were to occur, the potential for
discharge of recyeled water into Dry Creek would be hugher due 10 the proxinity of the line {0 Dry Creck.

Significance after Mitigation:

Less than Signeficant

Lmpact 14-7  Increased demand for electrical supply. This impact is considered Less than Significant.

Findings:

LUinder CEQA, no nnugation measeres are required for impacts that are less than significant. (Pub. Resources Cede,
§ 21002, CROQA Guidelmes, §5 151264, subd. {a)}{3], 13091}

Explanation:

Electric scrvice would be provided by SMUTD. The projected electric energy use for the proposed project at buildout
15 estimated to be 7,077 MWIELyr. At present, SMUD docs not anticipate any supply issues that would impact this
leve! of service,

Mitigation Measures:

No mitigation mgasures are reguired.

Significance after Mitigation:

This Impact 1s less than significant withowt miligation.

Impact 14-8  Increased demand on the electrical distribution network. This impact is considered {ess than
Significant.

Findings:

Under CEQA, no mitigation measures are required for impacts that are less than significant, {Pub. Resources Code,
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3 21002; CEQA Guidelines, §8 151264, subd. (a)(3), 13091

Explapation:

In gencral, SMUD has sufficient regional electric facilities to serve the project. SMUD has indicated that the wital
development within the Plan Area could be seeved by existing supply mfrastructure. Full development of the
proposed project would require development of a new substation by SMUD. The Applicant proposcs to provide to
SMIUID 2 half-acre stie with the Plan Area to accommodate the new SMUD substanion. As a tesull, the capacity 10
handle ancreased demand on the electrical distribution network (rom the proposed project would be Jess than
significant.

Mitigation Measures:

No mitigation measures are required.

Significance after Mitigation:

This Impact s less than significant without mitigation.

Impact 14-9  Increased demand for natural gas supply. This impact is considered Less than Significant,

Findings:

Under CLQA, no munigation measurcs are required for impacts that are less than significant. {I'ub. Kesources Code,
§ 21002, CEQA Guidelines, §§ 151264, subd. (a}{3), 13091 ) '

Explanation:

Natural gas service would be provided by PG&E. The estimated natural gas demand at buildout for the
proposed project is 56,734 cubic {eet per hour, At this ume PG&E docs not anticipate any supply issues
that would umpact this level of service As aresult, the impact of increased demand for natural gas supply
would be less than significant.

Mitigation Measures:

No mitigation measures are required.

Siemificance alter Mitigation:

This Impact 1s less than sigmificant without miligation.

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

Findings:

Under CEQA, no mitigation measures are reqmred for impacts that are Iess than sigmificant. (Pub. Resources Code,
§21002; CEOQA Guidelines, §§ 13126 .4, subd. (a)(3), 13091

Explanation:

Since two medium-sized pipelines exist adjacent to the project, no offsite gas cxtensions are anticipated. Asa
result, the impacts of increased demand on the natural gas distribution pipeline would be less than significant.
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Mitigation Measures:

No mitigation meastires are required.

Significance after Mitigation:

This Tropact is 1ess than significant without mivgation.

Impact 14-11 Tnereased demand for existing public parks and recreational facilities for new residents in
project-level parcels. This impact is considered Less than Significant,

Findings:

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

Explanation:

Pohicy 5.A3 of the Placer County General Plan requires the provision of 3 acres of parkland and 5 acres of open
space per 1,000 residents, Upon agreement between the County and Specific Plan developers, m-licu fecs may be
stipulated for a portion of this requirement. As ideniified in the EIR, the proposed project would mect the County’s
requirements for park facilitics. All recreational facilitics included in the proposed project wauld be open to the
public and create recreational opportunities for nearby communities. Therelore, the proposed project’s impacts (o
recreational facihities would be less than sigrficant.

Mitigation Measures:

No mitigation measures are reguired.

Signiftcance after Mitigation:

This Impactis less than significant without mitigation.

Impaci Ed-12 Increased demand for public schouls, This impact is considered Significant.

Findings:

{hanges or alterations have been reguired in, or incorporated into, the project that avoid the significant
environinental effect as identificd in the Final GIR,

Explanation:

The Plan Area 15 located within the Jurisdiction of Center Unified School Iistrict, Since the passage of staic
legislaton on developer fees (i.e., SB 50 and Proposition 1A}, mitigation is limited by state law to the statutory
developer {ee procedures, 5o no additional mitigaiion is identified. This impact would be considered less than
sigmficant, provided that the developer pay the statutorily required school impact fees.
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Mitigation Measures:
Mirtigation Mceasure 14-12a; Pay statutory school impact fees

The statutery school impact fee shall be paid to help fund new school facilines for students who would hive in the
Plan Arca.

Significance after Mitigation:

Less than Sigmficant

Impact 14-13 Increased demand for fire protection services for project-level parcels. This impact is
considered Porentially Significant,

Findings:

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

Explanation:

The addition of new residents in both project- and program-level parcels would imerease the need for additional fire
protection vesources. Development within the Specific Plan proposes 1o fund these addinonal posinons. With
mnplementation of this mitigathon, impacts related to {ire protection on project-level parcels would be less than
significant.

Mitigation ¥Measures:
Mitigation Measure 14-13a; Fund additionak fire protection staff to maintain required stafling ratios

The staffing rattos contained 1n Table 14-14 of the EIR shall be maintained for the Specific Blan area,
concunrent with demand, during all phases of development, The Applicant shatl be required to cstablish a
spectal benefit assessment district or other iunding mechanism Lo assure adequate funding for the angoing
maimntenanee and operation of {ice protection and related services, with funding responsibilities imposed on
residential and comtnercial properties within the Specific Plan area, including the costs [ur services reguired
to sausfy Placer County Fire Department staffing requirements sel forth above. The funding mechanism
shalt be subjeet to the prior review and approval of Placer County, and shall be approved by the affected
landowners prior to recordaton of the first final subdivision map. it shall be maintained until such time as
the County deiermines that property tax revenues are adequate to maintain the required staffing.

Significance after Mitigation:

Less than Significant

Impact 14-14 Yocreased deinand for police protection services and law enforcement facilities resulting from
increased population, which could cause or contribute te safety issucs and erime. This impact is
considered Siguificant. '

Findings:

Changes or alwrations have been reguired in, or tncorportated into, the project that avoid the significant
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environmental effect as identificd in the Final EIR.
Explanation:

Development of the Specific Plan would necessitate additional staffing and equipment for the Placer County
Sheriff's Department to serve the proposed project. Without the additional personnetl, equipment and resources,
appropriate [aw enforcement senvice may be impaired. Implementation of proposed mitigation measures would
reduce impacts on police protection services and law enforcement facilities required to protect public safety in the
Plan Arca and vicinity to a less-than-stguficant level,

Mitipation Measures:

Mitigation Measuie 14-14a: Provide funding for additional law enforcement personnel and equipment to
scrve the Plan Ares

The staffing ratics contained in Table 14-15 of the EIR. or ratios as otherwise approved by the Board of
Suparvisors, shall be maintained for the Specific Plan area. The Applicant shall be required to establish a
speeial benchit assessment district or other funding mechanism to assure adeqguate funding for the ongoing
maintenance and operation of law enforcement services, with funding responsibilities unposed on residential
and commeraial properiies within the Specific Plan area, including the costs for services requured to satisly
the staffing standards set lorth above and General Plan slandards now in existence or as later amended. The
[unding mechanism shall be subject to the prior review and approval of Placer County,

Mitigation Measure 14-14b: Implemcent Crime Prevention through Enviroomental Desigo in cooperation
with the Placer County Sheriff*s Department

Potential crune problems dealing with circulation systems and structures may be reduced by utilizing the
concepts of Crimie Prevention Through Environmental Design, Development design shall consider the effect
on teatures that could encourage criminal actvity and work to chiminate such features. Coordination with the
Sheriff's Department shall be required during design stages of all development within the Plan Arca.
Approval of fina] subdivision maps shall require Sheri(l®s Department review, including written approval,
relating to safety i design

Significance after Mitigation;
Less than Significant

[Impact 14-15 Increased demand for selid waste hauling and disposal. This impact is considered Less than
Significant.

Findings:

Under CEQA, no mitigation measures are required for impacts that are less than significant. (Pub. Resources Code,
§ 21002; CEQA Guidelings, §§ 131264, subd. (a}{3}, 15001,

Explanation:
The Western Regional Savitary Landfill, operated by the Western Placer Waste Management Autherity, would

provide residential and commercial garbage service, debris box service, and bluebag recycling to residents and
businesses in the proposed Plan Area. Adequate landfill capacity exists to serve the Plan Area.
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Mitigation Measures:

No mitigauon measures are required.

Significance alter Mitigation:

This Impact is {ess than sipnificant withoul mitigation,

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

Under CEQA, no nubigation measures are reguired for impacts that arc less than signeficant. (Pub, Resources Code,
§ 21002, CEOA Guidelines, §§ 13126.4, subd. (a)(3), 15091.)

Explanatiou:

No hbraries are proposcd as part of the proposed project. A 23,500-square-loot Iibrary is planned Lo be constructed
within the nearby Placer Vineyards, which is located west of the proposed Plan Area. The Mlan Area will provide
funding for library services and facilities,

Mitigation Measures;

- No migigation measurcs are required.

Signilicance after Mitigation:

This Iimpact iz less than significant without mitigation.

Tmpact T4-17 [ncreased demand for existing public parks and recreational facilities for new residents in
program-level parcels, This impact is considered Porentially Significant.

Findings:

Changes or alterations have been required in, or incorporated inte, the project that avoud the sigmificant
environmental effect as wdentified in the Iinal BIR.

Explanation:

Development appheations for each program-level parce! would be required to include parkland acreage in
accordance with Counly standards. At the County’s discretion, in-licu foes may be stipulated, In this event, the in-
lien fees would be used for patk improvemenis wathin the Dry Creek/West Placer Communin: Plan atca. With
implementation of either of these options, impadéts on parks and recreation resulting from development of program-
level parcels would be less than significant.

Mitigation Measures:

Mitigation Measurc 14-17a; Dedicate parklands [or program-level parcels in accordance with
Connty requirements '

Each development application for program-level parcels proposed for residential development shall include
parkland acreage in accordance with County standards. Currently, enly the Frisveld and Lund parcels would
be expected to propose residential development requiring implementation of this mitigation measure. At ilie
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County’s discretion, in-lieu fecs may be stipulated. In this event, the in-licu fees would be used for park
unprovements within the Dry Creek/West Placer Community Plan arca.

Although it cannot be guaranteed that project residents will not use factlities in Roseville and Sacramentn
County, the proposed Specific Plan includes 10 acres of parkland and 123.9 acres of open space dedicated
for active and passive recreation, which meets or excecds the County's standard, Between recreational
facilitics within the Speeific Plan Arca and the County's facilities, such us the nearhy Dry Creek Regional
Park, the Specific Plan Arca’s residents would be adequately served by the open space, park land, and
recreational facilities and would make it more likely that the residents would not overuse existing park
facilities in surmounding areas and causc physical deterioration. In addition, sharing of {acilities is viewed as
desirable in some respects, and is the reason trail networks n Sacramente County, Placer County, and
Roseville are to be connected.

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

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

Findings:

Changes or allerations have been required in, ot incorparated into, the project that avoid the significant
environmental effect as identified in the 'mal EIR.

Explanation:

Hazardons matenals could be used and stored in the Plan Area during construction. Local and state requirements
for interimm storage of hazardous and flammable materials have been adopted to ensure proper use, storage, and
handling of these matenals. Ensuring compliance with these cegulations would reduce potential impacts from
accidental releases. With implementation of the specified nitigation measures, impacts would be reduced to a legs-
than-significant level,

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

Each phasc of construction within the Riolo Vineyard specific plan arca shall comply with Placer County
EHS and Fire Department requirements [or temporary storage of combushble/lammable liquids ai
construction sitas. These requirements include inspection to verify maintenance of a vegetlation break and
identification of emergency shutoff valves and swilches. 1f electrical connections are provided 1o these
facilities, the County will addittonally requuie permitting through the County Building Department.

Mitigation Measure 15-1b: Comply with Placer County FHS requirements regarding releases of hazardous
malerials
Fach future construction project within the Riolo Vineyard specific plan arca shall comply with Placer
County EHS requirements for reporting releases of hazardous matenials., If a release of hazardous malerials
should occur, 1t will be contained and immediately reported to the County EHS. Imipacted soil shall be
cxcavated and disposed as required by the agency with regulatory jurisdiction.
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Significance after Mitigation:
[.ess than Stpnificant

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

Findings:

Changes or alterations have been tequired in, or incorpotated into, the pmjec:t that avold the significant
environmental effect as ienttfied in the Final EIR.

Explanation:

Disturbance of on-site soils during construction could result in exposure 16 workers and the envirenment 10
potentially contamunated soil. However, implementation of mitigation measures would rc:dm,c the impacts 1o 2 less
than significant level.

Mitigation Meassures:
Mitigation Measure 15-2a: Remediate uc;ntaminﬁted properfics in accordance with applicabie regulations

Contamination found during comstruction is repoited to EHS, which in turn confers with state oversight
agencies as necessary for removai. If near surface soil sampling and testing 1s conducied, a letter
documentimg the samphng program and test resulls shall be submitted to the DYTSC, and no congtruction
activities shall be initated at the site unul the DTSC issves a lewer authorizing such activities, which should
be based upon a risk assessment, Prior to Grading or Improvement Plan approval, the Apphicant shall
complete a risk assessment with IYISC and submit the vesults to EHS, The risk assessment shall address
future use as apen space as well as removal of fill materials proposed for arcas with past vineyard, orchard,
or soil stockple vse,

As discussed im Section 15.1.2 and presented in Tables 15-1 and 13-2, some preliminary removal ol
contaminated materials of project-level parcels has already oceurred and been documented. Addnionally, an
evaluation of possible pesticide contammination associated with past agricultural uses has been conducted
(Ramcon, 2007a, 2007k,

The potential for worker cantact with hazardous materials and hazardous release of waste or matenials at the
project-level parcels during construction activities would be subject to a sk assessment and appropriate
remediation, 1f necessary, orifnot dlready completed. Prier te Final Map approval, the Apphicant shafl
complete and certify any remedial action required by DTSC. Remediation, if required, may include a range
of activines, wchuding restrictions on use, soil excavation, disposal off the site, or encapzulation in
appropiiate arcas away from sensilive receptors.

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

Partial removal of debris has already occorred on certain parcels (Ramcon, 2004a and 2005h). During future
construction, projects within the Riole Vineyard specific plan area shall include remeval of debris and
teporting of any possible contamination to DTSC in their construction contracts,

Prior to initiating construction, all abandoned refuse on the site shall be removed and disposed of
appropriately. Construction contract specifications shall require that during the course ol construction of zny
imdividueal project within the boundaries of the Rinlo Vinevard Specific Plan, if evidence of soil and/or
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groundwater contamination with hazardous material {1.¢, soil staining, unusual odors) ts encountered, the
Applicant shall stop work and immediate]y contact the DTSC and‘or RWQUCB. 11 such a condition is
identilied, then (1) the condition shall be resalved (i.e., through seil excavation, remediation, covering, or
other method) to the satisfaction of DTSC andfor the RWQCB, and (2) construction activities shail not
commence until the DTSC andior RWOQCB issue a letter of authorizing such activities.

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

A Prehminary Endangerment Assessment (PEA) will be conducted in accordance with DTSC protocols
prior to grading or other earth-moving activities to address the potentially significant health and
gnvironmental risks associated with the current conegntrations of arsenic detected in the soils assessments
conducted for the project stie that are above the mosi recently developed PRGs. DTSC will evaluate the
[PEA as part of the Voluntary Cleanup Agreement and provide additional project-specific requirements.

Mitigation Measure 15-2d: Obtain “No Further Actien” letter from DTSC

Prior 1o grading and other earth-moving activities, the Apphcant shall obtain notice from DTSC that the
property in question does not require further investigation and aclion.

Mitigation Measure 15-2¢: Implement ¥litigation Measure 15-2a (Remediate contaminated properties in
accordance with applicable regulations)

Significance after Mitigation:
L ess than Significant

Impact 15-3 Totential hazards associated with unuscd wells. This impact is considered Potenrially
Sipnifican:.

Findings:

Changes or alierations have been required in, or incorporated into, the project that avoid the significant
environinental eilect as identified in the Final EIR.

Explanation:

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

Mitigatiou Measures:
Mitigation Measure 15-3a: Abandon onsite wells io accordance with local and state repulations

The Applicant shall ensure that unused wells on the site are closcd in accordance with local and state
regulations priov 1o initiating any construction activitics. A permit for well destruction shall be obtained
from the Placer County EHS and a licensed contractor shall performt the work, as required. The
abandonment of the onsite weils would need to occur prior lo eccupancy of development within the projcct
phase containing the well sile in question.

Significance after Mitigation:

Less than Sigmificant
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Impact 15-4  Accidental releases of bazardons materials or hazardous waste during project operation. This
impact is considered Potensially Significans.

Findings:

Changes or alterations have been required in, or incorperated into, the project that avord the significant
environmental cffect as wWdentified in the Final E1R.

Explanation;

Agcidental releases of hazardous marerials and hazardous waste afler construction could oceur from onsite or offsite
sources. During the storage and/or use of chemical products, the risk of an accidental relcase exists. However, based
on the types and quantities of hazardous substances anticipated 10 be vsed, the risk of 4 releass of a significant
quantity of hazavdous substances on the Plan Area s considered minimal. By [ollowing local and state requirements
for the management of hazardous materials, the risk of a release of hazardous substances on the Plan Area would be
reduced to a less-than-sigmficant level.

Mitigation Measures:

Mitigation Measure 15-4a; Comply with requirements for filing of emergency response and hazardous
materials storage/coutainment plans

Comply with Placer County EIIS requirements for preparation and filing Omeergt,nw Response Plans and
Hazardons Materials Storage and Contaimment Plans.

All future development within the boundaries of the Riglo Vineyard specific plan area will comply with
EHS requirements for preparation and filing of Emergency Response Plans and Hazardous Materials
Storage and Containment Plans, These requinrements apply to any commercial business that stores an acutely
hazardous substance or 33 gallons and‘or 30 pounds of a hazardous substance or 200 cubic feet of
combustible gas. These plans would be prepared under Article 80 of the Uniform Fire Cade. Copies of these
documents must be provided to the Placer County Division of Environmental Health as the CLUPA.

Mitigation Measure 15-4b: Comply with underground storage tank and aboveground storage tank
repulations of Placer County EFIS and the RWQCEB

Comply with underground and aboveground storage tank regulations of the County EIIS,

Any commercial businesses located within the boundaries of the Riolo Vineyard specific plan arca (hat have

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

tank regulations of Placer County and the abovepround storage tank regulations of the RWQCE.
Significance after Mitigation:

{.ess than Significani

Impact 15-5  Potential health bazard caused by mosquitoes and other vectors, This impact is considered
Potentially Sigrificant.

Findings:
Changes or alterations have been required i, or incorporated into, the project that avoid the significant’

cuvironmental effect as identified in the Final BIR.
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Explanation:

The Plan Area includes wetland, park, agricultural, and open space areas that have the potential to become locations
for mosquito breeding. If not managed propetly, residents and businesses may be exposed to disvases transmilted by
veciors such as mosquitoes. This is considered a potentially significant impact. The Placer Mosquito Abaternent and
Veetor Control District would be allowed 1o perform veetor controt in all common areas of the proposed project in
perpeiuity. These measures would reduce the resulting impacts to a less-than-significant level.

Mitigation Measures:

Mitigation Measure 15-5a: Avoid occurrence of standing water during construction (Proposed)
During construction, all grading shall be performed in 2 manner to prevent the occurrence of standing water
ot other areas suitable for breeding of mosquitoes and other discase vectors. Direct pumping andfor ditching,
will be used (o reduce 10 the amount of standing water or reduce the length of time water can stand m low
arcas [ollowing ramfall events. The target holding period is 72 hours, which 1s consistent with guidelines
being developed by the Placer County Mosquito Abatement and Vector Control District {Scott, 2007).

Mitigation Measure 13-5h: Grant access to Placer Mosquito Abatement aad Vector Cantraol
District for vector conirol

The Placer Mosquito Abatement and Vector Contral Distnict shall be granted access to perform vector
control in-all common areas including drainage, open space corridor, and park areas in perpetuity. Such
access shall be a condition of approval of all tentative maps approved within the specific plan area.

Significance after Mitigation:
Less than Significant

Lmpact 15-6 Potential health and safety hazard caused by abandoned septic systems on preject-level
parcels. This impact is considercd Potenticlly Significant.

Findings:

Changes or alterations have been required i, or theorporated into, the plD_]LL'L that avoid the sipnificant
environmental effeet as idennfied in the Final EIR.

Explanation:-

All exasting seplic systems on project-level parcels would be abandoned and existing and [uture residents would be
provided sewer service. The presence of cuisting and probable abandoned septic systems in the specific plan area is
considered a potentially significant impact. Matigation includes appropriale site-specific evaluations of possible
seplic systems conducted in accordance with County policy and the destruction of seplic facilites in accordance
with state and Placer County regulations. This mitigation measure would reduce the impacts assoviated with onsite
seplic systems on project-level parcels to a less-than-sigmficant level,

Mitigation Measurcs;

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

Ste-specific evaluation shall be conducted in accordance wih County policy at each identified existing and
farmer dwelling area 1o identify surface indications and locations of septic tanks or cesspools prior to
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demolition of existing residences. Identified septic tanks shall be destroyed according to Placer County ERS
criteria prior to recordation of final smali lot subdivision map for the affected property. The locations of
exisling septic svstems shall be shown on the final small lot subdivision map 1o ensure that the septic system
remains with the associated parcel.

Surface conditions shall be evaluated by Placer Counly EHS when the dwellings arc vacated, and prior o
derolition of the structures regarding the possibility of previous site uses that may have included hazardons
matenials that couid have been disposed of in onsite wastewater disposal systems.

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

Significance after Mitigation:
Less than Signtticant

[mpact 15-7  Potential health hazard caused by ashestos in elder structures o be demolished. This impact is
considered Potentially Significant. '

Findings:

Changes or allerations have been tequired in, or incorporated into, the project that avoid the significant
environmental effect as identified in the Final LIR,

Explanation:

The possibie presence of asbestos-contanumng materials (ACMs) in the Plan Area is considered a potentially
sigmificant impact. Jf ACMs aredentifed, mitigation of the potential hazards associated with ACMs would mclude
pre-demohtion survevs performed by a Certified Asbestos Consultant followed by proper removal and disposal
accomplished by a California licensed ashestos abalement contractor. Implementation of this mitigation would
reduce the impucits assoclated with ACMs to a less-than-significant level.

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

sSorveys of siructures that are planned for demoelition dunng Speafic I'lan development shall be conducted
by a Certified Asbestos Consultant hicensed with the California Departinent of Qecupational Safety and
Health 1o detepmune 1f fnable Regulated ACMSs or non-friable ACMs are present within the stiuchure
demolition areas. This 1s required in order to oblaim a denrolition permit from the Placer County Building
Department. The Placer County Aiar Pollution Control District does not have delegation for Asbestos
National Emission Standard for Harzardous Air Pollutants enforcement. Accordingly, asbestos notifications
will be sent 1o the U.S. EPA Region IX and the California Atr Resources Board. (Nishikawa, 2007). Any
regulated ACMs found in the investigated areas shall be removed and disposed of by a Califomnia licensed
asbestos abatement contractor. All removal of ACMs shall by completed prior to recardation of final maps
for the affected property.

Significance after Mitigation:

Less than Signidicant
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Impact 15-8 Release of hazardous materials or hazardous waste during construction dute to existing site
conditions on pragram-level parcels. This impact is considered Poteneially Significant.

Findings:

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

Explanation:

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

Mitigation Measures:

Mitigation Measure 15-8a: Conduct Thase T Environmeatal Site Assessments on program-level parcels
proposed for development, and comply with Placer County requirements for remediation, if required

For each program-level parcel proposed for development, properties not previousty evaluated with a current
Phase I ESA may be required to complete an ESA determined by Environmental Health Scrvices. If past
uscs are disclosed that could have resulted in persistent comtamination, then soil sampling shall be conducted
within appropriate areas according 1o guidelines developed by the DTSC Phase H Environmental Site
Asscssment and’or equivalent protocol,

The site investgation incinding sampling shall be conducted by a Califomia regisicred environmenial
prolessional, performed with oversight from Placer County Environmental Health Services, 1n accordance
with applicable permits. As a result of soil investigation, a limited and restricted area of contamination may
be identified and judged suitable for simple removal. If this is the case, temediation will be required to meet
-state and County regulations. I a result of so1] investigatnon, widespread residual concentrations of
chenncals or other contaminants maybe 1dentified at levels where they individually or in combination mest
or exceed U.S, EPA, Califormia EPA Preliminary Remediation Goals, or equivalent screanihg levels, a4 nsk
assessment will be required. Risk assessments shall include a DTSC Preliminary Endaugerment Assessment
or no further action determination, or cquivalent.
Any remedial action indicated by a risk asseszment shall be completed and certified. Remedianon shall
imclude a DVISC Remedial Action Workplan, or cquivalent, and involve a range of activities, including deed
restrictions, sotl excavanon and offsite disposal, or encapsulation away from sensitive receptors 1n the
Specific Plan Area.

Mitigation Measure 15-8D: Implement Mitigation Measure 15-2a (Remediate contaminated properties in
accordance with applicable regutations) i

Mitigation Measure 15-8c: Implement Mitigation Measure 13-2b (Remove debris and report possible
contamination to Placer Couaty EHS)

Significance after Mitigation:
Less than Significan

Impact 15-9 Potential health and safety hazard caused by abandoencd septic systems on program-level
parcelds. This impact is considercd Pofentially Significant.
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Findings:

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

Explanation:

All existing seplic systems on program-level would be abandoned as landowners apply for development penmits.
Future residents of these parcels would be provided sewer service. The presence of existing and probable
abandoned seplic systems in the specific plan arca is considered a potentiallv significant impact. Mitigation includes
appropriate site-specific evaluations of possible septic systems conducied by a quahfied professional apd the
destruction of septic facilities in accordance with slate and Placer County regulations, This mitigation measure
would reduce the impacts associated with onsite septic systems to a less-than-significant level.

Mitigation Measures:

Mitigation Measure 13-9a: Destroy existing septic systems in accordance with Piacer County EHS criteria on
program-level parcels when these lots receive development entitlements

Signiﬁcéume alter Mitipation:
Less than Sigmificant
X. GROWTH INDUCING IMPACTS

The CEQA Guidelines require an EIR to evaluate mndireet or secondary effects of a project, which may include
growth-inducing effects. Section 15126(d) of the CEQA Guidelines states that a project couid be considered growth
inducing if it could “foster economic or population growth, or the construction of additional housing, either divectly
or 1ndirectly, 1n the surrounding environment.” A development project may have growth-inducing potential if, for
cxample, it extends infrastruciure (o.g., water, sewer, roads) 1o undeveloped areas or increases the capacity of
gxisting mfrastructure; promaotes siimlar development to occur on adjacent parcels; increases the area’s housing
supply; or introduces new cmployment to an arca.

In the absence of other favorable conditions, however, it 1s unltkely that any one of these components could induce
sigmficant growth. A mix of economic, political, physical, and social factors ultimately determines the magniude,
location, and tming of growth, Vanables, meluding regional cconomne rends, housing demand, land availabihity
and ¢ost, quality of infrastrecture and public services, proximity to employment centers, and regulatory
considerations, attect the way m which growth occurs.

Growth Anticipated in the Dry Creebi/West Placer Community Plan

The Dy Creek/West Placer Community Plan provides for development of land within the Riolo Vineyard Specific
Plan arca and within the Communtity Plan arca, The development visions for the specific plan arca expressed in the
Community Plan include low-density residential development and two commercial centers, located along PFE Road
with 1ts ntersections with Watt Avenue and Walerga Road. The proposed project would provide for a level of
growth beyond that anticipated in the Commumty Plan by allowing up to 933 dwelling units, as opposed to the
approximately 650 units envistoned in the Community Plan. Tins would introduce an unanticipated increase in
population of approxinxitely 670 persons within the proposed project arca.

Small parcels of undeveloped or vacant land fie south of I'YE Road, west of Watt Avenue, and within the Dry Creek
floodpiain. The lands surmounding the proposed Plan Area are curtently undergoing rapid development. Except for
areas within the W0-year floodplain of Dry Creek, sumounding lands ave identified for low-density residential
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development. The largest component of envisioned devetopment identified for the immedtately surrounding area in
the Community Plan (s the Placer Vinevards Specific Plan arca. As approved, Placer Vineyards will change the
character of the westen portion of the Comnunity Plan area from nural to urban.

Current Constraints to Growth

As discussed in the EIR, there are few pnncipal constraints 1o substantial new growth in the viciuty of the study
area. Surrcunding parcels are designated for Low-Density Development or other urban uses, Such [and use
designations anticipate growth; they do not provide a constraint to growth. Portions of the surmounding area rely on
individual septic systems. Water and séwer pipelines serve portions of the Community Plan area from the west, up
to Walerga Road. Additional growth would require extensions of thesc services, including {depending on location)
annexanoen into POW A’ Zone 1 and nto the West Dry Creek (Basin 5A]) service area of the Dry Creek Wastewater
Treatment Plant. These are modest constraints, as are the existing two-lane roadways in the Communuy Plan area
that cannei adequately support a substantial icrease in traffic. Therefore, the prebanl lack of infrastructure is not
considered a substantial constraimt to growih,

Removal of Growth Constraints

If the Applicant constructs the necessary infrastructure 1o extend water, sewer, gas and electricity 1o support the
spectiic plan area, the niodest constraint to growth afforded by lack of water and sewer service would be removed.
More substantively, if planned tmprovements to readways surrounding the Plan Arca are constructed, the additional
capacily of improved roadways would remove a constrant to growth.

XL PROJECT ALTERNATIVES

These Nimdings address whether the various altermalives lessen or avoid any of the sigmificant unavoidable impacts
associated with the project and consider the feasibihity of each altemative. Under CEQA, **(f}ecasible’ means
capable of beinyg accomplished in a successful manner within a reasonable period of lime, taking into account
ccomarme, environmental, legal, social, and technological factors,” (CEQA Guidcelines § 153364} The concept of
feasilnlity permits agency decisionmakers to consider the extent to which an alternative is able to meet some or all
of a project’s objectives. In addition, the delinition of feasibilily encompasses desirability 10 the extent that an
agency's determination of infeasibility represents a reasonabie balancing of competing economic, environmental,
social. and technological factors,

Ag stated in Section 15126, 6(a) of the CLQA Guidelines, the primary intent of the altematives evaleation in an EIR
15 10
*...describe a range ol reasonable alternatives to the project, or to the location ol the project, which would
feasibly attativ inost of the basic ebjcctives of the project but would avord or substantially Tessen any of the
significant effects of the project, and evaluate (the comparative merits of the alternatives ™

The feasibility of an alternative may be determined based on & vanety of factors incleding, but not limited 1o, site
suitability, cconomic viabelity, availabihiny of infrastruciure, General Plan consistency, other plans or regulatory
limutations, junsdictional boundaries, and site accessibility and control (CEQA Guidelines Section 15126 6{N{1}).

The Beard of Supervisors has considered the Projeet Aliemnatives presented and analyzed in the EIR and presented
durmg the comment peniod and public hearing process. Some of these Allernatives have the potential to avoid or
reduce certain significant or potentially sigmificant environimental impacts, as set forth below. The Board of
Supervisors finds, based on specific economic, legal, social, technelogical, or other considerations, that these
Altematives are infeasible andror would not satisfy project objectives (etther in whole or significant part). Each
Alternative and the facts supporting the finding olufeasibility of each Allemative are sct forth below.
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A, ALTERNATIVES CONSIDERED AND DISMISSED FROM FURTHER CONSIDERATION

Consistent with CEQA, primary consideration was given to aliernatives that would reduce sigmificant jmpacts while
still meeting most of the project objectives. Those altematives that would have impacts identical to or more severe
than the project, or that would not meet most of the project objectives {either in whole or in significant part), were
rejected from fuither consideration. Alternatives exceeding the significance thresholds for the aferementioned 1ssue
arcas would not substantiallv lessen any significant envirpnmental impacts identified in the EIR and were rejected
from further analysis.

1. Onsite Alternatives

The significant impacts of the proposcd project are assoctated with a change 1 land use and associaled changes in
the visual character of the Plan Area, fill in the floodplain, increased traffic and an associated decrcase i air quality
and increase i noise, and current lack of adequate school capacity to meet the needs of projecied residents.

The County worked 0 identify onsite alternatives that would avoid or substantially lessen any of these signilicant
effects. The effonts centered on reducing the project:footprint, avoiding {ill in the floodplain, and decreasimg the
density within the Plan Area. A reduction in density of 50 percent of the proposed project was considered, but
eliminated because 1t would not be likely w produce enough revenuc to construct the required water, sewer,
recveled waler and roadway infrastructure, of provide sufficient revenue for the maintenance of public open-space
areas and park facilitics, infrastructure, and pubhic services. (iven that the Plan Arca lics between two roadways
destined to become major arterials, Watt Avenue and Walerga Road, the Plan Area is a gond candidate for moere
dense development in accordance with the Sacramento Area Council of Government’s Bluaprint for Regional
Groweh, and a substantially reduced density altemative bevond those analvzed in the EIR would not be consistent
with those principles.

2. Ofifsite Alternatives

The West Placer/Dry Creek Community Plandentifies the Plan Acea for future residential and commercial uses,
and regquices that a Specific Plan be prepared prior to approving development. There are no remaimng areas within
the Community Plan area that could feasibly accommodate a project of this size. One of the objectives identified in
the Ricdo Vineyards Specific Plan s to conform to the Placer County General Plan and Dry Creek/West Placer
Communine Plan, wlich destpgnate the proposed project area for urban development, Development outside of the
Community Plan area would not achieve the goals and policies of the Conmunity Plan, and would instead amount
to a recunsideration af the long range planning decision the Commumity Plan represents.

CEQA Guidelines Section 13126.6()(2){A} states that the key question and first step 11 analysis is whether any of
the signilicant effects of the project would be avoided or substantially lessened by puiting the project in another
location. Only focations that would avold or substantially lessen any of the significam effects of the project need be -
considered for inclusion in the EIR. Development of the project at an aliernative site would include the satue uses
and, theretore, many of same effects would stilk occur. An altermative location would generally displace, but not
necessatily eliminate, the impacts identified for the Project.

The sigmficant and unavoidale environmental impacts of the project on air quality and loss of agricultural land
would not be avorded 1f the project were located at an altemative location. The Plan Arca is located in an area
served by existing regional infrastructure and anterial roadways, and is localed adjacent 10 existing urban
development in Sacramento County, as well as existing and planned wrban areas within Flacer County.
Development of the proposed project at an altemative location within Placer County would require the extension of
additional infrastructure and public services compared 1o the project site, and would not represent an efficient use of
existing public invesiments. In addition, an offsite alternative would reguire an expansion of urban uscs to areas
within Placer County that are designated under the General Plan for agriceltural use or to areas unsuitable for
development conmpared 10 the project site due 1o environmental or habitat constraints, For these reasons, an offsite

Riolo Yinevard Speciic Plan - 110
Fimdiegs of Fact gnd
Statement of Overriding Conzideration {03-12.09) } ,{}‘;2\



altemative was not identified in this Draft EIR.
B. ALTERNATIVES CONSIDERED IN THE EIR

The EIR provides a comparative analysis of the merits of aliematives to the proposcd project pursuani to Section
13126.6 of the state CEQA Guidelines, as amended. The purpose of the alternatives analysis 13 1o explain
potentially feasible ways (o avord or minimize sigmificant eflects of the project. According to the CEQA Guidelings.
the EIR need only examine in detaif those alternatives that could feasibly meet most of the basic objectives of the
project. When addiessing feasibility, the CEQA Guidelines Scction 15126.6 states that “among the [actors that may
be taken into account when addressing the feasibitity of alternatives are site suitability, economic viability,
availability of infrasiructure, general plan consistency, junisdiciional boundarics, and whether the applicant ¢an
reasonably acquire, control or otherwise have access to alternative sites.” The CEQA Guidelines also speaify that
the altermatives discussion should not be remote or speculative, and need not be presented in the same level of detanl
as the assessment of the proposed project. ' '

Therefore, based on the CEQA Guidelines, several factors need to be considered in deteymining the range of
alternahives to be analvzed v an EIR and the level of analytical detail that should be provided for cach alternative.
These factors include: (1) the nature of the significant tmpacts of the proposed project; {2) the ahility of alternatives
to avold or lessen the significant impacts associated with the project; (3} the ability of the alternatives to meet the
objectives of the project; and (4) the feasibility of the altematives. These factors would be unigue for ¢ach project.
These considerations narrowed the altermatives tor analysis in the EIR to those described betow. This analysis
primarily cvaluates aliernatives for their ability to elimmate or substantially reduce residual (post-mitigation)
mrpacts of effects attributed to the proposed project and the impacts of mitigabon measures.

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

e Altcmative TA: No Development Altermative
¢  Allemative 1B: Commumity Plan Development Alternative

Thiree additional projcct alternatives, described below, were selected to represent the range of project options {or
purposes ol evaluating environmental impacts. In addition w the No Project Alternatives, project altemalives
include the following:

e Alternative 2: Floodplain Encroachment Avoidance Alternative
e Allernative 3: Reduced Density Alternative
o Altermative 4: Clustered Development Altemative

Allernatives 2, 3, and 4 analvred in the EIR were considered as potentially feasible scenarios for different
development al the site. Together with the two No Project sub-aiternatives, the analyses capture a reasonabie range
of site alternatives, from continuation of the existing conditions 1o other development that might reasonably occur.

1. Alternative 1A - No Development Alternative

Bescription

CEQA requires the evaluation of the comparative impacts of the "No Project” allemnative. (CEQA Guidelines
Section 15126.6(e)(1)). The No Development Altemative describes an alternative in which no development would
oceur on the project site and the uses on the site would remain the same as under existing conditions. Under the No
Development Altemative, the project site would likely continue to be used for agricultural production and open
space. The site-specific impacts of the No Development allemative arg best described by the existing conditions
presented in the environmental setting sections of the EIR.
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Analvsis of the Alternative's Ability to Reduce Significant Unavoidable Project Impacts

The No Development altemative would produce no changes on the project site, effectively eliminating those project
impacts discussed in the EIR. Because the site would rernain in its current condition, there would be no
envirommental impacts associated with introducing buildings and people into an arca that is currently undeveloped.
There would be no propased cancelation of a Williamson Act contract. Under the No Development Allemative,
there would be no change in the existing visual emvironment. No light sources would be created and there would be
no change to the existing visual character of the project site. There would be no increasc 1 air pollutants associated
with project construction nor an imcrease in pollutants associated with more vehicles accessing the area. The Joss of
produciive agricultural land would not accur. There would be no increase in noise associaled with project
construction and‘or any noise impacts associated with future operational activities, Greenhouse gas emissions that
could contribute to global warming would remain the same. Under (his alternative, the number of vehicles accessing
the site would not change; therefore, there would be ne operational impacts to the surrounding roadway netwark oy
freewny.

2, Alternative 1B - Community Plan Development Alternative

Description

Section 15126(e} of the CEQA Guidelines also refers to analysis of “what would reasonably be expected to occur in
the foreseeable fulure if the project was nol approved based on carent plans and consistent with available
infrastruciure and community services.”™ As a result of the existing Dry Creek/West Placer Community Plan land
use designations applicable to (he project site, 1t s anticipated that development on the project site would be
reasonably expected 1o occur in the foresecable future if the proposed project were not approved.

Under this alternative, the Plan Ayea would be built out under the permitted conditions deseribed in the Connmunity
Plan. The Community Plan designales portions of (he project site as Low Density Residential (LDR), Open Space,
and Cormmercial, and notes the need for cemetery expansions, It idennifies about 230 upland acres for LDE uscs.
This alternative assumes that 650 LDR Jots could be developed on approximately 230 upland acres within the Plan
Arca under the existing Community Plan. Thig alternative assumces that the minimum lot size standards and the
density transfer provisions of the Commurity Plan {see Community Plan pages 41 and 46) would be applied to
development on the project site.

Analvsis of the Allernative's Ability to Reduce Sienificant Unavoidable Project Impacts

This alternative 13 epvironmentally superior to the proposed project in most tespects. [t would, by definition, meet
the project objectives related o implemenang the County's General Plun and Dy Creek West Placer Commumity
Plan. It wonld meet many bat not all of the Applicant™s objectives as well. Tt would not fully meet the lollowing
objectives: preservation of agricullural uses, enhancemoent of trail connectivity, enhancement of smart growth
principtes and the Sacramento Area Counctl of Government's Blueprint for Regional Growrk, and providing a fll
range of housing densities and product choices, Including medium and high deostty residential development,

This Alternative would convert existing land use designated Open Space to urhan land uses, in a similar but less
intense manner than the proposed project. The alternanve would devote less acreage for residential units {230 acres)
and more acreage for commercial uses (26.1 acres) than the proposed project (265.6 acres for residential units and
7.5 for acres for commercial uses). The combmed acreage of both.residential and commercial uses lor the
Community Plan Development Altemative would be 256.1 acres, which s 7.3 acres less than the combined acreage
of residential and commercial vses for the proposed project (273.1 acres). Impacts related o conversion of land use
from agricuitural and open space 1o urban uses would be less than sigmficant under this alicrnanve, although
Allernative 1B would not incorporate Agricultural-10 parcels where agricultural uses would be continned, as would
the proposed project.
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Under this Alternative, temporary and long-term visual impacts due o construction would be similar but hikely not
last a5 Jong as under the propased project, since the number of dwelling units under this Alternative would be
reduced by approximately 30 percent. View obstruction and change (o landscape character for motorists on adjacent
roadways as well as visual intrusion and adverse change in visual character duc 1o new residences in views from
Roseville Cemetery would also be simifar.

This Altemative would generate approximately 837 fewer weekday daily trips than'the proposed project. Overall,
the impacts to transportation would be less than the propoesed project. However, even with mitigation similar to that
identified for the proposed project, impacts to (ranspertation and circuilation under this Alternative would stll likely
be significant. '

Constuction of this Alternative would be expected to generate fewer emissions over the full duration of the
construction activities and would be expected to generate the same or fewer emissions during the peak day of
construction. Similar 1o the proposed project, shori-term construction impacts would likely be sigmficant. During
operations, this Allemative would generate 837 fewer trips than the proposed project because. although there would
be approximately 30 percent fewer fols, the increase in commmercial land use would provide additional trips as
compated to the commetcial trips generated by the proposed project. This Alternative would generate
approximately 8 percent fewer criteria pollutant emissions. Assuming these reductions in emmission sources, the
operational emissions of NOX, ROG, and CO would still be significant.

Altemative 1B would generate 837 fewer rips than the proposed project. Therefore, noise levels due to the trips
to/ from the Plan Area can reasonably be expected to be less than for the proposed project. Miugation measures
identified {or the proposed project would be applicable 1o Alternative 1B. Notse impacts would be less than
significant, unhike the proposed project. With respect to notse, Altemative 1B would result i a lesser degree of
impact than the proposed project. : '

3 Alternative 2 - Floodplain Encreachment Avoidace Alternative

Drescription

iinder Alteenanive 2, developmant would not encroach into the floodplain, The six Agniculral Restdential parcels
under the proposcd project would not be developed, and thus this alternative would not provide for management of
this portion of the project site for agricultural use. With the exception of the loss of these 6 proposed umis and the
Dry Creek Class | trail system proposed under the project, the level of development would remain the same under
Alternative 2, resulting n a land plan wiih a greater densny of development on a per-acie basis than under the
proposed project. In addition, Altemative 2 would limit internal site conneclivity by omitting the proposed crossing
ot the Southem Tributary of Dy Creek.

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

Alternanive 2 would convert existing land use designated Open Space to urban land uses, 1n a similar but Jess
intense manner than the proposed project. Compared tor the proposed project, 1his altemative would construct the
same nuntber of dwelling umts on 30 porceat fewer acres, resulting in higher density. Allemative 2 would create
385 acres of agriculiural tand use, as compared 10 31,1 acres of agricullure and Agricultural-10 land uses under the
proposed project, and would provide a 83 percent increase in land devoted to open space and recreation purposes.
{Landscape corridor acreages are not calcultated (n open space and recreation uses for the proposed project.) This
alternative would be similar to the proposed project with respect to compatibifity of the Plan Avea wiath adjacentl
uses and would better implement the vision of the West Placer Dy Creek Communivy Plan with respect 10 allowing
no development 1o the floodplain, but would not preserve most existing agnculture nor would it provide as much
opportunities {or agriculture as the proposcd project. Permanent loss of farmland, and the Williamson Act Contract
cancedlation, would be significant and unavoidable impacts of Altermative 2 (similar to the proposed project). With
vespect 1o land use, Alternative 2 would result in a greater degree of impact than the proposed project,

Rinto Vineyard Specific Plan 113
Findings of Tact and
Starement of Qvernding Consideranon (05-12-00 : / %-



Under Alternative 2, temporary and long-term visual impacts due to construction would be similar to the proposed
project. View obstruction and change to landscape character for motorists on adjacent roadways as welt as visual
intrusion and adverse change in visual character due to new residences in views from Roseville Cemetery would
also be similar, assuming that new public access to open space comparable to that identified under the proposed
project would be provided.

Alternative 2 would generate approximately 72 lewer weekday daily trips than the proposed project. Duc to the
change in connectivily internal (o this alternative, there would be approximately 700 more trips using the middle
half of PFE Road hetween Watt Avenue and Walerga Road. Some of these trips would be additional turning
movements at the Watt Avenue/PEE Road intersectton. At the Wart Avenue end of FFE Road, there would be
approximatcly 90 more trips, because vehicles traveling uorth on Watt Avenue would travel along PFLE Road to
enter the site, rather than using a Watt Avenue entrance 10 get to intemal connector roads. Approximatzly 200 of
* these trips are included in the 700 trips on PFE Road described above. and the rest would be entering the westem
portion of the site from PIE Road. Other roadway and intersection impacts durtng project operation would be
nearly the same as for the proposed project. Overall, the inpacts to transportation would be similar. Even with
mitigation similar to that identified for the proposed project, impacts Lo transporialion and circulation under this
alternative would sull be significant, ‘especially under cumulative conditions, sirular to the proposed project.

Under Alternative 2, the tevel of construction activity would likely be similar to the proposed project, since the
same number of units would be construeted. Therefore construction of this alternative would be expected
generate similar emissions over the full duration of the construction activities. Similar to the proposed project,
short-term conslruction impacts would likely be significant. During operations, Alternative 2 would generale 72
lewer trips than the proposed project. This is not substantially dilferent from the proposed project (less than |
percent). Since the number of dwellhing unmits, new vehicle trips and area sources would all expected to be similar to
the proposed project, Altemnative 2 would result in sunilar cmissions as the proposed project during project
operation.

Altemative 2 would gencrate 72 lewer trips than the proposed project. Therclore, noise levels due to the trips
to/from the Plan Avea can reasonably be expected o be similar. Mitigation measures identified or the proposed
preject would be applicable 1o Alternative 2. Naise impacts would be significant, similar to the proposed project.

4. Alternative 3 - Reduced density Alternative
Description

Allernatsve 3 assumes that residential land vses would be reduced in density as compared to the proposed project,
but that development would occur within the same land are as proposed under the project. Residential land uses
would be 62 percent of the proposed project within approximately the same footprint. This allemative was
formulated to lessen or avord the significant traffic impacts ol the proposed project by reducing the amount of
development. It would also reduce several of (he project impacts related o arr quality and noise. All residential
products would be single-family housing except for the bigh-densily residential area in the sonthwesl corner of the
Plan Area, which would satis{y the County's affordable housing requirements. The six Agricaltural-10 parcels
proposed under the proposed project would not be allowed, and thus would not be managed for agricultural use.
Other features of the proposed project would remain under Alternative 3, although the acreage of improved park
facilitics within the project site would be reduced as a result of the reduction in population under thiz alternalive.

Analvsis of the Alternative's Ability to Redoce Significant Unavoidable Project Impacts

Alternative 3 would convert existing land usc designated Open Space to urban wses, in a sirnilar but less intense and
less dense manner than the proposed project. The alternative would result in shghtly more land developed for
residential units due to a reduction in park acreage and landscape comnduors, as compared (o the proposed project.
Impacts related to permanent loss of famnland, and the Williamson Act Contraci cancellation would remain
stgnificant under s altemative, and would be more severe than under the proposed project because of the
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proposed Agricultural-10 parcels under the proposed project.

Linder Alternative 3, temporary and long-term wisnal impacis due to construction would be similar but Likely not last
as jong as under the proposed project, since the number of dwelling units under this alternative would be reduced by
approximately 30 percent. View obstruction and change to landscape character for motorists on adjacent roadways
as well as visual intrusion and adverse change in visual character due to new residences in views from Rosevilie
Cemelery would also be similar, assnming comparable open space acecss, Jandscape sctbacks on adjoining roads,
prescrvation of onsite open space, and other similar features of the proposed project.

Alternative 3 would generate approximalely 2,515 fewer trips than the proposed project. Construction traflic
impacts would be less hecause there would be less development under this alterative. With approximately 20
percent fewer trips than the proposed project, roadway and intersection impacts during project operation would be
less severe than the proposed project. Overall, the impacts to transportation would be less than the proposed project.
However, even with mitigation siomlar to that identilied for the proposed project, impacts to transportation and
crreulation under this altermatve would still be sigmificant, especially under cumulative conditions. With respect to
transportation and circulation, Alternative 3 would result in a lesser degree of impact than the proposed project.
With fewer dwelling units, it would contribute less to the traiflic CIP to make transportation improvements that are
needed on a cumulative basis with or without the proposed project.

Under Altemative 3, the length of construction activity would likely be less than for the proposed project. This is
because lewer units would be constructed, The peak construction peried could have the same level of activity or
less than the proposed project. Similar to the proposed project, short-lenm construction impacts would hkely be
sigmiicant. Dunng operations, Altermative 3 would generate 2,515 fewer trips than the proposed project. Altemative
5 would generate approximately 20 percent fewer criteria pollutant emissions. Since this altemative would include
30 pereent fewer dwelling units, there would be a 30 percent reduction in the sources of non—iransportation-related
operational emissions. Assuming these reductions in emitssion sources, the operational emissions of NOX, ROG,
and CO would 5till be significant. The PM:g operational emissions would be less than signilicant.

Aldternative 3 would generate 2,315 fewer trips than the proposed project. Thercfore, noise levels due to the trips
w/from the Plan Area can reasonably be expected 1o be Jess than for the proposed project. Mitigation measures
identtfied for the proposed project would be applicable to Alternative 3, Notse impacts would be stgnificant at one
location along Walerga Road and potentiaily at some locations along FIE Road, as is the case with the proposed
project.

3. Alternative 4 — Clustered Development Alternative

Description

Altermative 4 would inclode the same number of 1csidential units as the proposed project, resnlting i higher
development densities within a reduced development foorprint, resuliing in more open space. Compared to the
propased project, this aliematve would provide increased number of medium- and high density residential units,
while reducing the level of low-density, single-family restdences withim the project site. This altemative would
include affordable housing in accordance with County requirements and a trail system shmilar to the proposed
project, as well as a commercial land use in the southeastern comer of the site. This altemative would provide for
the expansion of the cometery. The six Agriculteral-10 parcels proposed under the proposed project would not be
allowed, and thus would not be managed for agricultural use. The intent of this altemative is lo reduce impacts
assoclated with thie conversion of open spaces areas within the project site 1o urban uses.

Analvsis of the Alternative's Abilitv to Reduce Sigaificant Unavoidable Project Bnpacts

Altemative 4 would convert existing land use designated Open Space to urban land uses, in a denser manner on
substantially fewer acres than the proposed project. The alternative would develop the same number of vesidential
units as the proposed project on nearly half of the acreage ideniified under the proposed project, Almost ail of this
Rivlo Vireyard Specific Plan 115

Findings of Fact and

Statemeny of Crvemiding Congideranon (05-12-0) j q 7



development would be outside of the Dry Creek floodplain. This alternative would reduce land designated for
agncultural activities by 27 percent compared to the proposed project, It would include [ 14 percent more land for
open space and recreational uses than the proposed project. [mpacts related to permanent loss of farmland would be
reduced as compared to the proposed project, but would remain significant under this alternative. This altemative
would be different than the propesed project with respect to compatitnlity of the Plan Arca with adjacent uses and
implementation of the Commumity Plan, because while it would preserve substantially more open space and land in
agriculteral production, it would provide a much more compact, urban feel with a 141 percent increase in density
within the area being developed. This would result in reduced compatibility with adjacent land uses as compared to
the proposed project.

Under Alternative 4, temporary and long-term visual impacts due to construction would be similar Lo the proposed
project. View obstruction and change o landscape character for motorists on adjacent roadways would be reduced
as compared to the proposed project. Because less open space would be converted to development, there 15 the
potential for this alternative to preserve greater scenic resources than the proposed project and thus be visually
superior, assuming Lhat comparable public access were provided, and similar site design standards were
incorporated.

Alternative 4 would generate approximately 700 fewer weckday daily nips than the proposed project, because
higher density development generales fewer trips than low-density development on a per-unit basis. Construction
traffic impacts would depend on phasing in this altermative. Concentrating development i a smaller area could
reduce construction traffic because more high-density residential uses could be constructed faster than the same
number of low-density residential units. With approximately 6 percent fewer trips than the proposed project,
roadway and intersection impacts during project operation would be less severe than the proposed project.
However, even with mitigation sirmlar to that identified for the proposed project, impacts e transporiation and
circulation under this alterpative would still be significant, especially under cumulative conditions.

Under Aliernative 4, the level of construction activity would hkely be sinilar to the proposed project, since the
‘same number of units would be constructed. Therefore construction of this altemative would be expected to
generate similar emissions over the full duration of the construction activities. Similar to the proposed project,
short-term constouction impaces would bkely be significant. During operations, Alternative 4 would generate 700
fewer weekday daily trips than the proposed project. Alternative 4 would therefore generate approximately 6
percent fewee criteria pollutant emissions than the proposed project. Assuming these reductions in emission sources,
the operationat emissions of NOX, ROG, CO, and PM,p would still be significant. The number of dwelling units
would be similar to the proposed project, so area sources, such as consumer products and landscaping, would be
expected to be similar to the proposed project.

Alternative 4 would pencrate approximately 700 fewer trips than the proposed project. Therefore, noise levels due
to the tnps toffrom the Plan Arca can reasonably be expected to be less than for the proposed project. Mitigation
measures identified or the proposed project would be applicable to Alternative 4. Noise impacts would be
signtficant for one receplor location on Walerpa Road and potentially at some locations along PFE Road, similar to
the propesed project.

G. Comparative Evaluation of the Froject and Alternatives to Satisfy Proposed Project
Objectives '

This section of the Findings examines whether {or to what extent) each of the Alternatives selected for more
detailed analysis mects the proposed project’s objectives. As described earlier in these findings, the concept of
"feasibility” encompasses the question of whether a particular alternative or mitigation measure promotes the
underlyving goals and ohjectives of a project. (Sequoyah Hills Homeowners Assa. v City of Oakland (1993) 23
Cal.AppAth 704,715) "[Fleasibiliny' under CEQA encompasses "desirability’ to the extent that desirability is based
oh 3 reasonable balancing of the relevant economic, environmental, social, and technological faclors.” (Ciry of Del
Marv. City of San Diego (1982} 133 Cal. App.3d 410,417 )

Rialo Vineyard Speeific Man 1185
Findings of Fact and

Staternent of Overnidiny Consideration (05-12-0%) ! q 8



1. Implement the County's General Plan and Dry Creek/¥West Placer Community Plan, which designate
the proposed project area for urban development. Alternative 1 A, the no development alternative, would
not satisty this objective. The remaining alternatives involve the development of urban uses on the project
site, and would achieve this objective in a comparable manner, IL s recognized that with the exception of
Altemative 1B, the Community Plan Development alternative, the proposed project and the remaining
aliematives would require amendments to the Dry Creek/West Placer Communiiy Plan 10 be implemented.

2. Preserve the scenic Dry Creek riparian corridor and enhance trail conneetivity to complement a
regional recreation corridor for bicycle, pedestrian, and equestrian users. Because of the floadplain
topography adjacent o Dry Creek, the viparian corridor would be preserved under atl of the alternatives.
However, under Altemative 1A, the no-development altemnative, the objective of a connected recreational
trail corridor would not impterented. A corridor trail does not currently exist along Dry Creek within the
project area, and Alternative 1A would maintain the status quo in this regard. Tt is assumed that a watl
facihty would be constructed under any of the remaining alternatives, tn light of Community Plan
requirernents for this facthry.

3. Previde a well-designed eommunity with neighborhood identity in close proximity to jobs and services
in Placer and Sacramento Counties. By retaining the project area as undeveloped land, Alternative 1A
would not achieve this objective. Alternatives 1B and 3 would achieve this abjective to a reduced extent
when compared to the proposed project, in that fewer residenis would be placed in close proxamity (o
existing jobs and services in Placer and Sacramemo Counties. Given the higher population of residents
associated with the proposed project, Alternatives 2 and 4 would achicve this objective in a comparable
manner, However, Altermatives 2 and 4, by elininating Agricuitural-10 parcels proposed by the project,
represent a greater depariire from the existing agncultural identity of the area that (he project seeks to
preserve.

4. Create a high-quality enviconment containing a mix of residential, open-space, and recreational land
uses in an overall design that advances “smart growih™ pripciples. By retaining the project area as
undeveloped land, Allernative 1A would not achieve this objective. Altematives 1B and 3 would achieve
this objective to a reduced extent when compated Lo the proposed project. The smaller population associated
with these alternatives would result in a reduced opportunity to capilalize on the locaiion of the project area
in relation to existing developed areas to veduce sprawl. While Altermative 4 could be said to exemplify
“smart prowih” principles among the altematives analyzed, the net elfeet on a regional level would be the
same as the proposed project, i that the number of proposed units would be the same.

Design a project that minimizes encroachment into the existing 100-year Moodplain in the plan area
while balancing the housing needs and densities of the SACOG Blucprint process and the character of
thc local community, The proposed project proposes minor encroachment and fill into the existing [00-year
Noodplain of Dry Creek. This fill is necessury in order to facilitate the roadway design of the project
{including intemal connection} and o provide building sites for residences on Agniculwral-10 parcels.
Alterative 1A would maintaim the existing floodplain hut would not meet any of the housing needs identified
by the County General Plan, the Community Plan, or the SACOG Blucprint. Altemative 1B would avoid fill
in the floodpiain, allowing for a density transfer, but the realization of only 650 units under this alternative
would reduce attainment of housing objectives to a significant degree. Altemative 2 would also avoid il in
flondptain areas but would merease density within developed areas o compensate for the reduction in
developed acreage. This increase in development density would result in a greater departure from the
character of the local community than the propesed project. Altemative 3 would invoive fill in the
floodplain to approxamatcly the same extent as the proposcd project {excluding the Apriculural-10 bujiding
pads), bul similar 1o Allernanive 1B would result in a reduced attainment of housing objectives. Allernative 4
would achigve the housig ebjectives to the same degree as the project but, as a result of the ncicase in
High- and Medium-Density Residential uses, would do so at the expense of community character.
Allernatives 1B, 2, 3, and 4 would not provide for Agricultural-10 parcels and would not prescrve or
maintain historical agricuitural use within the Specific Plan, which is a defining characteristic of the local

h
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communily,

6. Provide for increased residential densities in areas presently planned for urban growti and
development with accessible infrastructure, consistent with arcawide infrastructure plans and growith
policies identified in SACOG's Blueprint for Regional Growth. The project area is currently planned for
wrban growth and developmeni by the Dry Creeh/Wese Placer Community Plan. By retaining the project
area as undeveloped land, Altemative 1A would not achieve this objective. Alternatives 1B and 3 would
achieve this objective to a reduced extent when compared to the proposed project, in that fewer residents
would be placed in elose proximity to existing jobs and services and existing accessible infrastructure. Given
the higher population of residenis associated with the proposed project, Altematives 2 and 4 would achieve
this objective in a comparable manner,

7. Reduce growth pressures on vutlying areas of Placer County by efficicutly utilizing the project arca to
accommaodate residential growth and development. The project area is currently planned for urban
growth and development by the Dy Creek/Wesr Placer Commuenity Plan. By relaining the project area as
undeveloped land, Altermative 1A would not achieve this objective and would increase growth pressures on
Tand farther from existing urbanized areas in Placer County. Altematives | B and 3 would achieve this
objective to some extent, but would ncrease growih pressures on outlying areas when conpared 10 the
proposed project. Given the higher population of restdents assoctated with the proposed project, Allematives
2 and 4 would achicve this objective in-a comparable manner.

§. Incorporate ap appropriate level of medium- and high-density residential development to take
advantage of the proximity of the proposed project area to region-serving arterials and support
opportunitics for transit to serve the proposed developments, The project site 1s located along Watt
Avenue, Walerga Road, and PFE Road, which are or will hecomne major anterials as development of west
Placer County continues. These arterials are expected 1o become transit routes. Wartt Avenue is planned to
provide Bus Rapid Travsit lanes in each direction, dedicated cxclusively to transit use. Altemative 1A would
not provide any development of the site, and would not achicve this objective. Alternative 1B would retain
the Commercial designation applicable to the parcel on the northeast comer of Watt and PFE Road, bul the
size of this parcel (3.2 gross acies) would not generally be sultable for commercial uses that could be served
by transit patrons. Insiead, 1t would be expected that commercial vses in this location would be in the form
of a service station, Last food estaurant, or other service uscs that would be visited by vehicles mstead of
transit users. As a resuly, Alternative 1B would not take advantage of future transit opportunities to the same
gxient as the project, Altemative 2 proposes High-Densiy Residential developmentin the same amount and
at the same location as the proposed project and would achieve this objective 0 the same extent. By
reducing the level of High- Density Residential development, Alternative 3 would aclhieve this objective to a
reduced extent when compared to the proposed project or Alternative 2. Alternative 4 would provide
substantially more High- and Medim-Density Residential development than the proposed project and
would achieve this objective to a higher extent, albeit at the expense of achieving other project objectives.

9. Provide for a cohcesive plan of developmeut that maximizes interpal conneelivity within the project
area for pedestrian, bicyele, and vebicular travel. A goal ol the proposed project 15 1o reduce vehicle trips
on surrounding artenal roadways by creating internal conneciivity within the Specific Plan area. Alternative
LA would nut provide any development of the site and would not achieve this objective. 1t 1s noted that
Alternative 1A does not contobule additional trips o artenial roadways because it would preserve exisiing
conditions. Alternatives 1B and 2 would not provide a roadway connection over the Southern Tributary;
they would require vehicle trips on PFE Road o connect the east and west development arcas on the site,
and would not provide intenal connectivity to pedestrians. Ahematives 3 and 4 would provide this roadway
and sidewalk connection, as docs the proposed project. and would actieve this objective to a similar degree.

1G. Provide tor a full range of housing Jensities and product choices affordable to all income Jevels,
Alternative 1A would not provide for development of additional housing on the project site and would not
achieve this objective. Allernative 113 would provide for approximarely 630 residential units. However,
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under the existing Community Plan, residential development would be exclusively large-lot single fumily
parcels, which would not result in & range of densities or housing affordable to multiple income levels.
Altemative 2 would provide for a mix of residential densities similar to the proposed project and would
achieve this objective to a similar degree. Alternative 3 would provide a similar mix of densities as the
project, but the reduction in the number of total units under this alternative timits the achievement ot this
objeciive when compared 10 the proposed project or Abernative 2. Alternative 4 would significantly increase
High- and Medium-Density Residential housing on the site, while reducing Low-Density Residential
development. This alternative would increase affordable housing opportunities when compared 1o other
alternatives, at the expense of being a substantive departure from the Community Plan.

1t Provide a comprehensively planned project that offers maximum feasible protection of sensitive
environmental habitas and resources. As Altemative 1A proposes 1o matntain existing conditions on the
s1te, 1his alteimative would Iikely maximize protection and preservation of existing habitat resources.
However, it should noted be that this Alternative would not preclude intensification of agricultural
operations on the site, including areas of existing sensitive habital such as wetlands. Depending on the
nature of future agricultural operations, the existing foraging value of grassland habitat throughout the site.
for the Swainson’s Hawk could be reduced under Allernative 1A without the need for agency approval or
mitigation, The proposed project would convert existing grassland areas above the floodplain elevation to
urban use but would preserve extensive areas of prassland in the floodplain area in perpetuity through
dedication as open space or through land use restictions applicable within the Agricultural-10 parcels.
Altemative 1B would provide for development of upland areas at a similar extent of acreage, alben at a
reduced density, but would not necessariiy provide for the preservation of foraging habitat values within the
Nloodplain area through land use restrictions. Altematives 2 and 3 would result in a slightly greater level of
maintenance of extsting habiat conditions within the Qoodplain area and, in ths regard, satisfy this
objective to a grealer degree than the proposed project. Alternative 4 would maximize the amount of open

* space area preserved within the site and would achieve this objective to a higher degree than the proposed

project, albeit at the expense of achieving other objecnives.

12. Create a community that recognizes, respects, and preserves historic agricultural uses of the project
aren through active management within Agriculturzal Residential parcels. By maintaining existing
conditions, Alternative 1A would achieve (his objective as a gencral matter, depending on the level of
agricultural activity that occurs in the future, Alterpatives 18, 2, 3, and 4 would not provide for active
management of arcas within the Specihic Plan for agricultural purposes {with the exception of the Singh
parcel) and would not achieve this objective,

13. Provide a planned infrastractore system with all public facilities and services necessary to meet the
needs of development with the propesed project area. By maintaining existing conditions on the pruject
sife, Altermative 1A would neither necessitate nor provide for public factlitics or services and would not
contribute toward the achievement of Uns obpective, Altematives 1B and 3 would reduce development
density and thus would reduce contnbutions to existing and proposed County foe programs for public
facilities identified as needed 10 serve cumulative development in West Placer County, Allemative 2, by
proposing a snnilar mix and degree of development as the proposed project, would achieve this objeciive to
the same extent as the project, Alternative 4 would provide the same number of units as the proposed project
but would be weighted heavily toward Medium- and High-Density Residential units, which typically
mamtain a lower property value and assessment on a per unit basis than Low-Density units or Agricultural-
18} parcels.

I4. Provide a sufficicnt number of residential units within the project area to support necessary
improvements (0 local and regional public facilities. By maintaining existing conditions on the project
site, Alternative 1A would neither necessitate nor provide for public facilitics or services and would not
contribute toward the achjevement of this objective. Alternatives 1B and 3 would reduce development
density and thus would reduce contributions o exisitng and proposed County fec programs for public
facilities identificd as needed to serve cumulative development in the West Placer County region. When
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compared 10 the proposcd project, the public infrastructure demands of Alternatives 1B or 3 are not
sigmficantty reduced, which results in a significantly higher infrastructure cost on a per-unit basis under
these aliematives. Alternative 2, by proposing a similar mix and degree ot development as the proposed
project, would achieve this objective to the same extent as the project. Altemative 4 would provide the same
number of units as the proposed project but would be weighted hicavily toward Medium aind Figh-Density
Residential units, which typically maintain a lower property value and assessment on a per unit basis than
Low-Density or Agricultural-10 parcels and a reduced ability to spread facilities and services costs ina
{easible manner.

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

Altemative 1A is impractical and unrealistic, in the sense that the permanent preservation of status quo conditions is
not consistent with the General Plan and C-ommunity Flan as curently wnitien. Despite the fact that most, 1f not all,
of the signiticant impacts assoctated with implementation of the project would be reduced in significance under this
Alternative, the implementation of the No Development Alternative would fat) to aclieve any of the project
objectives. The No Development Alternauve's desirabality is not on balance with the project in terms of its
economie, envirenmenial, social and technological elements, The project is the more desirable cholce for the
community and the region. The Board finds the No Devefopment Alternative to be infcasible Jor the above reasons
and rejects it as a viable alternative (o the project.

Alternative 1B would, by definition, meet the project objectives related to implementing the County’s General Plan
and Dy Cresk/West Placer Community Plan, ICwould not lully meet the following objeclives: preservaion of
agricullural uses, enhancement of 1rail connectivity, enhancement of smart growth principles and the Sacramento
SArea Council of Government's Bluepring for Regional Growh, and providing a full range of housing densities and
product choices, including mediwm and high density residentiai development. The smaller population associated
with this Alternatives would result in a reduced opportunity o capitalize on the location of the project arca in
relation o exisiing doveloped ateas to reduce sprawl. Alternatives 1B would not extend an mtemal roadway
connection through the Plan Area from Watt Avenue (0 Walerga Road, which 15 necessary to provide an aiternative
means of travel between these two roads i the everit that PEL Road 1s not available, Alternative 1R would not
avoud or substantially decrease significant and unavoidable immpacts of the proposed project on visual quality, traffic,
and air quality. The desirabiity of Altcrative 1B is not on balance with the project in lerms of its economic,
environmental, social and wechnological elements. The project is the more desirable choice for the community and
the region, The Board Minds the Community Plan Development Altemative to be infeasible for the above reasons
and rejects it as a viable altemmative to the project,

Alwrnative 2 would teat and cxceed the project objectives related to implementing the County’s General Plan and
Dy CreekiWest Placer Community Plan, Altemalive 4 would not meet the objectives of providing enhanced trail
connectvity, and preservation of agriculiural uses, Avoidance of ali Hil within the floodplain would ehiminate the
ability (o extend an internal roadway connection through the Plan Area lrom Walt Avenue to Walerga Road, which
i3 necessary to provide an allemative means of travel between these two roads in the event that PTE Road is not
avallable, Altemnative 2 would not avold or substantially Jecrease any of the significant and vnavoidable impacts of
the proposed project. The desirability of Allemative 2 1s not on balance with the project in terms of its economic,
environimental, social and jechnological elements. The project 15 the more desirable choice for the community and
the region. The Board finds the Floodplain Avoidance Altemative to be.infeasible {or the above reasons and rejects
it as a viable alternavve to the project.

Altemative 2 (Reduced Density) would meel most of the project objectives related (o implementing the County's
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General Plan and Dy Creek/Wesr Placer Communiry Plan, [t would meet many bot not all of the Applicant’s
objectives as well it would not fully meet the following objectives: enhancement of trail conneetivity, preservation
ol agricultural uses, enhancement of smart growth principles and the Sacramento Area Council of Government’s
Blusprint for Regionul Growth, and providing a full range of housing densities and product choices, specifically
medium densiry residennal development. Il may not provide enough development wo create a fiscally responsible

*and balanced community, and would provide a reduced contribution o support ncecssary impravements to Jocal
and regional public facilitics. In this case, the cost of the public infrastructure and improvements to local and
-regional public facilitics, both new and upgrades to existing facilitics, need to be spread among a suthicient number
of homes that will be constructed and sold to make the overall project feasible from the economic and marketability
standpoint, The total cost burden of backbone infrastructure and impact fees for the Specific Plan site is estimated
to be approximately $67.4 million, or approximately $72,260 for each of the 933 units proposed under the specific
plan. This mfrasivucture cost is approximately 18 percent of the estimated average sales price (5400,000] for a
dwellnig umt in the Specific Plan area {(Mackay and Somps, 2007} A fee and cost burden to sales price ratio of 20
percent is generally regarded as the upper linnt of feasibility for development (EPS. 2007). Under the Reduced
Density Altemative, hackbone inirastructure costs would remain roughly equivalent to the proposed project, but
would be spread over 652 units instead of 933, resuiting in a fee and cost burden in excess of the 20 percent
threshold of feasibility. As a result, it would be impracticable to develop this alternative under exasting or
forcsecable matket conditions. The Board finds the Reduced Density Alternative to be infeasible for the above
reasons and rejects it as a viable alternative to the project.

Alternative 4 vwould meet the project objectives related to implementing the County’s Generald Plan and Dy
Creek/West Placer Community Plan, at least in terms of unit count. It would provide enhancement of the following
objectives as compared to the proposed project: enhancement of smart growth principles and the Sacramento Arca
Council of Government's Blueprint for Repional Growth, and providing a more balanced range of housing denstties
and product choices. Allernatve 4 would not provide for enhanced trail conngerivity, not would it provide lor
preservation of agriculmral uses in the same manner as the proposed project. Development of the site with
substantial medium- and high-density development would result in a substantial departure from the established low-
density character of the Community Plan Area. Altemative 4 would provide the same number of units as the
proposed project but would be weighted heavily toward Medium and High-Density Residential units, which
typically mamtinn a lower property value and assessment on a per unit basis than Low-Density or Agricultural-10
parcels and a reduced ability 10 spread lacilities and services costs in a feasible manner. Alternative 4 would
maximize the amount of open space area preserved within the site and would achicve this objective to a higher
degrec than the proposed project, at the expense of achieving other important objectives, The desirability of
Altemative 4 i3 not on balance with the project in teoms of 113 economic, environnental, social and techuological
elements, The project 1s the more desizable choice for the community and the region. The Board finds the Clustered
Development Altemative wo be infeasible for the above ressons and rgjects it as a viable alternative to the project.

7. Environmenially Superior Alternative

Basis for Identifving Fovironmentally Superior Alternative

An EIR is required (o identify the environmentally superior alternative from amuong the range of reasonabie
altlermatives that are evaluated. Section 15126.6(e)(2) of the CEQA Guidelines requires that an environmentally
superior allemative be designated, and states that “if the environmentally superior alternative 13 (he No Project
Altemative, the EIR shall also identify an environmentally superior altemative among the other altematives.” Table
16-6 in the Draft EIR compares the (ive alternatives to the proposed project in terms of the impact areas that were
analyzed in the Revised Draft EIR. The conclustons contained 1 the table are subjective and required that
judgments be made on emphasis in some areas of analysis.

Identilication of Environmentally Superior Al{ernative

The analysis m the EIR indicates that Altemative 1A, the No Development Altemative, would be the
Environmentally Superior Alternative. Amonyg the “build” alternatives, Aliemative 3, the Reduced
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Density Alwmnative, was determined in the EIR ta be the Environmentally Supenior Alternative, for the reasons
discussed below, '

Altemative 2 and Alternative 4 were eliminated from consideration as the Epvironmentally Superior Alternative
because theyv would introduce a higher number of new residents than other alternatives, which would have nipple
effects on traffic, air, noise, and public utilities and services. The development patterns in Alternative 2. the
t'loodplain Encroachment Avoidance Alternative, would avoid building in the floodplain and decrease associated
impacts in many resource areas, including biclogical resources and hydrology. 1ts smaller footprint would also
transiate 1o decreased impacts to cultural resources, soils and peclogy. and hazardous materials. However, as
Alternative 2 would gencrate the same number of new residents as the proposed praject, it wounld therefore not
reduce impacts on traffic, air quality, noise or public utilitics and services as compared to most other alternatives.

Under Altemalive 4, the Clustered Density Altemative, the only development in the floodplain would be at the Wau
Avenug entrance to the Plan Area, near Walerga Road, at the internal roadway connection, wilh the Rural

- Residential flag lot, and with the ultimate widening of PFE Road. This aliemative would allocate the most land for
apen space, which would decrease impacts to biological resources and hydrology. Like Alternative 2, 115 smaller
footprint would translate to decreased impacts to culbtural resources, soils and geology, and hazardous materials. But
sumilar to Alternative 2, this alternative would generate nearly the same number of new residents as the proposed
project and Alternative 2. While clustered development tends to reduce vehicle trips and corresponding emissions of
criteria pollutants and noise, this allernative would nevertheless generate the second highest number of vehicle trips
of all alternatives, Other impacts associated with Alternative 2 would be similar under Alternative 4.

Alternative 1B, the Community Plan Development Alternative, and Alternative 3, the Reduced Density Allemative,
were the strongest candidates tor the Environmentally Superior Aliemative. Both would gencraie approximately 70
percent of the population of the bwld alternatives and of the proposed project, resulting in less demand on the
transportation network and on public services. Both altematives would concentrate most of their development
outside of the flocdplain, with Alternative 1B avolding the {loodplain entirely. Alternative 1B and Alternative 3
would also have [ess acreage devoled to fanmlands than the proposed project and the other two build allematives.
This would result in toss of more tarmland but would (urther reduce impacts on biological resources, Alternative 3
would gencrate substantially fower vehicle toips than all of the other altematives. This would reduce but not
eliminate significant impacts of the proposed project and all of the other altematives related to traffic congestion, aw
quahity, and noise. It would also result in less demand on public ulilities and services, For these reasons, Altlemative
3, the Reduced Density Alternative, is found to be the Environmentally Superior Altemative,

X1 TINDINGS RELATED TO THE RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN LOCAL SHORT-TERM USES OF
THE ENVIRONMENT AND MAINTENANCE AND ENHANCEMENT OF LONG-TERM
PRODUCTIVITY.

Based on the EIR and the eatire record before the Board of Supervisors, the Board of Supervisors makes the

following findings with respect 1o the projects balancing of 1ocal short term uses of the environment and the
maintenance of long term productivity:

a. As the Project 1s implemented, centain impacts would occur on a short-tenm leve). Such short term
impacts are discussed fully above, as well as in the EIR document. Such short term impacts may
irclude, without limitation, yinpacts on traffic and circulation, #ir quality and neise, although
measures have been and will be incorporated to mitigale these impacts to the extent feasible.

h. The long-term implementation of the project wonld serve to provide necessary housing, employment
opportunitics and recrcational/open space uses to the County of Placer. Notwithstanding the
foregoing, some long term impacts would result. These impacts inclode, without lynuavon, impacts
o transportation angd circwlation and ar quality, However, implementation of the Project would
provide many benefits, as set forth in the Statement of Overriding Considerations. below.
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c. Although there are shert term adverse impacts {from the Project, the short and long-term benelits
justiby 1ts implementation.

XTI, STATEMENT OF OVERRIDING CONSIDERATIONS

As set forthn the preceding sections, the Placer County Board of Supervisors’ approval of the Riolo Vingyard
Specific Plan Project wall result in signilicant adverse environmental eftects that cannot be avorded even with the
adoplion of all feasihle mitigation measures, and there are no feasible project aliernatives which would mubgate or
substantially lessen the impacts. Despite the occurrence of these effects, however, the Board chooses to approve the
project because, v 1ts view, the economic, social, and other benefits that the project will produce will render the
sigmificant eflects acceptable.

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

Al SIGNIFICANT AND UNAVOIDABLE IMPACTS

As discussed in Section IX above, the Riolo Vinevard Specific Flan project will result in the following significant
and unavoidable impacts, even with the implementation of all feasible mitigation:

Project-Specific lmpacts

s  Pemnanent foss of fanmland
o Williamson Act Contract cancellation

s [nconsistency with plans and policies, if the Placer County General Plan and Dy Creck/West Placer
Communiry Plan Amendments are not adopted

¢ Temporary and long-term visual impacts due (o construction

e  Contribute to traffic volumes on reglonal roadways and intersections that would exceed their capacity
with or without the proposed project

o Addiional tranait patrons would not be accommudated by existing transit service
s Construction activities would increase short-lerm criteria air pollutant emisstons

*  Operational air quality impacts, including significant PM g, ROG, and NOX emissions in the short term
and significant My and ROG emissions in the long-term

e Inconsistent with the Placer County Air Quality Attainment Plan
o Emissions of greenhouse gases polentially contnibuting o global warming
e {Comnstrection equipment would gencrate short-term noisc level increases at noise-sensitive locations

¢ ‘lransportation nolse sources in excess of an Ldn of 00 dBA externally at the property line and in cxcess
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of 45 dBA intemally at second [Toor clevations.

Cumulative impacts
| v Permanent loss of fannland
o Loss of vegelation and wildlife habitat
s  Transformatton in landscape character from rural to urban
s Increase in ambient night sky ilumination

e Unacceptabie levels of service along some roadway segments and at some interscetions within the
transpotrtation analyvsis study area:

o With PFE Ruad open, the proposed project would cause PFE Road cast of Watt Avenue to operate at
LOS E. Walerga Road south of PFE Road and Baseline Road west of Locust Road would have an
increased volume to capacity ratio of more than { percent at an already substandard LOS;

o With PFE Road closed, the proposed project would cause Watt Avenwe south of Bascline Road and
PFL Road, east of Wall Avenue, (o operate at LOS E. Walerga Road south of PFL: Road and
Baseline Road from Wait Avenue Walerga Road would have an increased volume to capacity ratio
of more than | percent at a substandard [LOS.

o With 'FE Road open or closed, the proposed project would cause the intersection of Watt Avenue at
PFYE Road w0 operate at LOS D, and the following intersections to have an increase n the volume 1o
capacity ratio of mare then | percent at a substandard LOS: Watt Avenue at Basehine Road,
Fiddynient Road/ Walerga Rouad at Baseiime Road, Walerga Road at PFE Road, and Cook-Riolo Road
at PI'E Road,

o With PTE Road closed, the propnsed project would cause the intersectton of Galleria Boulevard and
Antelope Creek Drive to operate beyond acceptable LOS thresholds;

o With PFE Road open, the proposed project would contribute traffic to the freeway segment between
Riege Road and Elkhomn Boulevard on SR 70:99, and hetween Watt Avenue and Fureka Road on |-
80, which would be operating at LOS F;

o With PFI: Road closed, ihe proposed project would cause the frcoway sepment of SR 7992 between
Riego Road and Elkhern Boulevard, SR 65 between Blue Oaks Boulevard and I-80, and T-80
between Watt Avenue and Eureka Road to operate bevond acceptable 1LOS thresholds;

e Increase o regional critena pollutant emissions during construction and operation

» Increase monoise levels

B. OVERRIDING CONSIDERATIONS

In the Board's judgment, the proposcd Project and its benefits outweigh its unavoidable significant effecis. The
following staternent identifies the reasons why, in the Board's judgment, the benefits of the Project as approved
cutweigh 1ts unavoidable sigmficant effects, Any onc of these reasons 15 sufficient to justify approval of the project.
Thus, even 1f a court were to conclude that not every reason is supported by substantial evidence, the Board would
stand by 1ts defcrmination that cach individual reason is sufficient. The substantial evidence supporting the various
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benefits can be found in the preceding findings, which are incorporated by reference into this Section (XIHY, and in
the documents found 1o the Record of Proceedings, as defined in Section V.

Some of the Project’s benefits include the foilowing principles:

1. Encourage distinctive, attractive communities with quality design. The Project will create a
distinetive community designed in harmony with the land. Open space 13 a defining element ol the
Specific Plan, providing a sense ol balance with the environment. The nparian area of Dry CreeX and
the adjacent tloedplain will provide an appealing landscape throughout the Riolo Vineyard community,
enhanced by the preservation of the existing native oak trees and the development of trail comdors for
bievelists, pedestrians, and equestrians which will further the goal ot having a regionally connective trail
through the Dry Creek riparian corridor. The Specific Plan community will provide several community
and neighbothood parks, all within watking distance from residences. Quality design is defined by the
project’s adopted Development Standards and Design Guidelines.

2. Offer-housiog choices and opportunities. The Specific Plan provide opportunitics for single-fanuly
residential development, as well as smaller percentages of medivmy and high-density housing. In this
manner, the Rialo Vineyvard plan provides a choice of housing design and community living to meet
diverse houging needs and individual preferences. The medium and high-density communitics in the
Riolo Vineyard plan respond to the unmet necd for such housing in the south Placer County area by’
voung familics, seniors and others who prefer such communities to a traditional single family residential
lifestyle. In so doing, the Riolo Vineyard will contribute to Placer County’s efforts (o provide affordable
housing.

3. Take advantage of compact development. SACOG has recognized that creating environuments that are
more compactly built and use space in an efficient but more azsthetic manner can encourape more
walking, biking, and public transit use. The Riolo Vinevard plan is an important component of
achieving this principle in the south Placer County region. By imcorporating medium and high-density
residential communities inan area suitable for these communities, the Riolo Vineyard plan will reduce
future development pressure on outlying agricultural and open space arcas and assist in preserving such
areas for generations to follow. Moreover, the Riolo Vincyard plan will enhance pedestrian and bicycle
aceess through tatlways, paths and sidewalks, and bike paths throughout the sile,

4. Preserve open space, farmland, and natural beauty through natural resources conservation. The
Riolo Vineyard site 15 located along the Dry Creck riparian comidor, and Riclo Vineyard plan will
preserve this unigue resource and 1ts natural beauty, atong with seasonal wetland arcas and grasslands
oceurring within the 100-year flood plain of Dry Creek. The Specific Plan will develop trail amenites
throughoul, in order to enhance the scenic and recreational powntial of Dry Creek,

5. Capitalize on Existing Inlrastructure Investments. An existing nelwork of roads and infrastructuse
serving the area form the foundation of the Riolo Vineyard plan, and additional improvements will be
umplemented by the Riolo Vineyvard plan to improve access and services. The project sile is located
between two sub-region serving arterials (Walt Avenue and Walerga Road) and will contmibute toward
the widening of these srterials to thewr vlumate planned wadth. The Riolo Vinevard property is
surrounded by existing and planned development, including the Doyle Ranch and Morgan Creek
residential comrunities and the approved Placer Vineyard Specific Plan. The Riolo Vineyard plan will
tie 1nto these surrounding developments and contribute to the overall community fabric of the area as it
transitions into urbanization.

0. Support a variety of transportation choides. [t i3 anticipated that future residents of the Riolo
Vineyard community wall primarily rely upon personal motor vehicles as the means of transportation.
Honwever, by providing a mix of residential product types, including medium and high density
communities, the Riolo Vineyard plan will support the availability of transit to serve the area. In
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addition, the Riolo Vineyard plan is intended 1o facilitate on-site circulation by pedestrians and bicychists
through an inviting network of walkways, trails and bike paths connecting residential comniunities to
neighborhood parks and to one another. The Riolo Vineyard pian will capitalize on the umique
opportunities afforded by the adjacent Dry Creek by enhancing trail facilities along the ¢reek to
compliment a regional recreation corridor.

7. Facilitate the construction of new public facilities to serve County residents, The project will
provide, or contribute 1ts fair share 10 the provision of, all public facilities and services necessary to meet
the needs of development within the Specific Plan area. The Development Agreement provides for
payments towards, the dedication of, or the accelerated construction of local and regional transportation
infrastructure, wastewater infrastructure, and other public facilities which are over and above the
measures required (o mitigate for the tmpacts of the Project.

C. CONCLUSION

The Board has balanced these benefits and considerations against the potentrally significant unavoidable
environmental effects of the Project and has concluded that the impacts are cutweighed by these benefits, among
others. After balancing cnvironmental costs against Project benefits, the Board has concluded that the benefits the
County will derive from the project, as compared to existing and planned future conditions, outweigh the risks. The
Board believes the Project benefits outlined above override the sigmficant and unavoidable environmental costs
assoclated with the Project.

In sum, the Board adopts the mitigation measures in the final Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program,
attached to and incorporated by reference into the Riolo Vineyard Specific Plan, and finds that any residual or
remaining effects on the environment resulting from the Project, identified as significant and unavoidable in the
preceding Findings of Fact, are acceptable due to the benefits set forth in this Statement of Overriding
Considerations.
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