OFFICE OF THE COUNTY COUNSEL

To: Honorable Board of Supervisors
From:  Scott H. Finley, Supervising Deputy County Counsel -
Date; March 10, 2009

Subject: Approval of the Riolo Vineyard Specific Plan and Related Entitlements

Your Board of Superviscrs is being presented with the Riolo Vineyard Specific
Plan- and related entitlements for its consideration. Should your Board choose to
approve the Plan, your Board should take ali of the {ollowing actions, in the order
presented:

Motion to ﬁccept the Public Facilities Financing Plan and the Urban Services Plan
for the Riolo Vineyard Specific Plan.

Motion to Adopt the Resolution Centifying the Final Environmental Impact Report,
Adopting a Statement of Findings, a Statement of Overriding Considerations and
a Mitigation Monitoring Plan for the Riolo Vineyard Specific Plan, Related
Entitlements and Development Agreement., The Resclution s attached as
Attachment A,

Motion to Adopt the Resolution Approving Amendments to the Placer County
General Plan. The Resolution is attached as Attachment B.

Motion to Adopt the Resolution Approving Amendments to the Dry Creek-West
Placer Community Plan. The Resolution is attached as Attachment C.

Motion to Adopt the Resolution Adopting the Riolo Vineyard Specific Plan. The
Resoluticn is attached as Attachment D,

Motion to Adopt the Ordinance Approving the Riolo Vineyard Development
Standards. The Ordinance is attached as Attachment &£,

Motion to Adopt the Resolution Approving the Riolo Vineyard Design Guidelines.
The Resolution is attached as Attachment F.

Motion to Adopt the Ordinance Rezoning Certain Properties Within Riolo Vineyard
Specific Plan. The Ordinance is attached as Attachment G.
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Memo Re: Acticns for Approval of Ricto Vineyards Specific Plan

Motion to Adopt the Ordinance Adopting a Development Agreement for Certain
Properties Within the Riclo Vineyard Specific Plan. The Ordinance is attached as
Attachment H.

Motion to Approve the Vesting Large Lot Tentative Map, subject to the findings in
Attachment |, and subject to Conditions Nos. 1-28 as set forth in Exhikit 5 of the Staff
Report.

Motion to Approve the Vesting Small Lot Tentative Map, subject to the findings in
Attachment [, and subject to Conditions Nos. 1-198 as set forth in Exhibit 7 of the Staff
Report.



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

In the matter of: A RESOLUTION CERTIFYING Resolution No. 2009-
THE FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL [IMPACT REPORT,

ADOPTING A STATEMENT OF FINDINGS, A STATEMENT

OF OVERRIDING CONSIDERATIONS AND A

MITIGATION MONITORING PLAN REGARDING

THE RIOLO VINEYARD SPECIFIC PLAN,

RELATED ENTITLEMENTS AND DEVELOPMENT AGREEMENT

The following res.ﬂlution was duly passed by the Board of Supervisors
of the County of Placer at a regular meeting held March 10, 2009,
by the follewing vote:

Ayes:
Noes:
Absent:
Signed by me after its passage.
F. C. Rockholm, Chairman
Attest:

Ann Holman
Clerk of said Board

This Statement of Findings and Statement of Ovemiding Considerations 18 made with
respect to the "'Project Approvals™ (as defined below) for the Riolo Vineyard Specific Plan {the
“Plan™) and states the findings of the Board of Supcrvisors (the “Board™) of the County of Placer
(the "County™) relating to the environmental impacts ol the Plan to be developed in accordance
with the Project Approvals.

WHEREAS, PFE Investors, LLC, on its own behalf and on behalf of Bryle
Gardens Associales, Ltd., (referred to hereinafter collectively as the " Applicant”™)} have requested
the County Board take the following requested actions related to the Plan, which are reforred Lo
collectively as the “Project Approvals™

Attachment “A”



1. Cerufication of a Final Environmental Impact Report and adoption ot a
Minhgaton Monnoring and Reporting Plan,

2. Adopuion of amendments to the Placer County General Plan;
3. Adoption of amendments to the Dry Creek/West Placer Community Plan;

4 Approval of a Specific Plan;

[}

Approvat of Dcvclop.mem Standards and Design Guidelines for the Spectfic
Plan;

6 Approval of rezonings;

-
v
/

Approval of a Development Agreement,

_ 8. Approvals of & Large Lot Tentative Subdivision Map and a Small Lot
Tentative Subdivision Map, and

WHEREAS, the Project Approvals constilute the “Project” for purposes of the Califarnia
Environmental Quality Act ("CEQA™--Public Resources Code sections 21000 et seq.) and
CEQA Guidclings Sec. 153378 and these determinations of the Board, and

WHERFEAS, a notice of preparation for an environmental impact report for the Project
was prepared by the County and sent te the State Clearinghouse an or about Septemmber 2, 2003,
and a revised notice of preparation was seut on or about Tulv 28, 2006, (SCH No. 2005092047},
and

WHEREAS, on January 23, 2008, the County relcased a draft environmental impact
report (“DELR™Y that was prepared for the Project under the direction of the County, and

WHEREAS, the DEIR was made available for public comment tn accordance with
CEQA from January 25, 2008, through March 10, 2008, '

WHEREAS, the County recerved wnitten comments on the DEIR, in response to which
the County prepared and released a Fipal Environmental hmpact Report en October 20, 2008,
(the “FEIR™) and

WHERFAS, the Board gave full and legal notice of 4 pubbic hearing to consider and act
upon the Project Approvals and the FEIR, which was held on March 10, 2009, and

WHEREAS, the Board has duly considered the FEIR for the Project, which consists of
the DEIR and the Final EIR, the addendices thereto, the comments of the public, both oral and
writlen, and all wrnitlen matenials in the record connected therewsth, and is fully informed
thereon.

NOW, THEREFORE, BEIT RESOLVED BY THE BOARD OF SUPERVISORS
OF THE COUNTY OF PLLACER;
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{17 The FEIR has been prepared n accordance with all requrements of CEQA and the
Guidehines, .

{2) The FEIR was presented le and reviewed by the Board. The FEIR was prepared
under supervision by the County and refiects the independent judgment of the County. The
Board has reviewed the FEIR, and bascs its findings on snch review and other substantial
evidence i the Tecord.

(3} The Board hereby certifies the FEIR as complete, adequate and in full comphance
with CEQA as a basis {for considering and acting upon the Projecl Approvals and, exer¢ising its
independent Judgment, makes the specific indings with respect therelo as set forth i Extubir A,
attached hereto and incorperated herein hy reference,

(4} All mingation measures proposed in the FEIR shall be implemented, and the
Mitigation Momitoring and Reporting Plan ("MMRP”) is adopted, and will implement all
mitigation measures adopted with respect to the Plan pursuant to alt-of the Projcct Approvals.
The MMRP 15 herchy incorporaled into the Plan and thereby becomes part of and timitations
upan the entitlements conferred by the Project Approvals.

BE T FURTHER RESQLVED: that notwithstandmg the mposition of the mitigation
mecasures in the MMRYP as st forth above, significant impacts of the Plan have not been reduced
to a Jevel of insigmficance or eliminated by changes in the proposed Plan. The Board of
Supervisors finds that the project will bring substantial benefits to the County and that the Plan’s
benefits outweigh the Plan’s significant unmmitigated adverse impacts and pursuant to CEQA
Guidelines section {5093 adopts and makes the Statement of Overnding Considerations as set
forth in Secton XI of Exhibit A, ahached hereto and incorporated herein by reference, to
explam why the Development's benefits overnde its unavoidable impacts, Having carcfully
considered the Plan, its impacts and the foregoing benefits, the Board of Supervisors {inds, in
light of the unportant social, economic and other benefits that the Plan will bring, the adverse
environmental immpacts of the Plan that are not {ully matigated are accepable.

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED: That the Planning Department is direcied (o file a
Notice of Determination with the County Clerk within five (5) working days i accordance with
Public Resources Code scction 21152(a) and CEQA Guidelines section {3094,

Resolution No, 2009,
Eaedo Vinevard Specific Plan FETR
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EXHIBIT &
CEQA FINDINGS OF FACT
and
STATEMENT OF OVERRIDING CONSIDERATIONS
for the
RIOLO VINE }’AR}) SPECTFIC PILAN

EMVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT
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e INTRODUCTION

I'he Final Eovironmental Impact Report {"Final EIR" or “EIR™) prepared for the Riolo Vinevard Speaific Plan (the
"Project”) addresses rhe poteniial environmental effects associated with implementation of the goals, pohcies, and
objectives of the Project. These findings have been prepared to comply with requirements of the Calilonua
Environmental {pualine Act {"CLOAY) (Pub. Resources Code, § 21000 et seq.) and the CEQA Gmdelines (Cal.
Code Ress, tit 14, § 153000 ¢t seq.). These Dindings refer we the FIR where material appears in that document.

1i. PROJECT DESCRIPTION
A Froject anaﬁnn

The Riolo Vineyard Specific Plan area is located in southern Placer County and is situated 21/2 miles southwest of
the City of Roseville and 15 miles northeast of the Sacramento metropolitan arca, just north of Placer County’s
border with Sacramento County. The site is bounded by Dry Creek to the north, Walerga Road to the cast, PFE
Road to the south, and Waii Avenue to the west.. Existing vehjcular access to the proposed Plan Arca is from PI'E
Road, Watt Avenue, and Walerga Road. Tnterstate 80 is approximately 41/4 miles east of the site.

B. Project Background

Placer County proposes approval and development of a specific plan known as the Riolo Vinevard Specific Plan in
the unincorporated arca of western Placer County. The proposed site is located within the arca governed by the Dry
Creck/West Placer Cammunity Plan (Community Plan), which was adopted in 1990 and amended in 1994, This
Communily Plan covers about 9,200 acres in the southwestern comer of Placer County. Its boundaries are Baseline
Raoad in the north, Sutter County 1o the west, Sacramenta County 10 the south, and the City of Roseville to the east.
While itisa Separate document, the Comumunity Plan was developed to be a component of Placer County’s Genceral
Plan. [t envisions low-density, single-family, residential development in the non-flaodplain portion of the proposed
Plan Area, with commereial uscs at the comers of PFE Road/Watt Avenue and PFE Koad/Walerga Road. The Plan
Arca includes a total ot 15 parcels, comprising 5258 gross acres. Eight of these parcels, which comprise
approximaltely 323 acres, are controlled by the project apphicant, PPE Investors, L LC {*Applicant™); the rernaining
scven parcels are held by olher owners. '

Rioto Vineyard is concetved to be a residential comimunity consisting of a vartety of housing options, park and
open-space opportunitics, and cemmercial services. The Specific Plan would be developed i accordance with the
ioals of the Dry CreekWest Placer Community Plun, including its land use goals to preserve rural-residential areas
and protect natural features such as Dy Creek. The Specific Plan proposes specific land vses for parcels under the
control of the Applicant, which are analyzed at a project-specific level in the Draft EIR. The initial phase of
residential development by the Applicant would occur on the western portion of the Specific Plan area, governed by
the tentative subdivision map being processed by the Applicant concurrently with the Specific Pian. This initial
phase of development would include 128 low-density residential units, 157 medium-densily residential units, up to
60 high-density residential units and two Agriculiural-10 parcels, for a total of approximately 347 units. This initial
phase would also provide land for the cemetery expansion, a recycled waler tank, and sewer pump station {acihities,
The remaming development proposed by the Applicant on the eastern porticn of the Specific Plan area
(approximately 244 low density residential units, four Agricultural-10 parcels and two rural residential units) would
occur in subsequent years when additional small lot subdivisions maps arc applied tor by the Applicant and
approved by the County.

There will be additional development within the Speciftc Plap area, which 1s analyzed at a pregram-level in the EIR.
Assumptions regarding land uses for these arcas of the Specific Plan were made for the purpase of analyzing
impacty af the proposed project. The Drafi EIR assumes that the Frisvold parcel {APN 023-200-037) would be
developed with up to 120 units of niedivm-density residential development, consistent with the intent of the owner
Riala VWinevard Specitic Flan 2
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of that parcel to cancel the existing Williamson Act contract and pursue devetopment enntlements. The EIR further
assumes that the 10.0-aere parcel at the corner of PFE Road and Walerga Road (APN 023-221-007) would be
developed in the near term with commercial uges, consistent with the existing Conununity Plan. Although no
development plans for the Lund parcel (APN (123-221-004) or Ellion parce] (APN 023-221-003) have been
proposed, the EIR asswines development of these parcels with up to 210 Jow-densiiy residential units (up to 170
units on Eihon and 40 umts on Lund), as permitted by the Community Plan, could oceur under near-1erm
conditions. Due 1o the location of the Riar/Singh parcel (APN 023-20¢-109% within the 100-year [loodplain of Dry
Creek, the EIR assumes that this parce] would be nmummcd in U3 current agricultural use under both near-term and
long-term conditions.

The remaiing 242 .6 acres (about 46 percent of the site) would be set aside tor agricultural, Agricultural- 10, open
space, and public or quasi-public uses. The agricultural and open spaces would also serve as buffers between the
residennal and commercial uses and the Dry Creek habitat area and ave located priman]y m the central and northern
portions of the proposed site. The Agriculture-10 parcels would allow for a one-acre building pad for residential
structwres. Three parcels within the Plan Area are planned for public and quasi-public uses, including expansion of
the exisiing cemetery, a recyeled water tank, pump station, and an electricat substation, Circulation through the
specilic plan arca for motor vehicies would be on internal residential streets with rights-of-way ranging from 40 w0
130 feet, depending om focation. The medium-density residential community proposed by the Applicant would
create private alleys 24 feet in width. Travel for pedestrians, bicyelisis, and equestrians would be along a network of
pedestrian paths, bicyele lanes, and trails as well as a network of sidewalks.

The Specific Plan provides a Land Use Diagram for the Plan area, which shows specific land uses, the location and
density/intensity of future residential, commercial, parks, open space and other necessary public facilities. Included -
as corollary documents o the Specific Plan are Development Standards and Design Guidelines that will govern all
future development within the Riolo Vinevard Specific Plan. In addition, the Specific Plan identifies the niagor
infrastructure (roads, water. sewor, drainage systems) and public services needed to accommodate the new
development.

The project pmponems have also sought a number of general plan amendments, and amendments to the Dry
Creci/West Placer Community Plan, and additional legislative and other approvals in order to facilitate the Specific
Plan, as described and analyzed m the Final EIR,

. Project Objectives

The Specific Plan’s goals are to:

1. Implement the County’s General Plan and Dry Creck/West Places Community Plan, which designate the
proposed project area for urban development;

2. Preserve the scenic Dry Creck riparian cotridor and enhance trai] connectivity to complement a rcmoml
recreation corridor for bicycle, pedestnan, and equestrian users,

LY

Provide a well-designed community with neighborhood identity n close proximity to jobs and services in
Placer and Sacramento Counties,

4. Crcate a high-guality environment containing a mix of residential, open-space, and recreational land uses in
an overall design that advances “smart growth™ principles,

5. Provide for increased residential densities in areas presenily planned for urban growth and development with
accessible infrastructure. consistent with area-wide infrastructure plans and growth policics identified In the
Sacramento Area Counci] of Government’'s Bfuepring for Regional Growrh,

. Design a project that nunumizes cncroachment into the exwsting L0-year floodplam in the plan area while

Kielo Vinevard Spoeaific Plan 2
Findmgs of Fact amd

Starament of Uvermsding Consideration X g/



balancing the housing needs and densities of the SACOG Blueprint process and the character of the local
COMIMUNITY,

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

8. Incorporate an appropriate level of medium- and high-density residential developmenlt Wo take advantage of
the proximity of the proposed project area 1o region-serving artenals, and support opporiunities {or tranai to
serve the proposed development;

. 9. Provide for a cohesive plan of development that maximizes internal connectivity within the pm_yu:l area for
pedestnian, bicyele, and vehicular travel;

10. Provide for a full range of housing densitics and product choices affordable 1o all income levels;

1. Provide a comprehensively planoed project that offers maximum feasible protection of sensitive
- enviropmental habitar and resources;

i2. Create a community thal recognizes, respects, and preserves historic agricultural uses of the ]1rojeu area
through active management within Agnculture-10 parcels,

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

14, Provide s sufficient nomber of residential umits within the project area to support Nnecessary INprovemnents to
local and regional public facihities;

15. Provide for dedication of lund within the project area for the expansion of the Union Cemetery.
HI. ENVIRONMIENTAL REVIEW PROUCLESS

In accordance with section 15082 of the CLQA Guidelines. a Notice of Preparation (NOP) lor the Riole Vineyards
Specific Plan E1IR was prepared by the County on Seplember 2, 2003 Pursuant to CEQA Gmdehines sections
15023, subdivizion {¢}, and 15087, subdivision (1, the State Clearinghouse in the Otfice of Planning and Research
is responsible for distributing environmental documents 1o State agenctes, departments, boards, and commissions
for review and conunent. The County lullowed required procedures with regard to distribution of the appropriate
notices and environmental documents to the State Clearinghouse. The State Clearinghouss was obligated 10 make
that information available 1o imterested agencies for review and commeent. The NOP was received by the State
Cleaninghouse (SCH #2005092041) on or about September 2, 2005, and was made available for a 30 day public
review petiod ending on October 10, 20035, The mma] NOF and response letters are included as Appendix B of the
Drafi EIR.

A vevised NOP was circulated on July 28, 2006 that addressed the proposed cancellation of the Williamson Act
contract on the Frisvold parcel, within the Speaific Plan area. The revised NOP was received by the State
Clearinghouse on Fuly 28, 2006, and was made available for a 30 day public review period ending on August 29,
2006, The revised NOP and responsc letiers are included as Appendix C of the Draft EIR.

Preparation of an EIR is a CEQA requirement for al! discretionary projects in California that have a potential 1o
result in sigmficant environmental impacts. EIRy must disclose, analyze, and provide mitigation measures for all
potentially sigmbicant environmental cifecls associated with adoption and uiipiementation of proposed projects.
Consistent with these requirements, the County on January published the Draft EIR {or the propesed Riolo
Vineyard Specitic Plan and circulated the document for review and comment by respansible and trustee agencies as
well ay inmtergsted members of the public. The NOA of the Draft EIR was received by the State Clearinghouse on
Fiofo Vineyard Specific Plas K|
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January 23, 2008, and was made available for a public review period ending on March 10, 2008 The Planning
Commission hetd a public hearing on February 28, 2008 o provide an apportunity for the public to comment on the
Dralt EIR. :

The County received comments on the Draft EIR fiom 9 personsiagencies before the close of the comment penad.
The County released the Final EIR i October 2008 All comments received on the Draft EIR during the review
period, and two additonal comment toters received thereafier, are responded to in the Final ELR,

On December 18, 2008, the County presented the project at the Flanning Commission hearing to make a final
recommendation on the project, The Plannmg Commission by a 4-2 vote recommended approval of the Rinlo
Vinevard Specific Plan.

On February 10, 20049, the Board of Supervisors {"Board") held a public hearing on the project, a1 the end of which
the Board cenified the Final EIR and adopied the Specific Plan and an accompanyving Developmient Agreement and
various related planning documents. As part of the project approval, the Board approved these Findings of Fact, a
Mitigation Monitoring and Reperting Program, and the Statement of Overriding Considerations included in Section
X111 of this document.

Iv. SIGNIFICANT NEW INFORMATION

CEQA Guidehnes Section 15088.5 requires a fead agency to recirculate an EIR for further review and comment
when significant new information 1s added to the EIR after pubhe notice is given of the availability of the drafi EIR
but before certification. New nformation includes: (i) changes (o the project; (1) changes i the cnvironmental
setting; or (n} addmonal data or other infonnation. Section 15088.5 further provides that “Injew wformation added
to an EIR is pot ‘sigmificant” wnless the EIR s changed in a way that deprives the public of a meaningful
ppportunity o comment upen a substantial adverse environmental effect of the project or a feasible way 1o mitigate
or avoid such an cllect {including a feasible project allemative) that the project’s proponents have declined o
implement.”

flaving reviewed the information contained in the Dralt and Final IR and in the administrative record as well as
the requirements under CEQA Guidelings §13088.3 and interpretive judicial authority regarding recirculation of
draft EIRs, the Board of Supervisors hercby finds that no new significant information was added 1o the EIR
tollowing public review and thus, recirenlation of the EIR. is not required by CEQA.

V. RECORD OF PROCEEDINGS

For purposes of CEQA and these Findings, (the Record of Proceedings {or the Project consists of the following
documents, at a2 minimuon;

* The Natice of Preparation and all other public notices issued by the County in conjunction with the
Protect;

= The Final EIR {or the Riolo Vineyard Specitic Plan;

= All comments submitied by agencies or members of the public during the 45 day public cotument period
on the Draft ETR;

« All comments and correspondence submitted to the County with respect lo the Project, in addliion 1o
timely commenis on the Revised Dradt EIR;

= The Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Plan for the Project;

* Capies of the Riole Vineyard Specific Plan and related documents prepared by stail after Board approval
Riolo Vinevard Specific Fian 5
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t: conform to the Board's final decisions {e.g., m terms ol including tinal the language of adopted pohcies,
the Ninal numbering of policies, changes w reflect errata identified in vanous documents);

= All findings and resalutions adopted by County dEL.IbIDI]I'ﬂﬂ}\LIQ in connection with the Project, and all
documents cited or referred to therem;

= All reports, studies, memoranda, maps, stalf reports, or other planning docaments relating to the Project
preparid by the County, consultants to the Counly, and responsible or trusice agencies with respect 1o the
County's comphance with the requirements of CEQA and with respect to the County's actions on the
Project; :

> All docunents submitied 1o the County by other public agencies or members of the public in connection
with the Praject, up through the close of the public hearing;

e Minutes and‘or verbatim transeripts of all public meetings and public hearings held by the County in
connection with the Prigect;

= Any documentary or other evidence submitted (o the County at such public meetings and public hearings;

e Matters of common knowledge to the County, including, but not hrited 10 federal, State, and local laws
and regulations; .

= Any documents expressly cited in these tindings, in addition 1o those cited above; and

+ Any other nsaterials required to be in the record of procecdings by Public Resources Code section 211676,
subdivision {e).

The custodian of the documents comprising the record of proceedings is Placer County Planning Director, whose
office s located at 3091 County Center Drive, Suite 140, Aubuorn, Califorma, 95603,

The Board of Supervisors has refied on all of the documents listed above in reaching its decistion on the Riolo
Vineyard Specific Plan, even if not every document was formally presenied to the Board or County Staff as part of
ihe County files generated in connection with the Project. Without exception, any documents set forth above not
found iy the Project files fall into one of two categeries. Many of them reflect prior planning or legislative decisions
with which the Board was aware in approving the Riclo Vinevard Specific Plan. (See City of Santa Cruz v. Local
Agency Formearion Commission (1978) 76 Cal App.3d 381,391-392; Donuney v. Depariment of Personne!
Adminiseration {1988) 205 Cal. App.3d 729,738, in. 6.) Other documents influenced the expert advice provided to
County S1aflf or consultants, who then provided advice to the Board. For that reason, such documents form part of
the underlying factual basis for the Board's decisions relating 1o the adoption of the Rivlo Vineyard Specific Plan.
{See Pub. Resources Code, § 21167.6, subd. (e}(10Y; Browning-Ferris Industrics v. Citv Council of City of San Jose
(Y986} 181 Cal. App.3d 852, 866, Starustaus Audubon Society, fnc. v, Counry of Stanisfans (1993} 33 Cal App.4th
144, 153,153

V1. FINDINGS REQUIRED UNDER CEGA

Public Resources Code section 21002 provides that “public agencies should not approve projects as proposed if
there are feasible alternatives or feasible mitigation measurcs available whicli would substantially lessen the
significant environmental ef{ects of such projects[.J” (Emphasis added )} The procedures required by CEQA “are
ntended 1o assist public agencics i systematically identifying both the significant effects of Projects and the
feasible alternatives or {easible mitigation measures which will evoid or substantially Iessen such significant
effects.” (Emnphasis added.) Section 21002 goes on o state that “in the event [that] specilic economic, social, o1
other conditions make infeasible such project alternatives or such mitigation measures, individual projects may be
approved in spite of one or more significant effects thereof” The mandate and principles announced in Public
Eiolo Vineyard Specific Flan &
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Resources Code section 21002 are implemented, in part, through the requirement that agencies must adopt findings
belore approving projects lor which EIRs are required. {Sce Pub. Resources Code, § 21081, subd. (a); CEQA
Guwidelines, § 13091, subd. (a).) Tor cach significant environmiental eftecr identified in an EIR for & proposed
project, the approving agency must issue a written finding reaching one or more ol three pernnssible conclusions.
The first such finding is that “[cihanges or alierations have been required in. or incorporated o, the project which
avoid or substantially lessen the significant environmental effect as identificd in the finat EIR 7 (CECQA Guidelines,
& 13091, subd. (a)(1).} The sccond permissihle finding is that “{sjuch changes or alterations are within the
responsitility and junsdiction of another public agency and not the agency making the fimding. Such changes have
heen adopted by such other agency or can and should be adopted by such other ageney.” (CEQA Guidelines, §
15091, subd. (a){2).) The third potential conclusion is that “[s]pecific economic, legat, social. technelogical, or other
considerations, including provision of employvment opportunities for highly trained workers, make infeasible the
mitigation measures or project alernatives identified in the final FIR ™ {CEQA Guidelines, § 13091, subd. (a)(3))
Public Resources Code section 210611 defines “feasible” to mean “capable of being accomplished in a successful
manner within a reasonable period of ume, taking into account economic, enviranmental. social and technological
factors.” CEQA Guidelines section 153364 adds another factor: “legal” considerations. {See also Cirizens of Croleta
Valley v Board of Supervisors (“Goleta IP7) (1990} 532 Cal.3d 553, 565 )

The concept of “leasthility™ also encompasses the question of whether a particular alternative or miugation ineasuare
promotes the underlying goals and objectives of a project. (City of Del Mar v, City of San Dego (1982 133

Cal App.3d 410, 417} *|Fleasibility’ under CEQA encompasses ‘desirability’ (o the extent that desirability is .
based on a reasonable baiancing of the relevant economic, environmental, social, and technological factors.™ (fhid.;
see also Seguovah Hills Homeowners Assn v, Crty of Qakiand (1993) 23 Cal. App.dth 704, 713)

- The CEQA Guidelines do not define the difference between “avoiding™ a significant environmenta) effect and
merely “substantially lessening™ such an effect. The County must therefore glean the meaning of these terms from
the other contexts in which the tenns are used. Public Resources Cade section 21081, an which CEQA Guidelines
section 15091 is based, uses the term “mitigate” rather than “substanttally lessen.” The CLOQA Guidelines therefore
equate “mitigating” with “substantially lessening.” Such an understanding of the statutory ferm 1s consistent with
the policies underlying CEQA, which include the policy that “public agencies should not approve projects as
proposed if there are feasible aliernatives or feasible mitigaiion measores available which would substanrially lessen
the signilicant environmental effects of such projects.™ (Pub. Resources Code, § 21002, emphasis added )

For purposes of these hndings. the term “avoid” relers o the effectiveness of one or more mitigation measures o
reduce an otherwise significant effect 1o a less than significant level. In contrast, the term “substantially lessen™
refers 1o the effectiveness of sueh measare or measures w substantially reduce the severity of a sipnificant effect,
but not to reduce that effect 1o a less than significant level. These interpretations appear to be mandated by the :
holding in Lawrel [illy Homeowners Association v. City Council (1978) 83 Cal App.3d 5135, 31%-327, m which ibe
Court of Appeal held that an agency had satisfied its obhigation to substantially lessen or avoid significant effects by
adopting numerous mingation measwres, not all of which rendered the significant impacts in queston less than '
sipnilicant,

Although CLEQA Guidelines section 3091 requires only that APPTOVINg agencies specify that a particular significant
eftect s "avoid|ed] or substantially lessen[ed),” these findings. for purposes of clarity, in each case will specify
whether the effect in question has been reduced (o a less than significant level, or has simply been substantially
lessened but remains significant. Morcover, although secuon 15081, read literally, does not require fimdings 1o
address environmental etfects that an EIR dentifies as merely “potentially significant,” these findings will
nevertheless fully account for all such effects identified in the Final EIR. ) '

CEDA requires that the lead agency adopt mitigation measures or alternatives, where feasible, (0 substantially
lessen or avoid sigmificant environmental impacts that would otberwise accur. Project modification or alternatives
are not required, however, where such changes are infeasible or where the responsibility {or imodifyving the propect
lics with some other agency, (CEQA Guidelines, § 15091, subd. {a), (b}.} With respect 1o a project for which
significant impacts are not avoided or substantially lessened either through the adoption of feastble mitigation
lale Vineyard Specihic Plan 7
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ineasures or feanble environmentally supenior alteenative, 4 public agency, after adoptng proper findings, may
nevertheless approve the project if the agency first adopts a statement of overriding considerations setting forth the
specific reasons why the agency found that the project’s “benefits” rendered “acceptable” its “unavoidable adverse
environmental effects.” (CEQA Guidelines, £§ 13093, 153043, subd. (b); sec also Pub. Resources Code, § 21081,
subd. (b)) The Cahifornia Supreme Court has stated that, “[tJhe wisdom of approving . . any development project,
a delicate task which requires a balancing of interests, is necessarily feft to the sound discretion of the local officials
and ther constitwents who are responsible for such decisions. The law as we Interpret and apply it stmply requires
that those decisions be informed, and therefore balanced ” (Geleia I, supra, 37 Cal.3d at p. 576.)

These findings reflect the independent judgment of the Board of Supervisors and constitute 1ts best eforts to ser
forth the rationales and support for us decision under the requirements of CROQA. :

VII. LEGAL EFFECTS OF FINDINGS

To the extent that these findings conclude that various proposed mitigation measures outlined in the Final EIR are
feasible and have not been moditied, superseded or withdrawn, the County hereby binds itself to implement these
measures. These findings, in other words, are not merely informational, but rather constitute a binding set of

_ obligations that will coree into effect when the Jipard of Supervisors approve the Project.

The mitigation measures are relerred 1o in the Mitigation Memnitoring and Reporting Program (MMRP) adopted
concurrently with these findings, and will be effectuated through the process of constructing and implementing the
Project. Tor the purposes of this Project, the objectives, goals and pelicies in the Specific Plan in many cases serve
as mitigation measures. Therefore, the MMRP lists requirements in the Specific Plan as mitigation for the various
environmenial impacts associated with adoption and implementanon of the Specific Plan.

VEIIL. MITIGATION MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM

A Mitigation Menitoring and Reporting Program (MMRP) has been prepared for the Project and has been adopted

concurrently with these Findings, (See Pub. Resources Code, § 210876, subd. (a){1}.)} The County will use the
MMRP 10 track comphance with Project mitigation measures.

iX. SIGNIFICANT EFFECTS AND MITIGATION MEASURES

The Final EIR identified several sipnificant environmental eflects {or “impacts™) that adoption and iraplementation
of the Riolo Vinevard Specific Plan will cause. Most significant effects were avoided altogether because the
proposed Project. as revised over the course of the adoption process, contains requirements that prevent the
occurrence of significant effects in the first place. The requirements of the Specific Plan utself mitigate effects
identificd in the EIR. Thus, the identification of additional mitigation beyond the requirements of the Specific Plan
{the Project) was not, for the most part, necessary. Some significant impacts of implementation of the Specific Plan,
however, cannot be avoided by the adoption of feasibic mitigation measures or feasible alternatives; these effects
are outweighed by overriding considerations set [onh in Section X1 below. This Section (IX) presents in greater
detail the Board's [indings with respect to the environmental cffects of the Project.

This section also does not attempt 1o describe the full analysis of each environmental impact contained in the Final
EIR. lastead, this section provides a summary deseription of each nmpact, describes the applicable miugation
measures identified in the Final EIR and adopted by the Doard, and states the Board’s findings on the significance
of cach impact after imposition of the adopted mitigation measurcs. A tull cxplanation of these environmental
findings and conclusions can be found in the Fal EIR and these Andings hereby incomorate by reference the
discussion and analysis in the Fipal EIR supporting the Final EIR's determinations regarding mitigation measures
and the Projects” nnpacts and mitigation measures designed to address those impacts. In making these findings, the
Board ratifies, adopts and incorporates the analysis and explanation in the Final EIR in thesc {indings. and ratifics.
adoprs and incorporates in these findings the determinations and conclusions of the Final EIR relating 1o
environmental impacts and mitigation measures, except to the extent any such determinations and ¢onclusions arce
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specifically and expressly modified by these {indings.
& LAND USE

impact 4-1  Conversion of existing faod use desippated Open Space 1o Urban Land Uses. This Impact s
considered Less than Significans.

Finding:

Under CEQA, no mitigation measeies are required for impacts that are Tess than significant. {’ob. Resources Code,
§ 21002: CEQA Guidelines, §§ §5126.4. subd. (a)(3), 15091 )

Explanation:

[mpicmettation of the Specitic Plan would convert appreximately 19.4 acres of land designated as “open space”
under the Dy Creek/West Placer Community Plan to urban and other uses. Linder the Specific Flan, approximately
2636 acres {53005 percent of the Specific Plan Areal would be converted (o residential uses and 61 acres (11.7
percent of the Specific Plan Area) to Agricultural-10 (AG-10) use. The remaining 123.9 acres (23 6 percent of the
Specific Plan Area) would be given land use designations of open space. By the same token, 35.6 acres ol land
currenily designated as Low Density Residential under the Community Plan will be designated for open space usc
under the Specitic Plan, either as dedicawed public open space or as open space within AG-10 parcels, w be
restricred as Swainson’s hawk foraging habitat.

The change 10 a more develaped Jand use is provided for in the General Plan as well as the Community Plan, both
of which anncipated that growth would occur in this area, and that agriculieral and open space uses would be
converted 1o urban uses. However, given the merease in land area dedicated to open space uses under the Specific
Plan when compared to the land use designation under the Community Plan, this impact 1s regarded as Jess than
stgaificant.

flitigation Measures:

Ne mitigation measures are required.

Significance after Mitigation: |

This Impact 15 less than signiticant without mitigation.

Impact 4-2  Compatibility with surrounding land us.es. This Impact is cunsidt;rfd Less than Significant.
Finding:

{Inder CEQA, no miligation measures are reguired for impacts that are less than significant. {Pub. Resources Code,
§ 21002, CEQA Guidelines, §8 15126 4, subd. (a)(3), 13091))

Explanation:

The proposed project’s residennal, agricultural, park, open space, and commercisl uses are compatible, if not
similar, with surrcunding land uses, Existing land uses surrounding the Plan Area consist of agricultaral fands, open
space, residences, and Instiwntional uses, Rural residences with agricultural plois lie to the west, north, and east of
the Plan Areu. Open space and parklands can be found 1o the northeast and southwest of the Plan Area, with land 10
the northeast consisting of open space, Two msutunional uses are located south of the Plan Arca: Antelope Springs
Church, at thewntersection of PFE Rood and Walerga Road, and Wilson C. Riles Middle School, west of the church.
South of the chuerch and school is Antelope Ridge, a low-density residential subdivision located in Sacramento
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County. Dovie Ranch s another low-density residenital cormumuntty that is north of the Plan Area. McClellan High
School is southwest of the Plan Area. The uses 1 the Plan Area would be compatible with these surrounding land
LI5S

nitigation Measures:

No mitipation measures arce required.

Significance after Mitigation:

This hnpact is less than significant withoot mitigation.

Lmpact 4-3  Inconsistency with plans and policies. This Impact is considered Perentially Significant
Finding:

Changes or alterations have becn required in, or incorporated mto, the project that aveid the significant
cavironmental effect as identificd in the Final EiR.

Explanation:

The proposed project was reviewed to detérmine whether it would be gencrally consistent with applicable General
Plan policies. The Dy Creek/West Placey Communine Plan will need (o be amended prior to approva! of the
proposed project. Generally, the policy amendments identilied in the EIR would not result in physical impacts on
the environment; bowever, to the extent that phvsical affects could occur, those effects are addressed in the
appropriate techiical scctions of this Draft EIR.

Because the policy language found in a County’s General Plan is often susceptible 1o varving interpretations, it is
olten quite difficult to deterrnine in a Draft EIR whether a proposed project is consistent or inconsistent with such
policies. Case law interpreting the Planning and Zoming Law (Gov. Code, $635000 et seq.) makes it ¢lear that (i} the
meaning of such policies is to be determined by the Board of Supervisers, as opposed to County Statf, EIR
consultants, or tnembers of the public, and (it} the Board of Supervisors’ interpretations of such policies will prevail
if they are “reasonable,” even though other reasonable Interpretations are also possible (see No 6l fne v Citv of
Loy Angeles [1987] 196 Cal App.3d 223, 245-246, 249 [Ne Oif]). Courls have also recognized that, because General
Plans otten contain numerous policics emphasizing differing legisiative goals, a development project may be
“consistent” with a General Plan, taken as a whole, even though the project appears to be inconsistent or arguably
inconsistent with some such policies (Sequoyah Hills Homeowners Association v. City of Oakland [1993] 23

Cal App.h 704, 719}, Furthermore, courts strive to “reconcile’” or “harmomize” seemingly disparate General Plan
polivies (No G, supra, 196 Cal App.3d atp. 244).

Under state Jasw, o development project cannot be approved if inconststent with the General Plan or Communiry
Plan, and thus the propased project could not proceed if determined by the Board of Supervisors to be inconsistent
with either plan document. The Draft EIR (Table 4-7 and Appendix D} identify the amendments 1o the General
Plan and Community Plan that would be required in order for the County o approve and implement the Riolo
Vineyard Specific Plan as proposed. In the event that the Board of Supervisors detenmines (o approve the |eque‘;tcd
Plon amendments, potentia! inconststencies with the existing Plan documents would be chiminated.

Mitigation Measures:
Less than Significant with Adoption of Proposed Plan Amendments

Significance after Mitigation:

Ricic Vinevad Speafic Plan . 10
Fanadings of Facr and

Statement of Qrvemiding Congideration : 3\2



Less than Significant with Adoption of Proposed Plan Amendments
lwpact 4-4  Permanent joss of farmland. Vhis impact is considered Significant
Finding:

Changes or alterations have been requited in, or incorporated inte, the project that substantially lessen, but do not
avoid, the potentially significant environmental effect associated with the conversion of agricultural land 1o non-
agricultural uses. No mitigation is available to render the effects less than sigmificant. The elTects {or some of the
eftects) therefore remai significant and unavdable,

Explanation:

Development within the Specific Plan would result in the permanent loss of an estimated 387 acres of farmland,
¢ither as a result of development of land with urban uses or the dedication of land as natural open space where
agricultural operations (including grazing) would be prohibited. This [oss includes approximately 14.4 acres
currently under active agriculral production.

In 1999, the County Board of Supervisors adopied the Dyy Creek/West Placer Communite Plan, which designated
the non-floodplain portions of the Specific Plan stte for Low Density Residential and Commercial Use. The areas of
the site within the 100-vear flondplain are designated under the Community Plan for Open Space uses. The land in
guestion is not designated as Agricultural under the Community Plan. Notwithstanding the existing agriculmral
activities ongoing on portions of the project site, the proposed Specific Plan represents the implementation of the
land use dectsions made by the County Board of Supervisors in 1990, The Community Plan recognizes that arcas o
the south of Drv Creek, Including the Specific Plan area, were designaled for urban use in the near tlerm, as a means
of reducing development pressure on agricultural lands 1o the north and west of Dry Creek (see pp. 46-48 of the
Community Plan). The loss and canversion of agricultural lands, including Jands within the RVSP site, was :
identified as a significant and wnavoeidable mmnpact of development in the Final EIR for the adopied Div Creek/West
Placer Community Plan, This conclusion was included in the Board of Supervisors’ Statenent of Overniding
Considerations that it adepted in 1990, in conjunction with the certification ol the Final EIR and adoption of the
Community Plan.

However, it still remains the case that development of land with farmtland use potential with urban uses would result
in the permancnt loss of that resource. While the Specific Plan includes the preservation of agricultural uses within
portions of the project site, there is no {easible mitipation available (o reduce the overall impact to below a level of
significance, as was recognized previously by the County in the Statement of Overriding Considerations adopted for
the Commuoniry PPlan.

Mitigation Measures:

No mitiganon imeasures are available.

Sigaificance after Mitigation:

Significant and Unavoidable

impact 4-5  Compatibiltty with adjacent Agricoltural vses on project-tevel parcels. This Empact is
considered Porentially Significani, '

Finding:

Changes or alterations have been required in, or incorporated into, the project that avoeid the significant
environmental ¢ffcct as identified o the Final EIR.
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Explanation:

The juxtaposition of agricultural lands.and natural habitat/forage next (o residential and commercial wses can be g
land-use compatibiliny issue. I general, the proposed project does net conflicr with existing adjacent surrounding
agncithural land uses. The project design includes 70- and 100-foot buffers from the exisung agriculwral uses as
shonwn an Figure 3-6 of the Draft EIR. These physical buffers are in the form of open space, parks, landscape
corridors, and roadways. The project proposes to allol 613 acres for Agncultoral-19 {AG-10) properties. These
properties would be situated such that most of the AG-i0 parce] would be surrounded by Open Space; however,
porlions of these parcels would be adjacent to low-density residential homes. The proposed project design would
provide for a 70-fool roadway between the residential units and AG- 10 parcels. In addition, the AG-10 patcels
provide building pads adjacent to the roadway. The 130-feol building envelope for these building pads combined.
with the roadway’s 70-fool width would provide an adequate bufler between potential agricultural activities and
proposed residential units. Hewever, other parts of the proposed AG-10 parcels would be buffered only by the 70-
{ool roadway, which may be insufficient. This includes the proposed agricultural parcels’ southern boundarics
where there are no agricultural building pads,

‘The Specific Plan includes policy restrichions on agricultural practices, to reduce potential land use incompatibility
nnpacts. Mitigation measures to provide a suitable bueifer distance from agricultural lands are proposed. A General
Plan amendment is being requested as part of this project that would enable the Specific Plan to designate its own
bulfers with distances that wil] accomplish the goal of the General Plan policies of providing sutficient buffers to
reduce potential land vse incompatibility issucs. The combination of the restrictions on agricultural practices,
buffers coupled with the right-1o farm ordinance disclosure would reduce impacts to agricultural land uses 1o a less-
than-sighificant level. '

Mitigation Measures:
nitigation Measure 4-5a: Design project elements to buffer the project from adjacent agricultural uses

Project design shall maintain adequate physical separation between proposed residenlial development and
agricultural operations in the Specific Plan area, as shown on Figure 4-3, Where residential development
would abut agricuttural uses on an adjacent program-level parcel, a minimum 50-foot separation from
habitable structures would be maintained unless the developer obtains a letter agreement from the owner of
the adjacent program-level parcel providing for the ¢essation of existing or future agricultural operations. In
all cases, the requirement for physical separation described above shall terminate at ihe time an application
for urban development of the adjacent program-level parcel is approved by the County. Physical scparation
may be maintained by roadways, landscape corridors, structural setbacks on developed parcels, or emporary
restrictions on development of restdential parcels, as appropniate,

Mitigation Mcasure 4-5b: Notify residential property owners of County’s Right-to-Farm
Ordinance : :

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

Significance affer Mitigation:

Less than Significant

Impact 4-6  Land use condlicts due to the project’s proposed electrical substation. This Impact is
considered Paotenriolly Significant.
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Finding:

Changes or alleranions have been required in, or incorporated inte, the project that avoid the significant
environmental elfect as identified inihe Final TR

Fxplanation:

Ay discussed under npact 4-5 above, the proposed project’s design uses open space, recreztional parks, and
landscape corndors as physical buffers 1o separate potentially incompatible fand uscs. This is also applied to the
area surrounding the proposed electrical substation. This substation would be located on a half-acre site in the
castemn portion of the site. Just north of the designated commercial area. It would be surrounded by residences on
the west and north, a landscaped corridor on the east, and commercial use on the south. A community wall is
proposed on the south and east sides, The Specific Plan’s Design Guidelines proposes the split-face siyle of wall
along the Plan Arca and residential neighborhoods™ penimeters, 1is recommended that SMUL consider this stvle of
(encing on the north and west sides of the substation parcel 1o shield the substation from public view, when SMUD
undertakes environmental clearance for its substation. With installation of the commumty walls and appropriate
mitigation by SMUD, this impact would be less than significant.

Mitigation Measures:

Blitigation Measure 4-6a: Install 2 community wall along the south and east sides of the lot where the
etectrical subsiation wounld be located. .

The proposed project would install community walls in various Jocations of the Plan Area to provide safety,
property definition, and noise adenuation. The walls would be masonry walls that are 6 feet above the
proposed pad elevation of 1esidential properties. The project would place walls along the south and cast
sides of the substation lot to separate it from the commercial parcel. This wall would also serve to shicld the
clectrical substaton from public view on two sides,

Mitigation Measure 4-6bh: Install a split-face stvle wall along the north and west sides of the lot where the
clectrical substation wounld be located.

The project generally. proposes the split-1ace stvle wall along the project and the residenuial neighborhoods’
penmeters. This tvpe of wall consists of concrete masonry with a split-face cap and stone columm.
Combined with the proposed community wall, placing this type of funce on the north and west sides of the
substation’s lot will hide the clectncal substation from public view, This mitigation measure would be the
responsibility of SMUD, who would construct and eperate the substation. SMUD will be responsible for
CEOQA compliance and will determing the nritigation design.

Signilicance after Mitigation:
Less than Hignitficant,

Impaci 4-7  Compatibility wiih adjacent Agricultural uses on program-level parcels. This Lmpact is
considered Potenfially Significant.

Finding:

Changes or alterations have been required m, or incorporated into, the project that avoid the signilicant
environmental effect as identified in the Final EJR.
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Explanation:

As discussed above under Impact 4-3, Incating agricultural lands and natural habitat/forage next to residential and
commercial uses can be a land-use compatibility issue. Analysis was conducted to examine the buiter distance
between the praposed project’s residential development with program-level parcels that have agricultural uses. As
deseribed in Impact 4-3 above, a General Plan amendmient is being requested as part of this project which would
cnable the Specific Plan to designate 1ts own buffors with distances that will accomplish the goal of the General
Plan policies of providing sufficient bufters 1w reduce potential land use incompatibility issues. The combination of
the restrictions on agricultural practices, buffers coupled with the Right-to-Farm ordinance disclosure would reduce
impacts o agricultural land wses to a less-than-signilicant level,

Mitigation Measures:

Mitigation Measure 4-7a: Implement Mifigation Measure 4-5a (Design project elements to buffer the projeci
from adjacent agricultural nses)

Significance after Mitigation:

I .ess than Significant

Impact 4-8  Williamson Act Contract cancellatioﬁ. This Impact is considered Significani.
Finding:

Changes or allerations have been required in, or incorporated inte, the project that substantially lessen, but do not
avold, the potentially signilicant envirenmental effect associated with the conversion of agricultural land (o non-
agricultural uses, No mitigation is available to render the effects less than significant. The effects (or some of the
elfects) therefore remain significant and unavoidable.

Explanation:

One parcel of land 1o the Plan Area is currently under a Williamson Act land contract. Tt is located near the
southwestern quadrant of the area in a 15-acre parcel (APN 023-200-057). The property has one occupied residence.
There have been no current agricultural uses of the property. The act 10 cancel a contract does not tesult in a direct
impact Lo the environment. However, the cancellation does result in the acceleration of the permanent loss of
agriculture larid on this parcel. (Absent the cancellation, the contractual obligations would remain in effect until
February 2016.) As discussed in [mpact 4-4, the permanent Joss of farmland is considered to be significant and
unavoidable. The Board overrode this impact as significant and unavordable in 1990 and no miligation was
identfied ar that time 10 reduce the Impact to a less-than significant level The land vse designations were changed
from agricuiture to urban designations in 1990 and have remained the same to this date. As a result of this action, no
miligauon 1s identified i recognition that the Specific Plan area s already designated, in large par, for urban uses.
Wevertheless, the indirect impact of the cancellation of this Williamson Act is considered significant and
unavoidable.

Mitigation Measures:
Mo mitigation measures are available
Significance after Mitigation:

Significant and Unavoidable
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B, POPULATION, EMPLOYMENT AND BOUSING

fmmpact 5-1 Increase the popelatioon of waincorporated Placer County. This Impace s considered Lesy than
Significant.

Finding:

Under CECQHA, no mitigation measures arc required for impacts that are less than ﬁiguiﬁr.:a'nt, (Pub. Fesources Code,
§ 21002, CEQA Guidelines, §§ 151264, subd, (2}(3), 13091.)

Explanation:

Placer County’s General Plan anticipates growth within its junsdiction, including the unincorporated area.

The Placer County Cournaride General Plan Final EfR (Placer County, 2004b) states that “the Gengral

Plan will accommodate a significant increase in the [unincoporated] population, especially i the Soath

Placer regional analvsis area™ The Dy Creek/West Plucer Convmunity Plan does not specify a number of
residential dwelling units within the Plan Arca. An esiimate of unit counts alloswable under the Dry Creek West
Placer Community: Plan was calculated based upon application of Community Plan let size and density provisions
(MacKay & Somps, 2006). This estimale assumes that 650 low- or medium-density residential dwelling units are
allowable on the proposed Plan Area. Using the County’s estimating factor of 2.7 persons for each dwelling unit,
this Communiry Plan would result in a population inerease of about 1,755 persons. This 1s 722 persons Ices than the
praject- and program-level caleulaton of 2,477 new residents. The populatmn increase, compared to estimated 20035
population tevels in Placer County, is less than one half of one percent more than planned for this area,

Mitigation Measures:

No miligation measures are required.

Significance after Mitigation:

‘LThis impact is less than significant without mitigation.

Impact 5-2 * Exceed regional population projections. This Impact is considered Less than Significant.
Findiog:

Under CEQA, ne mitigation measures are required for impacis that are less than significant. (Pub. Rc‘sources Code,
§ 21002; CT:OA Guidelines, §§ 15126.4, subd. {a)3), 15041.)

Explanation:

SACOG produces regional population projectiens for the arca in which the propesed project is located. Using
numbers from the region’s General Plans, inctoding Placer County, SACOG estimates that there will be a
population increase of 535020 people in the greater Sacramento region by 2025, The estnmated 2,477 residents of
the proposed Ricle YVineyard Specific Plan constitute (1.5 percent of SACOG s anticipated increase of 533,020 new
residents i the region. SACOG also forecasts that a mix of develepment would occur in the southwestern portion
of Placer County, which would primaniy consist of residential development. SACQG™s growth projections are
based upon the County’s current General Plan buildout assumptions, winch for the proposed Plan Area primarily
consist of low-density residential and open space uses. As a resull, a portion of the development withkin the proposed
Specific Plan has already been accounted for in SACOGs projections,
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Wiitigation Measures:

No nuigation mcasures are required.

Significance afeer Mirigation:

This impact 3s less than significant without miigation.

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

S

Finding:

Changes or alterations have been requited in, or incorporated inte, the project that aveld the significant
environmental effect as identified in the Final EIR.

Rnp]anatioﬁ:

CTOA case law has held that a project’s tendency 1o increase the demand for affordable housing 1s not an
environmental effect, but rather 15 an economic or social elfect oulside the purview of CEQA (see San Franciscans
for Reasonable Growih v, Ciry and Counry of San Fruncisco [1988] 209 Cal. App.3d 1502, 1521-1522, fn. 13). The
Specific Plan provides that ten percent of residential units within the Plan area be designated and maintained as
aftordable housing, in accordance with County policies.

Mitigation Measures:

Mitigation Measure 5-3a: Comply with Placer County’s 10 percent requirement for affordable housing on
project-level pavcels -

The County shall ensure that the affordable howsing units proposed by the Applicant are allocated to meet
the overall requirement for atfordable bousing as identificd m its guidance for all Specific Plans, which
requires 10 percent of new developments to be reserved for affordable housing, or 4 percent of the units {or
very-low income households, 4 percent of the units {or low-income households, and 2 percent of the units
for moderate-income househoids.

Significance after Mitigation:
T.ess than Stgnificant.

Impuct 5-4  Displacement of existing dwelling waits on project-level parcels. - This Impact is considered
Potentially Significant.

Fiuding:

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

Explanation:

Two existing dwelling units on parcels owned or controlled by the Applicant would be removed. These dwelling
units are located on APNs (123-200-055 and 023-200-023. The Applicant has purchased these parcels, and the
previous landowners have been compensated. The one remaming existing structure on land controlled by the
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Apphcant would be preserved because 1t s lund that would be designated as Rural Residential. This would allow for
the structure’s continued existence. One residential home west of Watt Avenue could be displaced due to
“consiruction activities assoclated with Wan Avenne improvements. This would be a potentially significant impact.
The praposcd project would cantrihute o the cost of this regional improvement, including relocalion costs.

Mitigation Measures:

Mitigation Measure 5-d4a: Contribute a fair share to compensation/relocation assistance associzted with Watt
Avenue improvements

Compensation for property acquisition and refocation assistance shall be provided 1o the persons living in
the residence that would be displaced. west of Watt Avenue. The Watt Avenue improvements are regional
improvements, for which the proposed project will contribute a fair share to the cost. The responsibility for
relocation of the residents is a shared responsibifity, which will likely be coordinated by the County through-
the acquisition process for this site, if required as a result of the alignment of Wah Avenue.

Significance after Mitigation:
Less than Signilicant’

Empact 5-5  Tevelopment of program-level parcels would increase the demand/need for affordable kousing.
This Impact is considered Potenticlly Significant.

Finding:

(_hanges or alterations have been required-in, or wmcorporated into, the project that avold the sigtuficant
environmental efizet as identified in the Final EIR.

Faplanation:

The 10 percent affordable housing requirement in the Specific Plan would be required with development of the
parcels currently owned by Ellion, Frisvold, and Lund (APINs 023-221-005, 023-200-057, and 023-221-004,
respeciively)

Mitigation Mceasures:

Mitigation Measure 5-5a; Comply with Pjacer County’s 10 percent requirement for affordable housing on
pirogram-level parcels

The County shall ensure that the affordable housing units proposed by future residential development on
parcels carrently owned by Flhott (APN (023-221-005), Frisvoid (APN 23-200-057} and Lund (APN (23-
221-004) allocate 10 percent of the dwelling unmits to aftordable housing. Affordable housing shall mcet the
Affordable Housing Compact goals of 4 percent of the units for verv-low income households, 4 percent of
the upits for tow-income households, and 2 percent of the umts for moderate-income houscholds.

Significance after Mitigation:

_css than Significam .
"Empact 5-6  Displacement of existing dwelling units on program-level parcels. This Impact is considered
Potentially Significant.

Finding:
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Changes or glierations have besn required in, of incorperated into, the project that avoid the significant
enviranmental effect as identified inthe Final EIR.

Explanation:

There are residences on {our of the program-leved parcels (Elliott [APN 023-221-003), Frisvold fAPN 023- 200-
057, Lund |APN (23-221-004 ], and Singh [APN 023-200-019)). [f future development projects would impact
existing residences on program-level parcels, the applicant for the proposed development would need (0 compensate
the vwner of the existing residences.

Mitipation Measures:

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

Compensation for property acquisition and relocation assistance shall be provided for displaced residents on
program-level parcels, The relocation of the residents wonld be the responsibiliny of the develaping entity
and cocrdinated by the County, '

Significance after Mitigation:

Less than Significant. -
€. BIOLOGY

Impact 6-1  Toss of jurisdictional and potentially non-jurisdictional wetlands and other waters of the 1.S.
on project-level parcels. This impact is considered Potentially Significant

Finding:
Chauges or alterations have been required in, or incorporaied inte, the project that avond the sipgnificant
environmental effect as identified in the ¥Final TIR.

Explamation:

Construction of the proposed project would result in a significant foss of jurisdictional wetlands and other waters of
the U5, within parcels that are owned or controlled by the Applicant and within ofisite parcels. Approximately
1.871 acres of wetlands and other waters of the 1S, would be permanently lost both on site and off site through
direct impacts {1,167 acres on site, 0.704 acre off site). Direct impacts to wetlands would result from placement of
[l for development, establishment of crossings for new roads and trails, develepment of utilities, and grading of
slopes. Potentially non-jurisdictional features on project-level parcels in the study arca include three offsite seasonal
wetlands and the onsite non-jurisdictional pond. Construction of the proposed project would result in a permanent
loss of 0.077 acre of these potentially non-jurisdictional wetland features and approcamatchy 181 acres of non-
Jurisdictional pond through direct impacts, as described above. The Applicant proposes 1o create wetlands similar to
the impacted wetlands at an onsite location, at a ratio of 2:1.

Mitigation Measures:

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

The Applicant shall prescrve onsite jurisdictional wetlands and create new onsite wetlands to mitigare for
impacts (o onsite junsdicronal wetlands. Onsite wetlands will be created at a minimum ratio of 1 acre for
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every 1acee of jurisdictional and nou-yurisdictional wetlands that would be impacted. The Applican bhas
developed a prelininary plan o create wetlands on the Dy Creek floodplam in the central pormion of the
onsite study area. Soil would be excavated on the casl and west sides of an existing drainage such that
riparian wetlands, seasonal wetland seasonal marsh, and emergent marsh would be created as needed 1o
compensate for wetland nnpacts associated with the proposed project. The banks of the drainage channel
would be excavated 1o allow water {rom the drainage o flow into the created wetlands. Additienally, the
existing hanks of the drainage running thravgh the prescrved area would be laid back at a Ratier slope where
pussible, and planted with trees o increase the arca of the riparian babitat adjacent to the drainage. The
proposed mitigation would reduce the potential direct and indirect impacts to wetlands to & level that is fess
than signilicant,

The final mitigation ratios, design, implementation, and performance monitoring shall comply with the
terms and conditions of the Section 404 permit issued by the Corps and the Section 401 Water Quality
Certification and Waste Discharge Requirements issucd by 1the Central Valley RWQCB. The
creation/restoration requirements shall be in compliance with the Placer Connry General Plan “no net loss”
of wetlands policy (Policy 6.B.11).

A comprehensive wetland mitigation implementation and moniloring plan shall be developed Tor 1lic
jurisdictional wetland matigation. The Applicant shall submit the mitigation plan to Placer County, the
Corps, and the RWQCB for review. No impacts to jurisdictional wetlands would be allowed until the
mitigation implementation and monitoring plan has been approved. The Applicant shall conduct regular
manitoring until the wetland mitigation has met the performance criteria approved by Placer County, the
Corps, and the RWOQCBE.

Mitigation Measure 6-1b: Obtain written Corps approval of offsite wetkand delineation, and comply with
Section 404 permif requirements prier to offsile construction.

The Applicant’s delineation of offsite wetlands shal) be submitted o the Corps for review and verification.
A Clean Waler Act Section 404 permit shall be acquired prior to any Gli activitics or discharges within
Jurisdictional wetlands. '

Mitigation Measure 6-1c: Implement Best Managemeni Practices (0 avoid wetland impacts during
Construction

The following BMPs to avoid impacts to wetlands in the Plan Arca shall be implemented for all construction
refated 1o the proposed project:

e Four-{ool-tall, brightly colored (vellow or orange), synthetic mesh material or chainlink fencing shall
be installed at the edge of all avended wetlands and a munimum of 50 feet from the edge of tributaries
w0 Dy Creeh prior to any construction equipment being moved on site or any construction activitics
taking place. Fencing shall be continuously mamtained and shall be the responsibility ol an onsite
compliance oflicer designated by the developer. Fencing is to remain intact until construction is
complete and may not be renoved without the written consent of the County.

e Oround disturbance associated with construction, including vehicle operation/parking and
construction material stotage, shall be prohibited within wetlands or within 30 feet of the edge of
tributaries to Dry Creek.

e Where working areas encroach on live or dry streams, lakes, or wetlands, RWQCRB-approved
physical barriers adequate to prevent the low or discharge of sediment inw these systems shall be
constructed and maintained betsween working areas and streams, lakes and wetlands. Dhscharge of
sediment into streams shall be held to a minimum during construction ot the barviers. 1ischarge will
be comtained through the use RWQUB-approved measures that will keep sediment from cntering.
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Jurisdictional waters beyvond the project limits.

e Oily or greasy substapces originatng trom the Comractor’s operations shall not be allowed 10 enter
or be placed where they will later enter a live or dry stream, pond, or weiland.

e Asphall concrete shall not be allowed to enler a ive or dry streamn, pond, or wetland.

e All off-road construction equipment shall be cleaned of potential noxious weed sources (mud,
vegelauion) betore entry into the site and after entering a potentially infested area befare moving on
tor another area, to help ensure noxicus weeds from outside-of the Plan Area are not introduced into
the Plan Area. The contractor shall emplov whatever cleaning methods (typically the use of a high
pressure water hose) are necessary to ensure that equipment is free of noxious weeds.

o Equipment shall be considered free of soil, seeds, and other such debris when a visual inspection
does not disclose such material. Disassembly of equipment components or spectalized inspection
tools is not required. Equipment washing stations shall be placed in areas that afford easy
containment and monitoring and that do not drain into sensitive {riparian, wetland, eic.) areas.

o To further minimize the risk of introducing additional nonnative species into the area, only native
plant species appropnate for the Plan Area will be used in any erosion control or revegelation seed
mix or stock. No dry-farmed straw will be used, and certified weed-free siraw shall be required
where erasion control straw 15 to be used. [n addition, any hydrosced mulch used for revegetation
activities must also he certified weed-free.

e The Applicant will restore and revegetate all temporary constrection disturbance areas. Temporary
disturbance areas will be restored to the original topography and hvdrology, disked to relieve
compaction. and planted with an erosion control mix composed only of native species. The proposed
restoration and revegetation measures shall be summarized in the storm water pollution prevention
plan for the project and submitted 1o Placer County for approval prior to initiation of construction
activiles.

Mitigatton Measure 6-1d: Design final drainage master plan facilities (o ensure that drainage features will
avoid impacts to u-etlands and other jurisdictional waters,

The final drainage master plan will be developed o ensure that the stormwater drdmagc famh'rlc'; will avoid
the c\cawatmn or placement of 1ill within jurisdictional Waters of the ULS.

Significance after Mitigation:
Less than Sigmificant

Impact 6-2  Temporary loss of jurisdictional wetlands and other waters of the U.S. This impact is
considered Potentially Significant. :

Finding:

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

Explanation:

Construction of the proposed project would temporarily impact jurisdictional wetiands. Temporary impacts would
be associated with construction access, ground disturbance, and vegewation removal that would be limited (o the
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duration of construction {approximately 1 to 2 vears). Temmporary wedand impacts would notinclude the placemenl
el permanent il or subsurface modificabons {¢.2., decp ripping).

Witiogation Measures:

Mitigation Measure 6-2a: Implement Mitigation Measure 6-1c (Implement Best Manzgement
Practices to avoid wetland impacts during construction)

Significance afier Mitigation:

Less than Sigmlcant

Impatt 6-3  Potential loss of special-status species. This impact is considerced Potentially Significant.
Finding: |

Changes or alicratons have been required in, or incorporated into, the project that avoid the signmificant
environmental effece as identified in tiwe Final EIR.

Explanation:

Focused special-status plant surveys were conducied by 11T Flarvey in 2005 on parcels owned or controiled by the
Applicant. No special-status plant species were documented during these surveys, Construction within the study
area outside of those parcels where focused surveys have been conducted could resalt in a significant direct loss,
indirect loss, or habitat modification of plant species identified as candidate, sensitive, or special-siatus species.
Focused surveys for special-status plants should be conducted in all areas of the study area not covered by the 2005
focused plant survess. If special-status plants are found in these areas and could be impacted by construction ol the
praject, potential impacts will be identified and avoidance and minimization measures would be implemented. If
unpacts are unaveidable, mitigation measures will be developed in ¢coordination with the appropriate agencies 1o
ensure that the proposed project would not have a substantial, adverse cffect on the specics. A detailed
mitigation/conservation plan that includes long-term strategies 1o preserve and enhance the remaining populations
of the affected speciai-status plant species would be developed, as necessary.

Mitigation Measures:

Mitigation Measure 6-3a: Conduct focused surveys for special-status plant species in suitable habitat in
portions of the study area that have rot been surveyed. If present, comply with USFWS or CDFG mitigation
requirements, and prepare a detailed mitigation/conservation plan, as appropriate

Focused plant survevs were compieted for all onsite portions of the Plan Area owned or controlied by the
Applicant. No special-status plants were found in thuse arcas during focused serveys (Harvey, 2005) or on
program-level parcels. Msite portjons of the study urea have not been surveyed for speciat-status plant
species. Gibson & Skordal conducted field surveys on the Frisvold property (APN 023-200-057) for special-
slatus plant specics on July 14, 2006 (Gibson & Skordal, 2006b). This report would be peer reviewed at such
time as a tentative map is sybmitted for this property, Focused surveys for special-status plants shall be
conducted within portons of the study area not yet surveyed by the Applicant. Surveys for special-status
plant species shall be timed to coincide with the appropriate period for identification of special-siatus plant
spectes with potential te oceur. H any state or federally listed species are observed and impacts cannot be
avolded, the Applicant shall consult with the USFWS and/or the CDF( to determine appropriate mitigation,
and shall comply with the identified requirements. A detailed mitigation/conservation plan shall be
devetoped, as nceessary. The plan shall provide for preservation and restoration at ratios that would ensure
no net loss of the affected plant habitat, If special-status plant species are not found during survevs, no
fitrther studies or matigation will be necessary,
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Significance after Mitipation:
L.ess than Siznificant

Tmpact 6-4 . Potential loss of habitats used by special status vernal pool branchiopods. This impact is
vonsidercd Potentially Significant.

Finding:

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

Explanation:

The Applicant conducted protocol-level wet and dry season surveys in 2005 and 2006 for special-stains
branchiopods in suitable habitat on parcels owned or controlled by the Applicant. No histed brancinopad species
was Tound during the surveys. No surveys for special-status branchiopods were conducted for parccls within the
Plan Area uot owned or controlbed by the Applicant or within offsite areas, and potential habitat for vernal paol
branchiopods is present in all portions of the study area. Project-level activities in offsite areas owned or controlled
[y the Applicant could result in a significant direct or indirect loss of habital that counld be oceupied by special-
status vernal pool branchiopod species including the Conservancy fairy shrimp. Implementation of mitigation is
proposed [or any unpact to seasonal wetlands that could be used by special-stalus branchiopods in offsite areas and
onsite areas that have not been previously surveyed. This mitiganon would include avoidance, minimization, and
compensation for direct or indirect impacts that are unavoidable: Compensation would include a minimum ot 1:1
habitat creation and 2:1 habitat preservation, as described in the USFWS programmatic biological opinion issued 10
the Corps for small impacts to listed branchiopods (USFWS, 1996),

Mitigation Measures:
Mitigation Measure 6-da: Avoid and compensate for potential impacts to special-status branchiopods

Protocol-level wet and dry season branchiopod surveys were completed in 2004-2005 for all parcels owned
or controlled by the Applicant, Neither program-level parcels nor offsite portions of the Flan Area have becn
surveved for special-status branchiopod species, No special-status branchiopods were observed in parcels
owned or controlled by the Applicant {Helm, 2006). .

The presence of listed vernal pool branchiopods shall be assumed on all parcels containing appropriate
habutat where protocol-level surveys have not been conducted. Compensation described in this mitigation
measure shall be implemented or USFWS-protocol surveys for special-siatus branchjopods shall be
conducted to determine presence or absence. If vernal pool branchivpods are present, or if special-status
vernal pool branchiopods are assumed to be present, the habitat shall be avoided 1o the extent feasibie. If
avoidance is not feasible, compensation shall be provided at a ratio of 3 acres for every | acre affected (3:1).
This ratio will include creation of | acre of vernal poe! habitat for every 1 acre impacted {1:1) and
preservation of 2 acres of vemal pools for every 1 acre impacied (2:1), as described in the USFWS

. programmatic biological opinion issued 1o the Corps for sinall impacts to hsted branchiopods (USFWS,
1996). Mitigation for impacits 1o listed branchiopods would be implemenied according to one of the

- following three aptions, to be delermined and completed prnior to impact: {1) participation in a USFWS
approved mitigation hank; (2} oif-sitc mitigation at a non-bhank location approved by the USFWS: or (3)
coniribution to the USFWS Species Fund. In the event that protocol level surveys demonstrate the absence
of Bisted vernal pool branchiopods in these off-site features, mitigation would not be required.
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Nignificance after Mitigation:
L.ess than Significant

Jmpaci 6-5  Potential degradation of aquatic habitats used by ﬁpeual -status fish. This impact is uln'i](lercd
Pﬂrerma.".’y Sipnificant.

Finding:

Changes or alierations have been required in, or incorporated inte, the project that avod the significant
environmental effect as identified in the Final Ei%.

Explanation:

limplementation of the proposed project could resulf in a potentially significant impact to habitat for special status
fish species. Impacts may result from release of treated wastewater into Dry Creek or through stiream degradation
through tratl building and wse. The Dry Creek WWTP’s NPDES permit stipulaies effluent and receiving water
limirations that must be met, thereby assuring compliance with receiving water quality criteria/objectives and
protection of beneficial uses, including fisheries.

Mitigaiion Measures:
Mitigation Mcasure 6-3a: Provide 100-fnot buffer around Dry Creek during construction

A minimuam 100-foet-wide buffer shali be provided from the centerline of Dry Creek, willun which
construction and vegetation removal will be excluded, to minimize degradation of water quality and fish
habiiat 1n Dry Creck (General Plan Policy 6.A.1). The following allowable exceptions A-D listed under
(General Plan Policy 6.A.1 apply as appropriate (o the construction of the proposed sewer force main and
trail features:

Ecasonable use of the property would otherwise be denied;

The location is necessary to avold or mmgalc hazards to the public;

The location is necessary for the repair of roads, bridges, wrails, or similar mfrastrucmrc or

The location is necessary for the construction of new roads, bridges, trails, or similar infrastructure
where the County determunes there is no feasible alternative and the prgject has nummlzed
chyironmenial impacts through prO}f:cl design and infrastructure placement. -

D‘OW?"

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

.l\‘llt]gdtl(]n Measure 6-5¢: implement "\r‘_lmoalmn Measure 6-1c (lmplemenl Best Management
Practices to avoid wetland impacts during construction)

Significance after Mitigation:

Less than Significant
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fmpaet 6-6  E.oss of degradation of aquatic habitais petentially used by the western pond turtle. This
impact is ennsidered Porentindly Significant.

Finding:

Changes or alteraiions have been required in, or incorporated into, the project that avoid the signilicant
environmenal effect asdentified in the Final ELR.

Explanation:

Aquatic habitats that arc potentially used by the western pond turtle (including both subspecies races) oceur in the
study area, including on parcels owned or controlled by the Applicant. The constructed pond, marsh areas, and
permanent 1o intermitteni waterways, including Dry Creek and manmade drainages, comprise the onsite habitat for
this species. Loss or degradation of hahitats that are potentially oceupied by pond wirtles could reduce the size and
sustainability of a local population, which would be considered a potentiatly significant impact.

Mitigation Measures:
Mitigation Measure 6-6a: Avoid potential impacts to western pond turtle
The following measures to avoid impacts o the western pond turtle shall be implemented:

e Construction shall be designed to avoid impacts to perennial sireams and ponds that may be occupied
by the western pond turtle, if feasible.

e If construction is required in perennial streams and ponds, a focused survey for the western pond
turtle shall be conducted prior to approval of engineering plans. The survey is required 1o determing
the presence or absence of this species on the properties surveyed.

e If pond turtles are observed on the properties surveyed, the location of these occurrences shall be
mapped. A detailed mitigation and monitoring ptan that provides for no net loss of western pond
turtic or its habitat shali be developed and submitied to the CDFG. The proposed project will not be
authorized 1o proceed uatil the Applicant has submitied a mitigation and monitoring plan to Placer
County that has been approved by the COVFG. '

If this specics is not found on the surveyed property, no further studies oy mitigation is required,
Significance after Migation:
Less than Stgnificant

Impact 6-7  Loss of wetlands and grasslands that may be occupied by the western spadefloot. This imphct s
considered Porentially Significant.

Finding:

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

Explanation:

Seasonal wetland habitats and uplands suitable for western spadefoot toad breeding and aestivation are found
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threughour the stody arca. Extensive surveys were conducted for this species o Placer County, with negative
resulls The project would implement ineasures to reduce impacts (0o wetlands, which provides potential breeding
habitat for the western spadefoot

Mitigation Measures:

Ritigation Measure 6-7a: Implement Mitigation Measore 6-1a: Comtpensate for loss of jurisdictional
wetlands in accordance with Corps Section 404 Permit and RWQCR requirements

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

Significance after Mitigation:

Less than Significant

Jimpact 6-8  Removal of suitable roosting and nesting habitats for special status bat species. This impact is
considerced Potcitially Significant.

Finding:

Changes or alterations have been required in, or mcorporated into, the project that avoid the significant
environmental effect as identified in the Finat EJR.

Explanation:

Implementation of the proposed project could result in the in removal of suitable roosting and nesting lor special-
status bal spectes, including trees, barns, and buildings, Removal of suitable roosting and nesting sies would have a
poterttially significant effect on bats.

Mitigation Measures:
Mitigation Measuire 6-8a: Avoid potential impacts to special-status bat specics

Prior to construction, a qualified biclogist shall survey any affected structures and trees for evidences of bat
roosts {e.¢.. bat guano). If roosts are found, they shall be removed in Apnil, September, or October in order
1o avold the hibernation and maternity seasons. Appropriate cxclusion methods will be vsed, as needed,
during habiat removal. If bats must be excluded, the Applicant shall work with 2 qualified biologist o
determioe appropriate exclusion methods, If bats are found onsite and cannot be avoided, cach
Applicant/developer for construction projects within the Plan Area shall work with a qualified biologist o
determine if additional mitigation, such as the construction of bat boxes, is appropriate. Delermination of
these additional measures will depend on the species present and their specific ecological '
preferences/reguirements, Other steps could include improving other avoided bat habitat or designing new
project elements such as bat-friendly road crossings. If no active bat roosts are found during focused
surveys, no further mitigation will be required.

Significance after Miligation:

Less than Signilicant
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Bmpact 6-2  Potential tuss of habitats suitable for the American badger. This impact is considered
Potentially Significant. : '

Finding:

(“hanges of alterations have been required in, or incoporated into, the project that avoid the significant
environmental effect as identified in the Final EIR,

Explanation:

Implementation of the proposed project could result 1n the Joss of suitable habitat for the American badger.

Impacts to habitats associated with this species could result in the loss of individuals and therefore 15 considered a
potentially significant impact. In order to minimize impacts to these species, a qualilied biologist would conduct
preconstruction surveys for the presence of burrows or dens. 1f the American badger 15 found in the Plan Area, the
CDFCG would be consulied. Construction monitoring and installation of an exclusion zone around active dens would
bé established in coordination with the CDFG.

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

For construction projecis witliin the Plan Area, preconstruction surveys shall be implemented no less than 14
Jdays and no more than 30 davs prior 10 the beginning of ground disturbance and/or constroction aclivities or
anv project or program activity likely to impact potential American badger dens. 1f an active badger den is
found, the CIDFG shall be consulied to determine appropriate avoidance measures. Avoldance measures may
include designation ot an exclusion zone around potential badger dens during the breeding period and hand
excavation of dens during the nonbreeding period. A qualified biologist will be present at the construction
sile to monitor any activities within 100 feet of an cecupied den.

Significance after Mitigation:
Less than Significant

Impact 6-10 Potential loss of habitats used by foraging Swainson’s hawks. This impact is considered
Potentially Significant,

EFinding:

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

Explanation:

Implementation of project-level actvities (including offsiie mirastructure projects) and future program-level
activitics would result in a signifwcant loss of grasslands and other upland habitats that could be used by foraging
Swainson’s hawks, Approximately 320 acres of onsite grassland and other upland habitats in the specific plan area
{243 acres in the project-level parcels) are potentialiy used by foraging Swainson’s hawks because these habitats are
located approximatcly 2.5 to 4 miles from a previously documented Swainson's hawk nest. Construction on project-
level parcels would result in the removal of approximately 67 acres of potential foraging area. Offsite loss of
foraging habitat witl be caleulated when offsite construction design 5s complete. The Applicant shall submit
amended impact and mitigation information as approved by CDFG 1o the County for these additional areas. Impacts
to nesting Swainson’s hawk would be minimized by conducting pre-construction surveys and menitoring nests
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within 0.3 mile of the site during construction activilies. Linavoidable loss of Swainson’s hawk foraging habitat
would be mitigated to a legs-than significant level though preservation of onsite foraging habitat. These onsite arcas
would be managed under easecment resirictions designed specifically 1o preserve their suitability as Swainson’s
hawk foraging habitat,

Mitigation Measures:
Mitigation Measure 6-18a: Compensate for loss of Swainson’s hawk foraging habitat

The CDYG shall be consulted to determine appropriate mitigation for loss of Swamson’s hawk {oraging
habitat. The Apphicant shall subimit 1o the County documentation of the mitigation plan for Swainson’s
hawks as approved by CDEG. Mitigation shall include any offsite impacts as detenmined by the Applicant
and CDFG based upon the final design of the offsite project components. CDTG considers loss of foraging
habitat within a 10-mile radius of any active nest as an impact to this species. hnplementation of the
following measures would reduce: the impact an foraging habitat of this species to a less-than Stgmfcant
levei.

{1) Projects or related activities within 1 mile of an active nest tree shajl provide mitigation as follows:

A. Preserve | acre of habitat mdnagcmem lands for each acre of development authorized (1:1 rauo}.
Al lcast 10 percent of the habitat management land requirements shall be met by fee title
acquisition or a conservation easement aliowing for the active management of the habitat, with
the remaming 90 percent of the habital management lands protected by a conservation easement
on agricultural lands or other suitable habitats, which provide foraging habitat.

or,

B. Preserve 0.5 acre of habitat management land for each acre of development authorized {0.5:1
ratic) with the entire habilat management land requirement being met by {ee title acquisition or
with a conservation easement, which allows for the active management of the habitat for prey
production.

or,

C. Acquire Swainson’s hawk foraging habitat credits frotn a CDFG-approved mitigation bank at the
ralios

(1) Projects within 3 miles of an active nest tree but greater than 1 mile from the nest tcee shall provide .75
acre of habilat management land for each acre of urban development authorized or purchase the
equivakent area from a CDFG-approved habitat conservation bank.

(it} Projects within 10 miles of an active nest tree but greaterthan S miles from an active nest tree shall
provide 0.3 acre of habitat management land for each acre of urhan develepment authorized (0.5:1 ratio)
or purchase the equivalent area from a CDFG-approved habitat conservation bank.

Significance after Mitigation:

Less than Significant
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Impact 6-11  Potential boss on disturbance of burrows used by nesting burrowing owls. This impact is
© considered Potendrally Significont.

Finding:

Changes or alterations have been required in, or incorporated inwo, the project that avold the significant
envirommental eftect asadentified in the Final EIR.

Explanation:

Imiplementation of the proposed project could result in impacts to burrowing owls and their habitats, Loss of
mmdividuals and habitats of this species is considered a potentially significant impact In coordimation with the
CDFG, the proposed project would avoid impacts to this species by conducting preconstruction surveys, identifying
nestung birds and associated buffers, or if necessary, installing burrow cxclusion devices during the nonbreeding
season {CDEG, 1993).

Mitigation Measures:
Mitigation Measure 0-11a: Avoid petenfial irnpacts to breeding bhurrowing owls

1 construction is proposed during the burrowing ow] breeding scason (February 1 through August 31),
focused surveys for active burrows shall be conducted within 30 days prior to the beginning of’the
construction activitics. Surveys shall be conducied by a qualified biclogist. If active nests are found, no
construction activities shall take place within 250 feet of the nest until the young have fledged. Burrows that
cannot be avoided shall be removed during the nonbreeding scason (September 1 to Janvary 31)in
accordance with CDFG protocels (CDEG, 1993} If no active nests are found during focused surveys, no
further mitigation will be required,

11 occupied burrows would be removed as a result of construction and there is suitable habitat in the Plan
~Area, onsite passive relocation shall be implemented. Owls will be excluded from the occupied burrows
using one-way doors and allowed to occupy alternate natural or artificial burrows that are beyond 230 feet
from the impact zone and that are within or contiguous (o a minimum of 6.5 acres ol potential foraging
habitat for each pair of relocated owls, Relocation of owls should only be implemented during the
nonbreeding scason. Onsite preservation of foraging habitat adjacent to any relocated owls shall be protected
in a conservatipn easement and managed to promote burrowing owl use of the site. CDFG appmval would
be reguired for the habital conservation easement.

M there 15 not suitable habjtat on site, burrowing owl habitat oatigation credits shall be purchased from a
conservation bank approved by the CDFG. Otfsite habitai must provide suitable burrowing ow! habitat.
Land shall be purchased and /or placed in a conservation casement in perpetuity and managed. to main
suitable habitat, Offsite mitigation shall use the following ratios:

1. RLP'HGLI!‘IBI‘II of occupied habitat with occupicd habitat: 1.5 times 6.5 acres per pair or single bird
{9.75 acres). _
i, Replacement of occupied habitat with habitat contiguous to currently occupied habitat; 2 times 6.5
acres per pair or single bird (13.0 acres).
1. Replacement of occupied habitat with sultable unoccupicd habitat: 3 times 6.5 acres per pair or
single bird (19,5 acres).

Signtficance after Mitigation:

[L.ess than Significam
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Emnpact §-12 Mortalit}' of nesting bird species that are protected under the Migratory Bird Treaty A<t or
the CDEFG Code. This impact is considerced Porentiatly Significant,

Finding:

Changes or alierations have been required in, or incorperated into, the project that aveid the significant
environmental effecr as identified in the Fimal ELR.

waplanation:

Implementation of the proposed project could dismurb nesting nugratory birds. Take of nesting migratory birds is
prohibited under the Migratorv Bird Treary Act and the CIDFG Code. Potentially affected species imclude the white-
tailed kite, Swainson’s hawk, red-tailed hawk, chiff swallows, killdeer, mouming doves, and other avian species.
Habirats in the study area could be used by these species for nesting, In order 1o avoid disiurbance or take of nests
occupied by these species, a qualifted hiologist will conduct preconsiruction surveys within areas potentially
affzcted by the proposed project. 1f nesting raplors are found during preconstruction survevs. consultation with the
CDFG shall take place regarding appropriate actions to comply with the Migratory Bird Treaty Act and the Tish and
Game Code.

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

if project or program activities occur are proposed during the breeding period of the Swainson’s hawk or
other nesting raptors (March | to September 13, a qualihed biologist shall conduct pre-construchion surveys
within a 0.3-mile radius of the project, not more than two weeks prior to construction. Surveys shall be
conducted using the guideline established in the Recommended Timing and Methodology for Swainson’s
Hawk Nesting Surveys in California’s Central Valley (Swawnson’s Hawk Technical Advisery Commirtee
2000). 1f nesiing Swainson’s hawks or other raptors are tound, project activities will be delaved within the
following buffer distances until the young bave fledged: '

e Swainson’'s hawks 1,300 feet (.25 nile)
o {ther raptor specics — 500 fect (0.10 mile)

Swaingon’s hawk nest sires within 0.3 mile of active construction will be monitored by a qualified bielogist
1o evaluaie whether the construction activities are disturbing nesting hawks, il the nesting birds appear
distressed, the monitor shall halt all construction activities within 0.3 mile of the nest site and CDEFG will be
contacted to identify appropriate contingency measures. These measures might include limitalions on the
aclivitics that would be allowed within 0.3 mile of the nest site or termination of all work within 0.5 mile of
the nest site. All CDFG recommendations shall be complicd with, If construction activifies ocenr over more
than 1 year, surveys will be conducted during each year of construction. If no active nests are identified
during the preconstruction survey or if constructjon aclivities are proposed (o occur during the nonbreeding
scason (September 16 throngh February 28), ao preconstruction surveys or other mitigation measures for
Swainson's hawk or other nesting raptors will be required.

~ Significance after Mitigation:

Less than Significant
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© pmpact $-13  Loss of native trees that are proicceted under the Placer Counry Tree Grdinance, This impaet
is considered Significant.

Finding:

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

Eaplanation:

The study area falls within a predetermined Tree Preservation Zone per the Placer County Tree Ordinance and
contains approximately 700 native trees, the majority of which have protected status (Chapter 12, Article 12.16
Placer County Code}. Protected trees include native tree specics greater than or equal to 6 inches DBH. As required
under the Placer County Code, an inventory of the location, number, and health of these native trecs prepared by a
certificd arbarist has been completed for parcels owned or controlled by the Applicant within the onsite portion of.
the study area and within sections of the offsite studv area Implementation of the proposed project would result in
the significant 1oss of pative tree species regulated under the Placer County Code. Proposed mitigation measures
include preservation of native trees, and replanting in accordance with the Placer County Tree Ordinance.

Mitigation Measures:

Mitigation Measure 6-13a: Comply with Placer County Tree Preservation (rdinance
Mitigation for the loss of native trees in the Plan Area shall follow the policies and mitigation guidelines set
forth in The Pizcer County Tree Preservanon Ordinance found in Chapter 12, Aricle 12,16 of the Placer
County Code. See Articie 12.16 for details on protection, replanting and mitigation for removed trees.
The replacement or replanting of trees for mitigation may occur within the open space areas of the Specific
Plan area, with approval of the County. If a suirable area for replacement planting is not available, Placer
County’s Tree Preservation Ordinance allows mitigation in the form of a contribution to the Tree
Preservation Fund. This coniribution shall be in an amount sufficient to oftset the costs of purchase,
planting, and mainienance of all trees planted for mitigation as result of the project.

Iitigation Measure 6-13b: Protcet existing native trecs not prepesed for removal

Native trees that are not planned for removal shall be preserved and protecied per the Placer County Tree
Preservation Ordinance, particularly Section 12.16.070, tiem "D

Significance after Mitigation:
[.css than Significant

Lmpact 6-14  Loss of trees within Doyle Ranch mitigation site. This impact is considered Porentially
Significant, '

Finding:

Changes or alterations hiive been required in, or incorporated into, the project that avoid the signifcant
environmental effect as identified i the Finat EIR.
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Explanafion:

The Dovle Ranch tree mitigation site is located in the northeastern purtion of the Plan Area, adjacent 1o Dy Creek,
Thag site was owned by Pulte Homes and was transferred o the County in September 2000, Ttis designaled as open
space and is the Jocaton of 2 tree mitigation site for the Dovle Ranch Planned Communiry located north of the Plan
Area, across Dy Creek. Approximately 3,840 oak trees were planted at the matigation site m 2004 as itigation foy
the expanston of Walerga Road jn canjunction with the Dovie Ranch development. Proposed development of the
Plan Area within the mitigation site includes development of a recreational trail and construction of water lines and
a wastewater collection and transmission line. Construction of both trails and the pipelines thiough this area would
result in significant impacts to mitigation trees. A mitiganion measure 15 proposed for loss of mitigation trees,
smaller than ¢ inches DRI

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

The Applicant shall retain the services of a certificd arborist wo conduct a survey Lo determine the number
and species of all trees that would be removed by the proposed project withun the Dovle Ranch tree
miligation site. All impacted imcluding trees measuring under 6 inches DBH, that were planted as mitigation
for the Dovle anch praject that are removed will be replaced at a ratio of 1.5 trees for every one mitigation
tree removed (1.5:1), with the location subject (o County approval. Removal of rees 6 inches or greater '
DBH shall be mitigated as required under the Placer County Tree Preservation Ordinance (Measure 6-13a)
and are not subject 1 1his nutigation mcasure.

A certified arborist shall prepare a monitoring and management plap for replacemcent of the affecied trees
within the mitigation site or within the proposed open space within the Plan Arca. The plan shall address
planting techniques, proposed mtigation sites. monitering requirements, management reconimendations,
and mimimization and avoldance measures. Al tree plantings shall be monitored annually for seven years
post-planting to ensure that an 80 percent survival rate for the replanted trees is achieved over a seven year
period. During menitering, the following information shall be evaluated: average tree height, percent canopy
cover, and percent survival, A native tree mitigation and monitoring plan shall be submitted that includes.a
description of irrigation methods that will be vsed 1o ensure that saplings survive the first several vears of
growth, During the revegetation process, trec survival shall be maximized by using gopher cages, deer
screens; regular maintenance. and replanting as needed. Monioring reports shatl be submitted 10 Placer
County on an arnnual basis.

Mitigation Measure 6-14b: Implement Mitigation Measure 6-1¢ Jmplement Best Management
Practices 1o avoid wetland impacts during construction)

Significance aflter Mitigation:
L.ess than Significant

Impact 6-15 Disturbance to wildlife migration corridors during construction. This impact is considered
Fotentially Significani.

Finding:

Changes or alterations have been required in, or incorporated inte, the project that avoid the significant
cnvironmental eficct as identihed in the Final FIR.
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Explanation:

Wwialdlhile movement corndors are established migration routes {requerniily used by wildhife. These corridors provide
shelter and sufficient Iood supplies 1o support wildlife species during mugranon. The study area s parily surrounded
by anerial roads and some residential development, and as such, development 1s not expecied (0 significantly
impaede or alter waldlife movemeni. The portion of the study area that does provide a significant movement comridor
{or wildlife ceeurs along Dry Creek, where the only proposed development includes a multiuse trail and buried
water and sewer pipelines. Implementation of BMPs identified for wetlands during construction would reduce
impacts 10 wildlile movement corridors.

Whtieation Measures:

Mitigation Measure 6-15a: Implement Mitization Measure 6-1c (Implement Best Management Practices to
avoid wetland impacts during construction)

Significance afier Mitigation:

I.ess than Significant

Impact 6-16¢ Degradation of designated Open Space. This impact is considered Porentially Significant.
ll_'*‘imlinf__':

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

Explanation:

Due to the implementation of the floodplain angd wetland mitigation measures, the proposed project would require
gxcavation within areas designated as open spacce. Excavation would eccur within Or immediate adjacent to
Hoodplain areas and would potentially result in areas thal are subject to erosion, deposition, and introduction of
invasive plant specics. Erosion within these areas could potentially reduce soil suitability o agriculture or othier
vegetation. Deposition of the eroded matenals could occur in Dry Creek during flood events, thereby resulting in
suspenston of particles, and could result in a significant effect on biological resources. Impacts 10 open space
resulting from {loodplain excavation would result in significant impacts. The proposed project would naplement
erosion control, reseeding with native plants, and BMPs, among other measures.

Mitigation Measures:
Mitigation Meusure 6-16a; Avoid degradation of sensitive aquatic resources due to loodplain excavation

The following measures are proposed to reduece potential impacts 10 sensitive biological resources associated
with excavation of floodplain basins within the Open Space areas to a less-than-significant level. Based on
the potential for erosion of sedument into adjacent wetlands and aquatic habnats on the Dry Creek
floodplain, excavation within the floodplain will be restiicted to the dry season (June 1 te October 15). After
establishment of finished grades, a native seed mix or native plants shall be installed throughout the area to
establish native plant cover and reduce the potential for the establishment of invasive and exotic species.
Installation of native sead mix or plants will protect the fmished grade from erosion. The establishment of
native plants will provide soil stability and would prevent erosion and therefore, depaosition of scdiments.

The Applicant will monitor the performance of this mitigation measure by reviewing the revegetation within
the disturbed tloodptain arcas every quarter for 1 year after installation of the plant material in order (o
document and idenlify any problem areas. If arcas with unsultable native plant coverage are obhserved, the
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Applicant will be responsible for the removal and o in=tailation of additional plant matenal unul such
coverage 1t determined (o be suitable 10 prevent erosion of sediment o adjacent weiland and aguatie
habitats. Mo areas should contamn maore than 30 percent bare ground following 1 vear of plant growth.
Monitoring wilt be extended unej) all excavation areas determuned to be stable. The Apphcant will take all
Necessary measures to ensure that ihese arcas would not adversely atfect water quality in Dry Creek or s
tnbutaries within the Plan Arca. '

Mitigation Measure 6-16b: Lmplement Mitigation Mceasure 6-1¢ (Implement Best Muanagement
Fraclices to avoid wetland impacts during constroetion}

Signibicance after Miligation:
L.ess than Significant

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

Finding:

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

Explanation:

The study arca has limited habitat for the valley elderberry longhor beetle. Focused surveys for the host plant of
the valley elderbermy Jonghom beetle, the elderbeny (Sarnbucus mexvicanus), were condueted in 2003 in the Plan
Area, with the exception of the Dry Creek riparian corridor and offsite portions of the study arca. Cne host plant for
the beetle was found doring these focused surveys in the northeast corner of the Frisvold property, However, during
4 formal wetland delineation ol the Frisvold propenty, Gibson & Skordal did not identily any habitat tor the valley
elderberry longhorm beette, Additional plants are likely 10 occur along Dy Creek in the northem poriion of the _
study area. fmplementanion of program-level activittes could result in a potentially significant wmpact on the valley
_elderberry Jonghom beetle due to construction aclivities occurring within 100 ket of the known occurrence of the
host plant. Formal consultation or acquisition of a take permiit from the USFWS or compensation according to the
USFWS mitigation guidelines would be required (USFWS, 1999, Additional mitigation includes a preconstruciion
survey to map the locations of the liost shrub in the Dry Creek riparian corridor and ali offsite areas of the study
area.

Mitigation Measures:
Mitigation Measure 6-17a: Protect existing efderberry shrubs

Elderberry shrubs {the host plant for ihe valley elderberry lenghom beetie) were not found on parcels owned
ar controlied by the Applicam. One clderberry shrub was found outside of the parcels owned or controlled
by the Applicant but within the study arca. A [ocused survey for the host plant ol the valley elderberry
longhorn bectle shall be completed on all parcels not previously surveved, The survey shall be completed
priot to construction by a qualified biologist. I elderberry shrubs are found when surveys area completed,
locations of these occurrences shall be mapped.

Il elderberry shrubs are identified the shrubs shall be avoided to the extent feasible. To avoid impacts (o the
host plant 4-fool tall, brightly colored (vellow or orange), svathetic mesh malerial or chain link fencing shall
be instailed a mimmuem of 100 feet from the dripline of avaided shrubs. Fencing shall be continuously
maintained and shall be the responsibility of an onsite compliance officer designated by the developer.
Fencing is 1o remain intact unttl construction is complete and may not be removed without the written
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consent of the County.
rAitigation Mceasure 6-17b: Compensation for impacts o elderberry shrubs

Iminstances where impacts 10 elderberry shrubs cannot be avoided, the following measure will be
implemented.

o All elderberry plants with one or more stems measuring 1.0 inch or greater in diameter at ground
level that cannot be avoaded will be transplanted 1o a conservation area. A detailed
mitigation/conseryation plan that includes long-term strategies to ensure no net loss of vallea
elderberry longhom bectle habitat shall be developed in consultation with USEFWS.

Il elderberry shrubs are transplanted or if transplantation 18 not feasible, one of the following measures will
be implemented:

e Lach elderberry sicm measuring 1.0 inch or greater in diameter at ground level that 1s adversely
alfecied (ie., transplanted or destroved) must be replaced, in the conservation arca approved by the
USTFWS according 10 the ratjos described in the USFWS conservation guidance on valley elderberry
longhorn beetle {USFWS, 1999). Additional native plants shall be planted at & minimum ratio of one
plant for every stem 1.0 inch in drameter or greater that would be affected. Stock of either seedlings
or cuttings shall be obtained from lecal sources. Cuttings may be ebtained from the plants to be
transplanted if the source sites are in the vicimity of the USFWS-approved conservation arca,
Transplanted shrubs shall be monitored for 10 to 15 years as required by the UUSFWS 1999 puidance.
A gualified biodogist shall supervise all work involving encroachment, restoration or t:ansplanlmg of
elderberry shrubs,

e leerberr}* mitigation credits from a USFWS-approved mitigation bank cquwalcnt to the ratio sha]l
be specified by the USFWS 1999 conservation guidelines.

Significance after Mitigation:
Less than Significant

Impact 6-18 Potenteal loss of wetlands on program-level parcels. This impact is considered Poltensially
Significant,

- Finding:
Chanpes or alterations have been required o, oF incorporated into, the prnjet:l that avoid the Rlonlhcant
environmental effect as identified in the Final EIR.

Explanation:

Corps-verified wetland delineations are lacking for program-tevel parcels in the Plan Arca (excluding the Frisvold
parcel and the Elliott.parcel, which the Corps verifled centained no jurisdictional wetlands or other waters of the
U S. Impacts 1o wetlands in program leve! parcels resulting {rom implementation of program-ievel activities would
result in significand impacts, The loss of jurisdictional wetlands would be mitigated to a less-than-significant level
through mingation measures.

Mitigaiion Measures:

Mitigation Mcasure 6-18a: Complele formal wetland delineation, obtaim Corps approval, and comply with
Suction 404 permit requirements prior to development of Plan Arca parcels not owned or cantrolled by the
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Applicant
A formal wetland delineation shall be conducted ])ri{):"lo development of any areas within the Plan Area
where a wetland delincation has not been completed. This mcludes the fallowing parcels: APN Nos. 023-
200-019 (War/Singh), 023-200-027 (Raoscvilie Publhe Cemetery), 023-221-054 (Pulte), 023-221-004 (Lund),
and 023-221-007 {Fark Arva). (A formal wetland dehineation was conducted on parcel 023-220-053 (Elhon
in 2003 (Gibson & Skordal, 20053 The owners of parcel 023-200-037 (Frisvold) submined a jurisdictional
wetland delineation repord for this parcel i June 2006, A Clean Water Act Section 404 permit shall be
acquired prior to any filkactivitics or discharges within jurisdictional wetlands,

Rlitagation Measure 6-18b: Implement Mitigation Measure 6-1a (Conmpensate for loss of jurisdictional
wellands in accordance with Corps Section 404 permit)

Mitigation Measure 6-18¢: Implement Mirigation Measure 6-1e {Implemeni Best Managemeni
Practices to avoid wetland impacts during constraction}

Sigliiﬁéance after Mitigation:

Less than Significant

Imllgatt 6-19 Loss on non-furisdictional seasonal wetland. This impact is considered Less than Significant.
Finding:

LInder CEQA, no mitigation measures are required for impacts that are less than signilicant. {(Pub. Resources Code,
§ 21002: CEQA Guidelines, §8 15126.4, subd. (a)(3), 15091

Explanation:

The proposed project would permanently fill a (.01 acre scasonal wetland within the Frisvold parcel and a 0.02-acre
seasopal wetland on the Elliott property, neither of which are regulated by the Corps. Boih wetlands appear to have
boen created by previous disturbance activitics. In both cases the Jack of connectivity with other wetland features
reduces the potential that these wetland provides important habitat for waldlife species. Therefore, the total loss of
0.03 acre of seasonal setland habitat is considered a less-than-significant impact. NO mltlgdtmn 15 propﬂ%d for the
loss of these noo-junisdictional wetland features.

Mitigation Measures:

Mo mitgation measures are required.

Stonificance after Mitigation:

This Impact is less than sigmificant without mitigation.

. CULTURAL RESGURCES

Impact 7-1  Damage to potentially important known archacological resvurecs during construction. This
impact is considered Potentially Significant.

Finding:

Changes or alterations have been required in, or incorporated imo, the project that avoid the significant
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grvironmenlal effect asdentitied n the Final B[R
Explanation:

Although few cultiral materials were reported in site visits, and the exact locations of several previously i1 is
possible that some may he buried beneath flood-refatcd deposits. Construction in the vicinity of their purported
locations, including the excavation of the compensatory storage basing (CA-PLA-76 and -81), the widening of Wau
Avenue (CA-PLA-69), or trenching for the reclaimed waier connection (CA-PLA-TT), may result i the exposure of
these potentially sigmficant archaeological resourees. As such, ground-disturbing activities associated with
proposed project constraction occurring within or immediately adjacent to previously recorded but unevalualed
archacological sites CA-PLA-69, 276, -77, andior -81 would potentialiv damage these resources.

itigation Measures:
Mitigation Measure 7-1az Cap resource area with Jayer of soil prior to construction

Potentially unique archacological resources will be capped with so1l prior W construction in the area except
~in locations in which such capping would be infeasible due to project design. An acceptable process of
“capping” archacological resources with soil must include the following elemems:

@ The sails to be covered must not suffer senious compaction,

e The covering matcrials must not be chemically active,
s The site must be one in which the natural process of delerioration have been arvested; and
s The site must have been recorded, including the arcal extent of subsurface deposits.

Mitigation Measure 7-1b: Cenduct subsurface tesing

A qualified professional archaeologist shall be retained (o conduct subsurface testing at potentially important
known archaeclogical sites. As it has not been determined if the known sites within the Specific Plan Area
are ¢ligibic for inclusion to either the NRHP or CRHR, subsurface testing (i.e, resource evaluation) should
be initiated for sites when construction is to occur within 100 feet of the resource and where Mitigation
Mcasure 7-1a proves infeasible. Subsurface testing should also be implemented if culturally significant

- materials (.., unique archagological resources or historical resources) are inadvertently exposed during
construction.

Subsurface testing procedures could involve shovel testing, augering, or other such techniques designed 10
identify andior charactenze subsurface archasological deposits. 1 a resouice 15 determined 1o be important
‘under CEQA (e, because it is a unique archaeological resource or an historical resource), then Mitigation
deasure 7-1¢ must also be implemented.

Mitigation Measure 7-1c: Conduc( data recovery excavation

A qualified professional archaeologist shall be retained to conduct data recovery cxcavation. This mitigation
measure will be implemented as an alternative to Mitigation Measures 7-1a al culteral resource sites
delermined to be eligible for inclusion in either the NR1P or CRHR.

In compliance with CEQA, implementation of this mitigation measure would entai] preparation and
adoption of a data recovery plan that inakes provisions for adequately recovering the scientifically
consequential infermation from and about the resource. The data recovery plan must be prepared and
adopted prior [0 COMMmENcIng any excavalion acuvities,
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Significance alfter Mitigation:
Less than Significam

lmpact 7-2  Damage to cuitural resources if tnadvertently exposed during construction. This impact is
considered Porendially Sipnificant.

Finding:

Changes or alterations have been required in, or incorporated into, the project that avoid the significant
ervironmental effect as wentified i the Final ETR.

Explanation:

During construction of the pmﬁmsed project, previously undiscovered cultural resources could be inadvertently
exposed during gradmg or excavation activities, Thiy would be a potentially significant impact of the proposed
project. This potential impact would be mitigated 1o a less than significant level by halung ground-disturbing
activitics temporarily until a qualificd professional archacologist, the Placer County Planning Departiment, and
Department of Muoscums are consulted. If the discovery includes human remains, the Placer County Coroner and
Native American Heritage Commission must also be contacted. Work in the area may only procecd afler
authorization is grasted by the Placer County Planning Departrnent.

Mitigation Measures: -

Mitigation Measure 7-2a: Comply with the recommendations of a qualified professional archaeclogist if
cultural resources are inadvertently exposed during constraction

{n the evend of the discovery of buried archacological artifacts, exotic rock (non-native), or unusual amouwnts
of shell or bone, 1t 15 recommended that project activities in the vicinity of the find be immediately stopped
and a qualified professional archaeologist consulted to assess the resource and provide proper management
recommendations. [f the find is determined 1o be a historical ar unigue archaeological resource, contingency
funding and a time allotment to allow for implementarion of avoidance measurcs or 2ppropriate mitigation

shall be made available, as provided in Section 13064.5 of the CEQA Guidelines. In addiuon, the Placer
County Planning Depanment and Department of Museums must also be contacted. Work in the area may

only proceed after authorization is pranted by the Placer County Planning Depantment. All construction and

improvement plans for subsequent development within the Plan Area involving groand distarbance shall

include these provisions. The archacologist shall evaluate any potential eifects on any historical resource or

wnique archaeological resouree, and where such effects would be signmificant, shall recormmnend potential
mitigation 1o the County for its consideratton. The County will assess the feasibility of any preposed

mitigation {¢.g., avoidance of the histonical resource) and impose the mitigation where feasible in hight of

factors such as the nature of the find, project design, costs, Specific Plan policies and land use assumptions,

and other considerations, I avoidance is unnecessary or infeasible, other appropriate measures (e.g., data
recovery) shall be instituted, Work may proceed on other parts of the project site while miligation for
nalecntological resources is carmied oul. '

Mitigation Measare 7-Ih: Implement Mitigation Measure 7-1 {Conduct subsurface testing)

Mitigation Measnre 7-2¢; Implemeni Mitigation Measure 7-1c (Conduct data recovery excavation)

Significance after Mitigation:
{.ess than Significam
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fmpact 7-3  [ramage to paleontological resources inadvertently exposed during consiruction. This impact is
considered Pofentially Sipgnificant.

Finding:

Changes or alterations have been required in, o1 incorporaied into, the project that avoid the significant
environmenial eficct asdentified in the Final ELE.

Fxplanation:

During construction of the proposed project, previously undiscovered paleontological resowrces could be exposed
through grading or excavation activities, This would be a potentially significant tmpact of the proposed project. This
potential impact would be mitigated 1o a less than significant level by having a qualified professional paleontotogist
conducl periodic construction monitoring to identify, evaluate, and properly manage potentially cxposed resources
during grading activitics. The Applicant shall provide written evidence to the Placer County Planning Department
that a qualified paleontologist has been retained to provide the required services.

Mitigation Measores:

Mitigation Measure 7-3a: Retain a qualified professional paleontologist to conduct periodic construction
monitoring during grading activitics and salvage fossils as necessary

A professional palcontologist shall be relained to develop and implement a plan for managing
paleontological resources and periodic monitoring of grading activities. The plan shail also inciude
provisions for salvaging fossils, as necessary. The plan shall also include the timing and extem of
menitoring needed. A copy of the plan shall be provided to the Placer County Planning Depariment prior to
any grading occurring on site. .
Mitigation \fieasure 7-3b: If paleontelogical resonrces ure identified at a pariicular site, the project managcn
sImlI cease operation until a qualified professional can provide an evaluation

1. Identify and evaluate paleontological resource by intense field survey where impacts are CD[]‘RIC'EI’Ld
high; :

2. Assess effects on dentified sites;

3. Consult with the institurional/acadetnic palcontologists conducting research investigations within the

geological formations that are siated to be impacted;

Obtain comments from the researchers; and

Comply with researchers’ reconunendations to address any signiticant ad» erse effects where determimed

by the County to be feasible.

S.h-h

[n considering any suggesied mitigation propased by the consulting paleontologist, Placer County
Planning Department staft shall determine whether avoidance 1s necessary and feasible in light of factors
such as the nature of the find, project design, costs, Specific Plan policies and land use assumptions, and
other considerations. [f avoidance 1s unnecessary or infeasible, other appropriate measures (c.g., data
recovery) shall be instituted. Work may proceed on other parts of the project site while mitigation for
paleonlological resources is carried out,

Significance after Mifigation:

i.ess than Significant
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k. YVISHIAL RESOQURCES

frupact 8-1  Femporary and long-term visual impacts due 1o construction. This impact is censidered
' Porentinlly Sienificant. '

Findings:

Changes or alterations have been required in. or incorporated wito, the project that substantiatly lessen, but may not
avoid, the potentally stumbeant environmental effect associated with this impact. No mitigation is available to
render the etfecis less than ssgmificant. The effects (or some of the effects} therefore may remain sigrificant and
unavinidable.

Fxplanation:

Various temporary visual impacts could occur as a result of construction activities, such as grading, equipment and
malerial storage. and staging. Because impacts would be temporary and viewer sensitivity in the majority ol cases

“would be moderate, signiltcant impacts are not anticipaied in general. However, because viewers at the Roseville.
Cemetery could have high sensiivity. even relatively short-term constraction impacts could potentially be
significant. As proposed, ail construction activities i the vicinity of the cemetery shall be restricted to the shortest
feasible period of time, and that equipment and material storage and staging shall take place owtside of the visual
foreground of the cemetery (greater than 14 mile distance). If construction staging 15 unavoidable in the vicinity of
the cemelery, temporary visual screeming shall be installed. In addition, secondary impacts could occur as a result of
projéct roadway construction-related grubbing and grading activity, One or more of the potentially afiected
residences eould be relocated as a result of County widening projects. [{owever, al residences south of PFE Road
and west of Watt Avenue that are not relocated, secondary visual and glare impacts could occur due to removal of
existing landscape screening alony the roadway as a result of project-related roadway construction. Existing
jandscape screening could require removal, thus exposing homes 1o new views of an expanded roadway, and 1o
increased glare from automebite headhights. Because rexidents are wrpically considered to have high sensitivity to
visual impacts, this potentially strong impact could-be significant. Screening removed due o construction activities
be replaced in kind.

A fencerow of 17 mature valley paks to the south of PFE Road could be removed due 1o project roadway-related
construclion activities, Tree planting within the roadway corridors adjoining the Plan Area congist of a combination
of fast-growing ormamental ‘orchard’ species (lowering [ruit trees) 1o provide shon-lerm mitigation, and native
oaks to provide long-term restoration of community characier. Native oaks would be preserved whercever feasible.
Where preservation 15 not feasible, theywould be replaced within the roadway right-of-way, subject to fair share
reimbursement related to the overall widening of these roadways, This measure would address overall project
impacts to community character due to loss of oak trees and enable complhiance with policies of the Natural
Resource Llement of the County General Plan, and of the Community Design Element of the Dry Creek/West
Placer Comnptunity Plan. '

Mitigation Measures:

Mitigation Measure 8-1a: Limit construction aclivities in the vicinity of the Roseville Cemetery
In order to mmimnze potential visual quality construction inpacts to the Rogeville Cemelery, construction
activities in the vicinity of the cemetery shall be restricied to the shortest feasible period of time. If staging

in vicinity of the cemetery 75 unavoidable, temporary visual screenming will be installed between the cemetery
and staging arca.
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Mitigatien Measure 8-1b: Replace visual and glare screening of adjacent residences affected by project road-
related construction

To mitigare the Joss of existing screening fror road-related construction on adjacent residences, such
screening shall be replaced in Kind with replacement shrub and tree planting and other screening measures
sufficient to provide screening of headlight clare and increased visual exposure in the shortest feasible time
{no more than 3 to 5 years),

Mitigation Measure 8-1¢: Replace/plant native oaks withio roadway rights-of-way and at gateway features

Replacement planting with nonnative {ree specics would compensate for project-related loss of vegetalion in
general, but would result in a change of character from the strong community visual image of exisiing native
oaks. In order to provide both short-term mitigation for tree loss and long-term restoration of the existing
“native-oak image, Jandscaping in the landscape cormidors along the site boundaries and at gateways/
entrances shall consist of a combination of fast-growing ornamental orchard species (flowering fruit irees) to
provide short-term mitigation and native gaks to provide long-term restoration of community character,
Native oaks shall be preserved wherever [casible.

Significance affer Mitigation:

Potenthially Significant and Upnavoidable

 Empaci 82 View obstruction and change to landsecape character for motorists on adjacent roadways. This
impact is considered Significant,

Findings:

Changes or alteratons have heen required 1n. or incorporated inlo, the project that avoid the sigmficant
environmental effect as identified in the Final E{R.

Explanation:

Overall, the combination of these visual effects of the proposed project 1o motorists o the three adjoining roadwavs
would represent a strong change (o the existing landscape character and a potenital decline n visual quality.

Viewer sensitivity of motorists on PFE and Walerga Roads are considered to be moderate! activitics of the majority
of viewers on PFE Road are not primarily recreational or scenery-oriented, but likely to be part of day-to-day
activiies including commuring and work. The Riolo Vineyards Specific Plon conlains vanous provisions te address
adverse visual impacis of the proposed project. Tnder the proposed project, 1239 acres of the site would be
preserved as open space. The project frontage bordenng PFE Road trom the pew entrance 1o roughly 1/4 mile o the
west, including the arca now occupied by the entry road and hedgerows, would be left as open space. A 35-foot
{Want Avenug) to 50-toot (PFL Road and Walerga Road) setback landscaped comdor wouid line adjoming public
roadways on those frontages where new residential development is proposed. Roadside trees in the public roadways
woultd be replaced under the Specific Plan, restoring an important scenic element over the long term. In the long
term, landscaping m the landscaped setback areas along PTE Road would restore a moderately high degree of visual
quality, providing screening of the new development and introducing tree canopies al the roadside. With the
inclusion of native oaks in these plantings, a strong clement of the local landscape characier could be restored and,
in the long term, enhanced. However, these effects would take a considerable period (up (o 20 vears) to have full
effect. The Class | bicyele/pedestrian trail {Dry Creek Trail) along the south side of the Dry Creek corridor would
provide new views of open space within the Plan Arca. This would r-::prf:qem a benelictal impact and provide
access (o the creek cortidor for the first time.
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Mitigation Measures:

NMitigation Measuare 8-2a: [mplement open space preservation, trec replacement, site landscaping, and
projeci design measures

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

Mitigation Measure 8-2b: Implement construction of Dry Creck Trail, other trails, and vinevards

The Applicant has proposed construction of an approximately 10,950-foot-long Class [ bicycle/pedesinan
trail along the south side of the Dy Creek corridor within open space arcas of the Specific Plan Area. This
would consist of a 12-foot-wide bicyele/pedestrian frail, a 4-foot-wide equestrian trail separated from the
bicycle/pedestrian trail by a 10-foot-wide mnimum buffer, and & 2-foot-wide hench strip on each side, all
within a 30-foot-wide trail easement. Also proposed are approximately 3,544 {eet of a 3-fool wide
pedestnan path, approximately 11.290 feet of an 8-{oct-wide paved bicvcle/pedestnian trail, and about
31,590 feet of Class 1 bicycle lanes, which would provide additional public access w views of open space
and the creek corridor. These trails wouid be dedicated to Placer County and mamtained by the County, In
addition, about 124 acres of the Plan Area are designated as open space and would provide a scenic resource
and buffer between trall users and the proposed residential development.

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

Significance after Mitigation:
Eess than Significant in the short term; Benelicial in the long term.

Impact 8-3  Visual introsion and adverse change in visual character due fo new residences in views from
Rosevilie Cemeiery. This impact is considered Potentially Significuns.

Findings:

Clianges or alterations have been required in, or incorporated into, the project that aveid the significant
environmental etlfect as identified in the Final FI1R.

Explanation:

The propused project would ercate adjacencies betwecn the existing Roseville Cemetery and new residences.

‘The propozsed Specific Plan would also add approxmmately 2.8 acres of expansion area 10 the east of the existing
cemetery. In addition, a landscape corridor would be maintained north of the cemetery 1o serve as a visnal buffer to
the proposed eastern entry road off of Watt Avenue, While this would create a buffer between the two uses to the
east i the shori term, visually dominant views of nearby homes would remain to both the east and south of the
cemelery without sufficient additional visual screening by large trees and other vegetation. Viewers at the cemetery
are assumied to have high sensitivity to visual changes. These moderately strong visual changes would thus he
potentially significant,

An addmional visual buffer is recommended at the eastern edge of the proposed cemetery expansion area and along
the southern boundary of the cxisting cemetery, Under this mcasure, oak trecs and other large-scale vegetation
compatible with the existing cemetery landscape would be required in suflicient quantity to completely screen
views of residences from the cemetery in the long term. In order 10 provide adequate mitigation in the short term,
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large-scale, fast-growing shrubs i combination with walls or fences would-also be placed i the buffer area to
provide screeming within a short peniod of 1ime; this bufler would then be enhanced over the long term with ithe
maturation of vaks aad other trees.

sitigation Measures:
nitigation Measure 8-3a: Provide a visual butfer bebween cemetery and adjacent homes

LInder Mitigatton Measure 8-34, oak trees and other large-scale vegetation compatible with the existing
cemetery landscape shall be planted to form a visual buffer between the cemetery and proposed residences
£ the east and seuth, sufficient to complelely screen views of residences from the cemetery m the long term.
In order to provide adequale mitigation in the short term, large-scale, fast-growing shrubs shall also be
planted 1n the butfer area to provide screening within a short peried of time; this buffer would then be
enhanced over the long term with maturation of caks and other trees. Newly planted trees in the buffer area
shall be monitored for 5 years. All new plamtings will be nrigated for the first 2 years of growth 1o ensure
successful cstablishment. Alternative visual buffer designs woutd be considered as part of the design review
process tor individual projects. Any alternative would need to achieve the above objectives, which include
completely screening views of surrounding residences, and compatibility with the existing cemetery
landscape. An alternative design may include a masonry wall with landscaping to soften the efiect of the
wall, '

Significance after Mitigation:

Less than Stgnificant in the short term; Beneficial in the long term.

Impact 8-4  Increasein night light and glare. This impact ts considered Potentially Significant.
Findings:

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

Explanation:

New might lighting introduced by the preposed project could have site-specific glare impacts duc 10 offsite Tight
trespass and could contribute incrementally to community-wide nighttime light pollution due to ambient light and
upwardiy-directed light. Project-related light wrespass impacts could be potentially significant if unmitigated.
Cumulative light-pollution impacts are discussed under Cumulative Impacts in Chapter 16 of this Draft EIR.

The proposed Riolo Fineyard Specific Plan inchudes various lighting guidelines 1o mitigate potential light and glare
impacts. These measures are broad, however, and could potentially allow sipnificant impacts to oceur in some
imstances without lurther specification -

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

The Applicant proposes the following lighting guidelings as mitigation measures that would apply 10
lighting placed within public right-of-ways and within open space arcas.

. Lights on artenals will use American Electric Lighting, Roadway Serics catalog number 325§ MR,
I5T1 R2 FG Caltrans 4B or equivalent
. Primary Residential and Secondary Residential Street lights will use Helophane outdoor lighting
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Hecape series, catalog number GE 100HP 2B § 72 N H; CVC 277 1 CA BR or equivalent. These
omamental ighting styles shall be instalied throughout the specific plan ares with the exception of
the [ollowing street cornidars:

e YT Road
= Walerga Road
e \Walt Avenue

Standard “cobra head” sucel lighting may be provided alomg the street corridors bisted above

1. Bollards for trails will use Holophane outdoor highting Hscapes series catalog number BOL/C
43/13/LW CA BK or equivalent, The source, wattage, and voltage will be determined by Placer
County’s Department of Public Works

iv.  Steet lighting standards shall be spaced dependent upon County requirements.

v.  Lightipg shail be provided to ensure a safe environment but shall not.cause arcas of intense light or
glare.

vi.  Lighting shall be sensitive 1o adjacent land uses and viewsheds. Architectural features or fighting
fixtures that provide down-lighting and lighting that 15 shielded from adjacent uses shall be
implemented.

Mitigation Mcasure 8-4b: Implement light and ghare measurces to eliminate all direct nplighting and direct
offsite hight trespass

To minimize project contributions 10 cumuative, areawide night hght potiution, no upward lighting shatl be
permsitted, and all tight standards shall include shielding to direct illumination downward. All highting shall
be of minimum brightness consistent with salety.

No direct offsite Jight trespass shall be permitted; all lighting shall use shielded and directed light standards
such that no direet offsite illumination will oceur, '

Sirnificance after Mitigation:
Less than Signilicant

Impact 85 Visual intrusion due to the project’s proposed electrical substation. This impaci is considered
Porentialh: Sigaificant.

- Findings:

Changes or alterations have been required in, or incorporated into, the project that avoid the signilicant
cnvironmental effect as identified in the Final E1R.

Explapation:

An electrical substation would be located on 0.5 acre in the castern portion of the site, just north of the designated
commercial area. It would be sumpunded by residential unils on the west and north and a landscaped corndor and
Walerga Road. A community wall is proposed on the south and east sides of this let. The Specific Flan’s Design
Guidelines (September 2006) proposes the split-face style of wall alonyg the Plan Area and residential
neighborhoods’ perimeters. Tt s recommended that SMUD consider this stvie of fencing on the north and west sides
of the substation parcel 1o shield the substation from pubhc view, when the agency seeks environmentral ciearance
Riclo ¥igevard Specific Plan 43
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for s subsiation. Addinonally, to minimize adverse impacts of the proposed substation w viewers on Walcrga Road
and from adjacent residences, landscaped bulfer areas shatl be csiablished berween the substation parcel, the
roadway, and adyacent residences.

NMitization Measures:

Mifigation Measure 8-5a: Install a communiry wall along the south and east sides of the 1ot where the
clectrical substation would be located

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

Rfitigution Measure 8-5b: Provide landscaped bufler plantings around substation

To minimize adverse impacts of the proposed substation to viewers on Walerga Road and from adjacent
residences, latidscaped buffer areas shall be established beowecen the substation parcel, the roadway, and to
adjacent residences. JRuffer areas shall be of sufficient arca 1o aliow planting of screening trees. Trees be
planted shall be of sufficient height and density to provide substantial visual screening of the taller
substation components over the long term, as seen {rom both Walerga Road and adjacent residences.

Significance after Mitigation:

Iess than Signilicant
F. TRANSPORTATION AND CYRCULATION

Impact9-1  Short Term traffic linpacts related 1o construction. This impact is considered Porentially
Significant.

Findings:

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

Explanation:

The project will temporarily add trips 10 the local roadway network during periods of construction, Preparation and
implementation of construction traffic management plans for onsite and offsite construction activities to minimize
adverse LOS or neighborhood traffic impacis during the varicus phases of construction would reduce this timpact to
a less-than-significant level '

Mittgation Measures:
Mitigation Measure Y-Ia: Prepare and i.mp]emt:ut a Construction Traffic Management Plan

Prior to improvement plan approval, including roadway improvements and the -offsite watcr and scwer line
improvements, a Construction Traffic Management Plan shall be prepared to the satisfaction of the Placer
County Public Works Department. The purpose of the plan is to provide for vehicular, pedestrian,
equestrian, and bicyele safery, and to minimize adverse LOS, including neighborhood traffic impacts during
project construction. This plan shall include the following components:

L. A striping and signing plan including ofisite traffic control devices, shall be prepared by the Applican
and shall be reviewed and approved by the County Traffic Engineer;
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[

An analvsis of traffic volumes on roadways where one-way traffic control would be sequired, 1l any, to
deierming whether the houtrs of such controi should be imited,

Lad

Pravision of Mlac persons as nucessary (o facilitate traffic flow through construciion areas;

4. Arranging construction schedules o hegin and end during off-peak hours, as necessary and feasible as
approved by Placer County; and

A community relations program 1o be implemented prior 1o and during the construction peniod.

h

The Applicant shatl implement the Construction traffic Management Plan.
Significance afier Mitigation:
Lcss than dSignificam

Impact 3-2  Under Existing Plus Project conditions with PFE Road open, the proposed project would cause
Walerga Road south of the Dry Creck Bridge to experience a volume to capacity ratio increase
at 2 substandard LOS condition, Walerga Road south of the Dry Creck Bridge to experience a
volume to capacity ratio inerease at a substandard LOS condition, and Walerga Road south of
PEE Road to operate at LOS F conditions. This impact is considered Significant.

Findings:

Changes or alterations have been required in, or incorporated into, the project that substanually lessen, but do nol
avoid, the potentially significant environmental effect associated with this impact in the short term. No mitigatian 1s
available to render the effects less than significant. The effects {or some of the effects) therefore remain significant
and unavoidable.

Explanation:

As described m the EIR, development of the Speaific lan under existing plus project conditions would cause the
1LOS on the segment of Walerga Road rom PFE Road to the Placer County Hne (o degrade from LOS E 10 LOSF,
the segment of Walerga Road from the Baseline Road to the Dry Creek Bridge to degrade by volume 1o capacity
ratio of 2 percent and the segment of Walerga Road from the Dry Creck Bridge to PFE Road to degrade by volume
to capacity ratio of 5 percent. The widemng of this sectiom of Walerga Road to four lanes 15 included in Placer
County’s CIP and traffic miligation (ees. Widening of Walerpa Road to four lanes from the Baseling Read 1o the
Placer County line would provide LOS A and would reduce this impact to a less-than-sigmbicant level.

The Applicant is oblized to pay traffic mitigation fees and to construct certain improvements that are included in the
fee program, as outlined in the Development Agreement. However, until the County’s Walerga Road Bridge project
is completed, Walerga Road will operate below LOS standard al ihe approaches to the bridge. This would be a
significant impact undil the Walerga Road improvements are constructed.

Mitigation Measures:

Mitigation Measnrce 9-2a: Pay an in lien fee and constract Walerga Road frontage improvements from the
D1y Creek Bridge to the Tlacer County line.

The bridge at Dry Creek will remain a two-lane structure until the County’s Walerga Road Dridge project is
complete. The proposed project shall pay a fee to Placer County for [rontage improvements within the
construction influence of the Walerga Road Bridge project in liew of construciion with the project. Frontage
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impiovements along the Specific Plan frontage, outside the bridge influence area, shali be constructed with
the project. The project shall contribute a fajr share or widen Walerga Road 1o four lanes Irom the southern
limit of the County’s Dry Creek Road bridge project 1o the Placer County hne.

Aditigation Measure 9-2b: Contribule a fair share to widen Walerga Road from the Dry Creek Bridge to
Baseline Road

The project shall pay a fair share of widening Walerga Road fraom the Div Creek Bridge to Baseline Roazd
vig traffic mitigation fees. Construction of this improvement would provide 1.OS 4 There would be a
significant and unavoidable impact in the short-term unti this improvement is constructed. Tn the long term,
with the construction of the Walerga Road improvements, the impact would be reduced o a Tess than-
significam Jevel.

Significance after Mitigation:
Signiftcant and Unavoidable in the short term; [ess than Significant in the long tenn

Impaet 9-3  Under Existing Plus Project conditions with PFE Road open, the proposed project would cause
the fellowing intersections to operate at 1.OS F: Locust Road at Baseline Road and Watt
Avenue at PFE Road, and would cause the volume to capacity ratio to increase at Watt Avenue
at Baseline Road, Walerga Road at Baseline Road, and Walerga Road at PFE Road, which
already operafe at substandard LOS conditions. This impact is considered Significant.

Findings:

Changes or alterations have been required 1o, or incorporated into, the project that substanhally lessen, but do not
avoid, the potentially significant environmental effect associated with this impact in the short term. No mitigation is
available to render the cffects less than significant. The effects (or some of the effects) therefore remain significant
and unavoidable,

EFaxplanation:

‘The EIR indicates that development of the Specific Plan under existing conditions with PFE Road open would
cause impacts at the following Placer County intersections (1) Locust Road and Baseline Road; (2) Watt Avenue
and baschine Road; (3) Walerga Road and Baseline Road; {(4) Watt Avenue and PFE Road; and (5} Walerga Road
and PFT Road. The widening of Watt Avenue and Walerga Road are included i Placer County’s CIP, The
widening of Basehne Road is included in the Joint City of Roseville/Ilacer County Fee Program. Intersection
improvements are mcluded in the Citv/County CILI" and resulting impact lees. Developer participation in these fee
programs through a fair share payment, together with similar fair share paymenis from other projects, will facilitate
ihe following improvements, Certain improvements will be constructed by Specific Plan-area developers, for fee
credit andior ccunbursement. There would be a sigmiicant and unavoldable impact in the short term until the
following improvements are constricted. In the long term. with the consiruction of the toliowing improvements, the
impacl would be reduced 1o a less-than-significant level,

Mitigation Mcasures:

Mitigation Mcasure 9-3a: Cooiribute a fair share o widen the intersections of Locust Road and Baseline
Road, Watt Avenue and Baseline Road, and Walerga Road and Bascline Road.

The proposed project shall contribute a fair share payment toward the fniln\ving.imprm'emcnl.s:
i Construct a second through lane on the eastbound and westbound approaches to improve the intersection
of Locust Road and Baseling Road to LOS B (delay 13.0) in the a.m. peak hour and LOS B {delay 14.7)
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i the pun. peak hoar.
i, Conatruct 2 second through lane on the casthound and westhound approaches to unprove the interseciion
. of Wan Avenue and Baseline Road to LOS A (V/C 0.60) in the p.m. peak hour.
i, Construct a second through lane on the southbound approach, and a second left umn Tane on the
eastbound and westhound approaches, to improve the intersecton of Fiddyment Road/Walerga Road and
Bascline Road to LOS B (V/C 0.70) mn the p.m. peak hoor.

Fitigation Measure 9-3b: Contribute a fair share or widen the intersections of Wart Avenue and PFE Rund
and Walerga Road and PFE Road.

The proposed preyect shall comnbute a fair share or construct the foflowing wprovements:
i Construct a traffic signal, a northbound and southbound left tur lane and a northbound right tum lane (o
improve the ntersection of Wart Avenue and PFE Road o LOS B (VAC 0,58 10 the am. peak hour and
LOS A{VAC 00.49) in the p.an. peak hour
1. Constroet a second through 1ane on both the northbound and southbound approaches, to improve the

intersection of Walerga Road and PFE Road to LOS B (V/C 0.69) in the a.m. peak hour and LOS D
(V/C 0.83) in the p.m. peak hour. '

Significance aflter Mitigation:

Significant and Unavoidable in the short term; Less than Significant in the long term

Impact 9-4  Under Existing P'lus Project conditions with PFE Road open, the pruj:uscd project would
increase traflic mlumes on City of Roseville intersections, This impact is considered Less than
Stgnificant.

Findings:

Under CEQA, no miligation measures are required for impacts that are less than sﬂﬂmﬁ ant. {(Pub. Rescurces Code,
§ ?1002 CEQA Guidelines, §§ 151264, subd. (a)(3), 13091}

Explanation:

The analvsis and conclusions of the EIR indicale that development of the Specific Plan under existing conditions
wonld not cause significant unpucts om City of Roseville intersections.

Mitigation Measures:

No mitigation measures are requirgd.

Significance after Mitigation:

This Iiopact is less than significant without mitigation.

Impact 9.5 WUoder Existing Plus Project conditiohs with PFE Road open, the proposed project would
increase raffic volumes on Sacramento County roadway segmenis. This impact is considered
Less than Significant,

Findings:

Under CLOA, no mitigatton measures are reguired for impacts that are iess than significant. (Pub. Resources Code,
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§ 21002, CEQA Guidelines, §§ 151264, subd. {a)(3), 15091}
Explanation:

The analysis and conclusions of the EIR indicate that development of ihe proposed Specific [Mlan under existing
cemditions with PUE Road open would not cause significant impacts on Sacramenie County roadway segments.

Mitication Measures:

O MHLEANO measures are required.

Significance after Mitigation:

This Impact i3 less than significant without mitigation,

Lmpact -6  Under Existing Plus Project conditions with PFE Road open, the proposed project would
increase traffie volumes at Sacramento County intersections. This impact is considered Less
than Significant.

Findings:

Under CEQA,L no mitigation measures are required for impacts that are less than sigmficant. (Pub. Rescurces Code,
§ 21002; CEQA Guidclines, §§ 15126.4, subd. (2)(3). 15091 )

HEaplanation:

The analysis and conclusions of the FIR jndicate that development of the proposed Spectfic Plan under existing
conditions with PI'L Road open would not cause significant impacts at Sacramento County intersections.

Mitigation Measures:

Ng mingation measures are regaired.

Significance after Mitigation:

This Impact is less than significant without mitigation.

Impact 9-7  Under Existing Plus Project conditions with PFE Road open, the proposed project would
increase traflic volumes on Sutter County roadway segments, 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; CLEOQA Guidelines, §§ 15126.4, subd. (a)(3), 15091.)

Explanation:

‘The analvsis and conclusions of the LR indicate that development of the proposed Specitic Plan under existing
conditions with PFE Road open would not cause sigaificant impacts on the Sutter County roadway segnient within
the transportation analysis study arca.

Faoio Vinevard Spece(ic Plan A8
Findings of Tact and
Starement of Oven ling Consderaiion



Mitigation Measures:

Mo omiliganon measwres are required.

Significance after Mitigation:

This Impact is less than significant withouwt miligation,

impact 9-8  Under Existing Plus Frojeci conditions with PFE Road open, the proposed project waubd
increase volumes on SR 65 south of Blue Oaks Boulevard, and T-80, from Watt Avenue 10 SK
65, which currently operate at sabstandard LOS F conditions. This impact is considered
Significant.

Findings:

Changes ot alterations have been required m, or incorporated into, the project that substanially lessen, bur do not
avoid, the potentially significant environmental effect associated with this immpact in the shorl tern. No mitigation 18
available to render the effects less than significant. The etfects (or some of the effects) therelote remain significant
and unavoldable.

Explanation:

As indicated by the ETR, development of the propased Specific Plan under existing conditions with PFL Road open
would cause significant impacts at the lollowing State Highway segments: {13 SR 65 from Blue Oaks Boulevard 1o
1-80; (2) [-80 from Watl Avenue to SR 63, Both these highway segments currently operates at 4 substandard LOS
F. The Specific Plan developers would make a fair share pavment through the SPRTA fecs, together with similar
fair share payments from other projects, toward widening State Route 65 by two lanes to six lanes from Rlue Oaks
Boulevard to 1-80. There would be a significant and unavoidable impact in the short tenm until the State Route 65
inprovement is coustructed. In the long term, with the construction of the State Route 65 improvement, the impact
would be reduced to a less than significant level, The widening of 1-80, from Riverside Avenuc to SR 63, by two
lanes, for a total of cight lancs is partially funded by state [unding sources. There would be o significant and
unaveidable impact in the short term uniil the I-80 improvement s constructed. In the long term, with the
construction of the I-80 improvement, the impact would be reduced to a less-than-significant level.

Mitigation Measures:

Mitigation Measure 9-8a: Contribute o fair share to widen SR 65 from Blue Caks Boulevard te
SR 65 : '

The Applicant proposes to make a [air share payment through the SPRTA fees, together with similar fatr
share payments from other projects, wward widening State Route 65 by bwo lanes 1o six Tanes from Blue
Oaks Boulevard 1o 1-80. There would be a significant and unavoidable impact in the short term until the

Stale Route 65 impravement is constructed. In the fong term, with the construction of the State Route 63
improvement, the impact would be reduced to a less-than-significant level.

Significance after Mitigation:
Significant and [Tnavoidable in the short term; Less than Significant in the Long Term

Empact 9-9  Under Existing Plus Project conditions with PFE Road open, the proposed project would
increase delay at the following stale highway intersections that carrently operate at a
substandard LOS: SR 70799 at Riego Read, and SR 70/9% at Flverta Road. This impact is
considered Significant.
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T lidillgs:

Changes or alterations have heen required m, er incorporated into, the project that substantially lessen, but do not
avold, the potemially significant environmental effect associsted with this impact. Ne mithgation is available
render the cffects less than significant. The effects {or some of (he efiects) therefore remain lemf'L,mn and
unavoidable.

Fxplananon:

Linder Existing Plus Project conditions with PFE Road open, no improvements were assumed for state highway
_mtersechions in the transportation analysis study area beyond existing conditions. The analysis in the E[R indicates
that development of the proposed Specific Plan under existing conditions with PIE Road open would canse a
signtficant impact at the Stae Highway intersection of SR 70/99 and Riego Road which already operates at a
substandard LOS F in the a.m. peak hoor. Specific Plan developers would make a fair share payment, which
together with similar fair share payments from other projects, would fund construction of the Riego Road
interchange. There would be a significant and unavoidable impact in the short term until the Riego Road
interchange i1s constructed. No fee program for the Riepo Road interchange currently exists. Due to the fact that the
Riego Reoad interchange 15 not fully funded, and because no timeirame for completion has heen deternmingd, the
rrmpact 1s significant and unavoidable,

Afitigation Measures:

Mitigation Measure #-9a: Contribute a {air share to construct an interchange to replace the ‘?;R T0/99 'md
Ricgo Road intersection

The Applicant proposed 1o make a fair share payvment, wgether with similar fair share payiments from other
projects, toward consiructing an interchange to replace the SR 70/99 and Riego Road intersection. No fee
program for the Riego Road interchange currently exists. Due to the fact that the Riego Road interchange is
not {ully funded. and no timeframe for completion has been determined, the impact remains significant and
unavoldable,

Signiftcance after Mitigalion:
Signtficant and Unaveidable

Impact 9-i0 Under Existing Plus Project conditions with PFE Road closed, the proposed project weuld
cause Walerga Road south of Baseline Road, Walerga Road south of the Dry Creek Bridge,
and YWalerga Road south of PFE Road to operate at LOS E conditions. 'This impact is
considered Significant.

Findings:

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

Explanation:

The analysis in the IR of Existing Plus Project conditions with PFE Road closed assumed that al! the inleral
roadways 1o the proposed specific plan area would be fully implemented, including the fronlage improvements on
border roads; however, no ofisite improvements were assumed With the cJosure of PFE Road, existing traffic
Jacin Mineyard Speaific Plan S0
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would be redistributed. The analvsis indicates that full development ¢f the Specific Plan under existing ¢condibons
with PEE Road closed would cause LOS on the segment of Waicrga Road {rom Baseline Read o PFE Road 1o
degrade from LOS I 1o LOS F and Walerga Road frem PI'E Road 1o the Placer County line (o degrade from 1.O5S C
te LOYS I

The Applicant is obliged to pay watfic aurigation (ees and to construct certain imprevements that are included in the
fee program., as omlined in the Development Agreement. However, unul the County’s Walerga Road Bridge project
15 completed, Walerga Road will operate below LOS standard at the approaches to the bridge. This would be a
significant impact until the Walerga Road improvements are constructed.

f¥iittgation Measures:

Flitigation Measure 9-1ka: Tmplement Mitigation Measure $-2a: Pay anin liev fee and construct
Walerga Road frontage improvements from the Dry Creck Bridge to the Placer County line

The proposed project shall mplement Mitigation Measure 9-2a (Pav an in licu fee and construct Walerga
Road frontage improvements from the Dy Creek Bridge (o the Placer County line), which 15 descnbed
above. Wih implementation of this mitigation measure, this roadway segment would operate at LOS AL
There would be a significant and unavoidable impact in the short term until this improvement is constructed.
In the long terny, with the construction of the Walerga Road improvement, the impact would be reduced 1o 2
less-than-significant level

Mitigation Measure 9-10b: Implement Mitigation Measure 9-2h: Contribute & fair share to widen
Walerga Hoad from the I}ry Creek Bridge to Baseline Road

The proposed pro;ect shall ymplement Mitigation Measure 9-2b (Contribute a fale share 1o widen Walerga
Road from the Dry Creek Bridge to Basetine Road), which is described above. With implementation of this
mitigation measure. this roadway segment would operate at LOS A. There would be a significanr and
wravoidable impact in the short term ontil this inprovement is constructed. Tn the long term, with the
construction of the Walerga Road improvement, the impact would be reduced (o a less-than-significant
level,

Significance alter Mitigation:
Stgniticant and Unavoidable i the short term; Less than Significant in the leng term

fmpact 9-11 Under Existing Plus Project conditions with PFE Road closed, the proposed project would
' cause the following intersections to operate at LOS F: Locust Road at Baseline Road and
Walerga Road at PFE Road; wonld cause the follewing intersections to operate at LOS E:
Walerga Road at Bascline Road and Watt Avenue at PFE Road; and would cause the volume
to capacity ratio to increase at Watt Avenue at Baseline Road, which already ﬂperates at a
substandard LOS condition. This impact is considered Significant.

Findings:

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

Exglanalion:

The BIR indicates that developinent of the Specific Plan under existing plus-project conditions sith PFE Road
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closed would cause impacts at the following Placer County intersections (1} Locost Road and Buseline Road; (2)
Watt Avenue and baseline Road; (3) Walersa Road and Bascline Road, (4) Watt Avenue and PFE Read; and (5)
Walerga Road and PFE Read. The widening of Watt Avenue, and Walerpa Road are inctuded in Placer County’s
CIP. The wadening of l3aseline Road ig included in the Jomt Ciry of Roseville/FPlacer County Fee Program.
Tmterscetion impravements are included in the Cinv/County CIP and resulting impact fees. Peveloper participation
in these fee programs through a fair share payment, together with similar fair share payments from other projects,
will tacilitaie the fellowing improvements. Certain improvements will be constructed by Specific Plan-area
developers, Tor lee credit and/or reimbursement. There would be a significant and unavoidable impact in the short
term until the following improvements are constructed. v the long term, with the construction of the following
unproverenis, the unpact would be reduced to a less-than-significant level.

Kitigation Measures:

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

The proposed project shall pay its fair share toward the constroction of the following improvements.

i, Construct Mitigation Measure 9-3a(i) to improve the intersection of Locust Road and Baseline Road to
LOS B {delay [3.0) mn the a.m. peak hour and LOS B (delay 14.8) in the p.n. peak hour.

it.  Construct Mitigation Measure 9-3a(ii) to improve the intersection of Watt Avenue and Baseline Road 1o
' LOS B (VT 0.63) inthe p.m. peak hour.
. Construct Mitigation Measure 9-3a(tii) to improve the intersection of Walerga Road and Baseline Road

o LOS Y (VIC 0.83) m the am. peak hour and LOS C {V/C 0.76) 10 the p.m. peak hour.

Mitigation Measure 9-11b: Coniribute a fair share or widen the intersections of Watl Avenue and
PTE Road, and Walerga Road and PFE Road

The proposed profect shall contribute a faire share or construct the following improvements:
i.  Construct Mitigation Measure 9-3b(1) to unprove the inerseciion of Watt Avenue and PFE Road 10 1.0
B{V/C 0.54) 1n the a mo peak hour and LOS B (V/C 0.50) in the p.me peak hour,
it “Construct Mitigation Measure 9-3b{1i) to improve the intersection of Walerga Road and PFE Road to
LOS & (V/C 0.48) in the am. peak hour and LGS B (V/C 0.68) in the p.m. peak hour,
Significance after Mitigation:
Significant and Unavoidable in the short term; Less than Significant in the long term.
Empact 9-12 Under Existing Plas Project conditions with PFE Road closed, the proposed project would
increase traffic volumes on City of Rescville intersections. This impact is considered Less than
Significant. '

Findings:

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

Explanation:

The analysis and conclusions of the EIR indicate that development of the Specific Plan under existing plus project
conditions with PFE Road clesed would not cause significant impacts on City of Roseville intersections.
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WEitigation Measuves:

No mInganon measures are required.

Significance after Mitigation:

This Impact 13 less than signsficant without mitigalior.

Impact 9-13  Under Existing Plus Prﬁjcct conditions with PI'F. Road closed, the proposed pr.njcct would

increase traffic volumes on Sacramento County roadways. This impact is considered Lesy than
Significani. .

Findings:

Under CEQA, no mitigation measures are required for impacts that are less than significant. {Pub. Resources Code, .
§ 21002; CEQA Guidelines, §8 15126.4, subd. (a)(3), 15091)

Explanation:

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

Mitigation Measures:

Na mittgation measures are required.

Significance after Mitigation:

_ This Impact 15 less than significant without mitigation.

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

Findings:

Under CEQA, no mitizgation measures are required {or impacts that are less than significant. {Pub. Resources Code,
§ 21002, CEOQA Godelines, §6 151264, subd. {a3(3), 15091

Explanation:

The analysis and conclusions of the ETR indicate that development of the Specific Plan under existing plus project
conditions with PFE Road closed would nor cause signilicant impacts on County of Sacramento intersections.

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

T his Iimpact s less than sigmficant witheut mitigation.
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fmpact 913 TUnder Existing Plus Project conditions with PFE Road closed, the proposed project would
increase traffic volumes on Sutter Ceounty roadway segments. This impact is considered Less
than Significant.

Findings:

(Inder CLOA, no mitigation measures are required for impacis that are less than significant. (Pub. Resourcés Code,
§ 21002; CEOA Guidelines, §§ 15126.4, subd. (a)(3), 13091.)

Explanation:

The analvsis and conclusions of the IR imdicate that development of the Specific Plan under existing plus project
condinens with PFE Road closed would not cause sigmiticant impacts on Sutter County roadways.

ditization Measures:

.?\’0 ririgation measures are required.

Signiﬁcanéc after Mitigation:

This Impact is less than significant without nuitigation,

Impact 9-16 Under Existing Flus ’roject conditions with PFE Road closed, the proposed project would
increase volumes on SR 63, south of Blue (Gaks Blvd, and §-80, from Walt Avenue to SR 65,
which carrently eperate at substandard LOS F conditions, This impact is considercd
Significant. '

Findings:

Changes or alterations have been required in, or incorporated nto, the project that substantially lessen, but do not
avoid, the potentially significant environmental effect associated with this impact. No mitigation is available 10
repder the effects less than significant. The cffects (or some of the effects) therefore remain significant and
unavoldakle,

Explanation:

As mdicated by the EIR, development of the proposed Specific Plan under existing plus project conditions with PFE
Road closed would cause signibicant impacts at the following State Highway segments: (1) SR 65 from Blue OQaks
Boulevard w 1-50; (2} 1-80 from Watt Avenue to SR 63, Both these highway segments currently operates at a
substandard LOS F. The Specific Plan developers would make a fair share payment through the SPRTA fees,
together with similar {air share payvments from other projects, toward widemng State Route 63 by two lanes to six
lunes from Blue Oaks Boulevard to I-80. There would be a significant and unavoidable impact in ihe short termn
until the State Route 65 improvement is constructed. In the long term, with the construction of the State Route 63
improvement, the impact would be reduced 10 a less than significant level. The widening of 1-80, from Riverside
Avenue to SR 635, by two lanes, for a tota] of eight lanes is partially funded by state funding sources. There would
be a significant and unavoidable impact in the short term until the I-8¢ improvement 1s consiructed. In the long
term, with the construction of the [-80 improvement, the impact'would be reduced to a less-than-significant level.
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Mitigation Measures:

Ritigation Measure 9-16a: Contribute 2 fair shave te widen S 65 to six lanes from Blue Caks
Boulevard to 1-80

The proposcd project shall contribute it fair share woward Mitigation Mcasure 9-8a. Even with
nnplementation of this mitigation measure, this roadway segment would operate at LOS F.

Significance after Mitigation:
Significant and Unavoidable in the short term; less than signiticant in the long term.

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

Findings:

Changes or alierations have been required in, or incorporated into, the project that substantially lessen, but do not
avoid, the potentially significant environmental effect associated with this impact. No mitigation 15 available (o
render the effects less than significant. The effects (or some of the cffcets) therefore remain significant and
unavoldable. :

Explanation:

Linder Existing Plus Project cenditions with PFE Road closed, ne improvements were assumed for stale highway
mtersections in the transporation analysis study arca beyond existing conditions. The analysts in the FIR indicates
that development of the proposed Specific Plan under existing condiions with PFE Roead ¢losed would cause a
significant impact at the State Highway intersection of SR 70/99 and Riego Road which alrcady operates at a
substandard LOS F in the am. peak hour. Specific Plan developers would make a fair share payment, which
together with similar fair share payments from other projects, would fund construction of the Riego Road

- interchange, There would be a significant and unaveidable impact in the short tenn until the Riego Road
interchange s constructed. No fee program for the Ricgo Road interchange currently exists. Due to the fact that the
Ricgo Road niterchange s not fully funded, and because no umeframe for completion has been determined, the
impact is signilicant and unavoidable.

Mitigation Measures:

Mitigation Measure 9-17a: Countribute a fuir share (o constructing an interchange at the intersection of SR
T with Riego Road

The Applicant proposes to contribute its fair share toward Mitigation Measure 9-9a, With implementation of this
mitigation measure, this intersection would operatc at LOS € or beter.

Significance after Mitigation:

Significant and Unavoidable
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impact 9-18  Addifional transi patrons will not be accommodated by existing transit service. This impaet is
considered Potentially Significant,

Findings:

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

Explanation:

The Specific Plan would generate a demand for new transit services. If transit services are not provided to the
Specific plan area, an “unmet transit need” would likcly be identifled prior to buildout of the Specific Plan. To
meel a potential unmet transit need, Placer County would need o provide a reasonable amount of transit service 10
the Specific Plan area. The proposed project would construct bus stops on northbound Watt Avenue north of PFE
‘Road, westbound PFE Road along the Commercial property and westbound PFE Road east of Watt Avenue. Bus
stops would be construcied along with roadway frontage improvements on PFE Road and Wan Avenue.

A Communizy Service Area (CSA) to cover transit service to the praposed Project may be {onned andfor the
Applicant may seek aonexation Lo the proposed Placer Vinevards project CSA west of the Plan Arca. The Counry
may consider implementing one CSA boundary to cover both of these proposed project sies. The proposed project
shall create a CSA to fund the cost of transit services and any related capital costs for buses, passenger amenitics,
and facilities. If a CSA 15 implemented, this impact would be reduced o a less-than-sigmificant level. If not, this
inpact would remain sigmificant

Mitigation Measures:
Mitization Measurc 2-18a: Create a Community Service Area to cover Transit Service

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

Significance after Mitigation:
Less than Significant

Impaci 9-19 Under Cumulative Plus Project conditions with PFE Road epen, the proposed projeci would
cause PFIE Road cast of Watt Avenue te operate at LOS E. Walerga Road south of PFE Road
and Baseline Road west of Lecust Road would have an increased volume to capacity ratie of
more than 1 percent at an already substandard LOS. This impact is considered Significant.

Findings:

Changes or alterations have been required in, or incorporated into, the project that substantially lessen, but do not
avoid, the potentially significant environmental etfect associated with this impact. No mitigation 1s available to
render the effects iess than significant. The effects {or some of the effects) therefore remain signiticant and
unavordahble. : . .

Explanation: -

As deseribed in the EIR, full development of the Specific IPlan under Cumulative Plus Project conditions with PTE
Road open would cause LOS 1o degrade on the fullowing segments: (1) Walerga Road south of PFE Road would
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operate at LOS F and the volume 1o capacity ratio would increase by 2 percent; (2} Baseline Road west of Locusy
Road would operate at 1.0OS T and the volume to capacily ratio would increase by 1 percent; and (3) PFE Road
froony Walt Avenue 1o Walerga Road would degrade from [.OS C o OIS E

The widemng of PFE Road w four Lines s included in the County CIP, as s the widening of Walerga Road {to four
fanes) and Watt Avenue (1o six lanes) between Basehine Road and the Sacramento County line. Development
within the Specific Plan will cunstruct one westbound lane on PTE Road as pan of required frontage improvements.
Fair share funding for addmonallane improvements will be made through developer participation in the CIP
program. However, due 1o the uncertainty as to whether sufficient funds can be obtained to actually build this
improvement prior to full demand from cumulative development, and that further widenming of Walerga Road 10 six
lanes or Baseline Road to eight lanes 15 not feasibie, this impact 15 considered potemially significanl.

Mitteation Measures:

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

The proposed praject shall contribute 1ts far share toward the widening of PFE Road to four lanes from
Walt Avenue to Walerga Road. With nnplementation of this mitigation measure, this roadway segment
would operate at LOS A '

Significance after Mitigation:
Significant and Unavoidable

Impact 9-20 Under Cumubative Plus Project conditions with PFE Road open, the proposed project would
cause the intersection of Watt Avenuc at PFE Read to operate at 1.OS I}, and the following
intersections to have an increase in the volume to capacity ratio of more than 1 percent at a
substandard LOS: Watt Avenue at Baseline Road, Fiddyment Road/Walerga Road at Baseline
Roud, Walerga Road at PFT Road, and Cook-Rioto Road at PFE Road. This impact is
considered Significant.

Findings:

~Changes or alterattons have been requited i, or incorporated nto, the project that substantially lessen, but do not
avod, the potentially significant environmental cffect assoclated with this impact. No mitigation is available o
render the eftects less than significant. The elfeets (or some of the effects) therefore remain significant and
unavoidable.

Explanation:

The analysis i the EIR indicates that developinent of the Specitic Plan under Cumulative Plus Project conditions
with PFE Koad open would cause the LOS to degrade at the following intersections: {1) Watt Avenue and Bascline
Road; (2) Fiddyment Road/Walerga Road and Baseline Road; (3} Walergs Road and PFE Road; (4) Cook-Rialo
Foud and PFE Road; {5) “West™ Road and PFE Road; and (63 “East” Road and PFE Road. Intersection
mprovements are included in the City/County CIP and resuling impact fees, or are addressed in the Developnent
Agreement. Developer participation in these fee proerams through a fair share payment, together with similar fair
sharc payvinents from other projects, will facilitate the following mmprovements. Certain improvemenis will be
construcied by Specific Plan-area developers, for fee credit andfor reimbursement. There would be a sigmificant and
unavoidable iopact iy the short term until the following uprovements are constructed. [n the Yong term, with the
construction of the following improvements identifted in Mitigation Measure 9-20a_ the impact wonld be reduced o
a less-than-signihicant level.
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The EIR concluded that there is no feasible mingation measure for the intersection of Wan Avenue and Baseline
Road and the intersection of Fiddyment Road/Walerga Road and Baseline Road. Moreover, the EIR conciuded that
there 13 no feasible mitgation measure for the intersection of *West” Road and PFE Road (a traffic signal is nou -
warranted .

wlitigation Measures.

Mitigation Measure 9-2ka: Contribute a fair share to widéning the intersection of Walerga Road and PFE
Road, signahzing the indersection of Cook Riolo Road and PFE Road, and signalizing the intersection of
“East” Road and PFE Road.

The proposed project shall contribute its far share woward the following improvements:

i.  Construct a third through fane on the noriitbound and southbound approaches; a sccond through lane (o
the eastbound and wesibound approaches; and a second lefi-turn lane to the northbound, eastbound, and
weslbaund approaches ta improve the intersection of Walerga Road and PFE Road. With
implementation of this mitigalion measure, this intersection would operate at .OS E.

ii.  Construct a traffic signal and left turn tanes on all approaches 1o improve the inrersection of Cook- Riolo
Foad and PI'E Road1o LOS C in the a.m. peak hour and LOS E in the p.m. peak hour.

ii.  Construct a traffic signal to improve the intersection of “East” Road and PFE Read to LOS A in the aun,
peak hour and LOS A in the pm. peak howur.

Significance aflter Mitigation:
Significant and Unavoidable

Impact 2-21 Upder Comulative Plus Project conditions with PFE Road open, the proposed project would
increase traffic volumes at City of Roseville intersections. This impact is considered Less than
Significant.

Findings:

Uinder CEQA, no mitigalion measures are required for impacts that are less than significant. (Pub. Resources Code,
& 21002, CEQA Guidelmes, §8 153126.4, sithd. {u)(3), 13091)

Explanation:

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

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

‘Vhis Impact is less than significant without mitigation,
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Impact 9-22 Under Camulative Plus Project conditions with PEE Road open, the proposed project would
increase traffic volumes on Sacramenio County roadways. This impact is considered Legs than
Sipnificant.

Fincdings:

Under CEQA, ne mitigation mcdqures arc required for impacts that are less than significant. (Pub. Resources C ‘nde,
§ 21002, CEQA Guidelines, §§ 15126.4. subd. (a)(3), 15091 )

Fxplanation:

This anatysis in the IR indicates that development of the proposed project under Cumulative Plus Project with PFE
Road open conditions would not cause significant impacts on Sacramento County roadways.

Mitigation Measures:

No mitigation measures are required.

Significance after Mitigation:

This hnpact is less than sigmuficant without mitigation.

Impact 9-23  Under Cuimulative Plus Project conditions with PFE Road open, the proposed project wounld
increase traffic volomes at Sacramento County intersections, This impact is considered Less
than Stgnificant.

Bindings:

Under CEOQA, no nitigation measures are required for impacts that are less than significant. (Pub. Resmnu,s Code,
& 21002; CEQA Guidelines, §§ 15126 4, subd. (a)(3). 15091) :

Explapation:

This analysis in the ETR indicates that development of the proposed project under Cummulative Plus Project with PFE
Road gpen condijons would not cause significant impacts-on Sacramento County inlersections.

Mitigation Measures:

.

No mitgation neasures are required.
Significance after Mitigution:
This Impact 15 less than signiticant without mitigauon.

impact 9-74  Under Cumulative Plus Project conditions with PFE Road open, the proposed project would
increase traffic volomes on Sutter County roadway segments. This lmpam is considered [ess
than Significani.

Findings:
Uinder CLEQA, no mitigation measurcs are required for impacts that are Jess thap significant. {Pub. Resources Code,
§ 21002; CEOA Guidelines, §§ 15126.4, subd. (a}3), 15091.)
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" Explanation:.

This analvsis in the EIR indicates that development of the proposed project under Comulative Plus Project with PFE
Road open conditions would not cause significant impacts on Sutter County roadways.

Mitigation Measures:

No mitigation measures are required,

Significance afier Mitigation:

This Iinpactis less than significant without mitigation.

Impact 9-3%  Under Cumulative Plus Project conditions with PFE Roud epen, the propesed project would
contribute traffic 1o the freeway scgment between Riege Road and Elkhorn Beulevard on SR
70/99 and bebween Watt Avenue and Eureka Road on [-80, which would be operating at LOS F
under Cumulative Ne Project conditions, This impact is considered Significant.

Findings:

Changes or alterations have been required in, or incorporated into, the project that substantially lessen, but do not
avold, the potentialiv significant environmental effect associated with this impact. No mitigation is available to
render Lthe effects kess than sigmificant. The etfects (or some of the effects) therefore remain significant and
unavaidable, ' '

Explanation:

The analysis in the EIR indicates that development of the proposed Specific Plan under Cumulative Plus Project
conditrons with PEL Road open would cause significant impacts at the fellowing State Highway segments: (1) SR
70/99 from Riego Road 1o [-3, that would operate at a substandard LOS without the project; and (2} 1-80 from Wan
Avenue o Fureka Road, that would operate at a substandard 1.OS F without the project. Fotire improvements that
would mitigate the impact 1o stale highways are not identified as an element of any existing fce program and
inclusion of these unprovements in a future fee program is not proposed or contemplated. Moreover, the widening
of 1-80 from Wall Avenue 10 Eureka Road, bevond the eight-lane widening from Riverside Avenueto SR 65, is nol
included 1n the MTP, and may not be feasible. Therefore these impacts would be significant and unavoidable unless
. and until improvements are ultimately completed.

Aitngation Measures:

Neo feasible mitigation is available.

Significance after Mitigation:

Significant and Unavoidable

Impact 2-26 Under Comulaiive Plus Project conditions with PFE Road open, the proposed project would
increase traffic volumes at state highway intersections. This impact is considered Lesy than
Significant. '

Findings:

Under CEQA, ne mitigaiion measures are required for impacts that are less than significant. (Pub. Resources Code,
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§ 21002, CEOQA Guidelines, §§ 131204, subd {a)(3) 15091
Explanation: -

Development of the proposed Specific Plan under Comulative Plus Preject conditions with PFE Road open would
not cause impacls at state highway intersections, '

Muligation Measures:

No nﬁtig.—nion measures are required.

Signiﬁcsnéc after Mitigation:

This linpact 1s le5s than significant without muigation.

Epact 9-27  Under Cumulative Flus Project conditions with PFE Roead closed, the proposed project swould
cause Watt Avenue south of Baseline Road and PFE Road cast of Watt to operate at LOS E.
Walerga Road south of PFE Road and Baseline Road from Watt Avenue to Walerga Road
would have an increased volume to capacity ratio of more than T percent at a substandard
LO5, This impact is considered Sigaificant.

Findings:

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

Explanation:

As deseribed inthe EIR, full development of the Specitic Plan under Cumalative Plus Project conditions with PFE
Road closed would cause LOS (o degrade on the following sepments: (1) Wan Avenue from Bascline Road to Dyer
Lane would degrade from LOS C 1o L.OS D; (2) Walerga RRoad south of PFE Road would operate a1 108 F and the
volume (o capacity ratio would increase by 4 percent; (3) Baseline Road from Watt Avenue to Walerza Road would
operate al LOS E and the volume to capacity ratio would increase by [ pescent. PIE Road from Wan Avenue 1o
Walerga Road would degrade from LOS D o LOSE.

The widening of PFE Road to four lanes is included in the County CIP, as 15 the widening of Walerga Road (1o four
lanes) and Watt Avenue (1o six lanes) between Baseline Road and the Sacramento County line. Development
within the Specihic Plan will construct one westhbound lane on PFE Road as part of required frontage improvements.
Fair share funding for additional lane improvements will be made through developer participation in the CIP
program. However, due o the uncenainty as 1o whether sufficient matching funds can be obtained 1o acrually build
this improvement prior fo full demnand from cumulative development, and that further widening of Walerga Road to
six lanes or Baseline Road 1o eight lanes is not feasible, this iropact s considered poienually significam.

Mitigation Mceasures:

Mitigation Measure 9-27u: Emplement Mitigation Measure 9-19a (Contribute a fair share to widen FFE Road
to four lanes from Watt Avenue to Walerga Road)

Sigmificance after Miligaﬁcm:
significant and Unavoidable
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Impact 8-28  Under Cumunlative Pius Project conditions with TFE Road closed, the proposed project would
cause the intersection of Watt Aveoue at PFL Road to operate at LOS D, and the following
intersections to have an increase i the volume to capacity rafio of more than 1 percent ata
substandard LOS: Wait Avenue with Bascline Road, Walerga Road with I'FE Read, and
Cook-Rivlo Road with PFE Road. This impact is considered Sigaificant.

Findings:

Changes or alterations have been required in, or incorporated into, the project that substantially lessen, but do not
avoud, the potentally sigmificant environmental effect associated wiath this impact. No mitigation 1s available to
render the eflects less than significant. The effects {or seme of the eftects) therefore remain significant and
unavoidable.,

Faplanation:

The analysis in the ETR indicates that development of the Specific Plan under Cumulative Plus Project conditions
with PI'E Read closed would cause the 1.OS to degrade at the following intersections: (1) Waft Avenue and
Raseline Road; {27 Wat Avenue and PFE Road: (3) Walerga Road and PFE Read; (4} Cook-Riolo Roead and PTE
Road; (5) Watt Avenue and “Riolo” Road, (6) "West” Road and PFE Road; {7) "East” Road and PTE Read; and (8)
Walerga Road and “Raolo”™ Road. Construction of the improvements identificd in Mitigation Measure 9-20a would
reduce the unpact 1o the intersections of Walerga Road with PFE Road, Cook-Riolo Road with PFE Road and
“Fast” Road with PFL Road to a less-than-significant level Sirmlar (o Mitigation Measure 9-20a, due to the
uncertainty as to whether sufficient funds can he obtained 1o actually build all of these improvements at the time
needed; this impact 18 considered potentially significant, '

No mitigation is identified for the intersection of Watt Avenue with Baseline Road or Watt Avenue with PFE Road.
These intersections cannot he mitigated because Placer County docs not allow eight-lane reads or wriple left-turn
fanes. This impact would be significant. No mitigation is identified for the intersection of Watt Avenue with
“Riolo™ Road, West” Road with PFIL Road or Walerga Road with “Riole™ Road. These intersections cannot be
mingated because a tralfic signal is not warranted. Lefi turns are already prohibited at the intersections of Wan
Avenue with “Riolo” Road and Walerga Road with *“Riolo™ Road.

Mitigation Measures:

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

Significance after Miligalion:
Signtficant and Unavoidable

Impact 9-29 Under Cumalative Plus I'roject conditions with PFE Road closed, the proposed project would
cause the interscetion of Galleria Boulevard and Antelope Creck Drive to operate beyond
acveptable L.OYS thresholds. This impact is considered Significant.

Findings:

Changes or alterations have been required in, or incorporated into, the project that substantially lessen, but do not
avold, the poentally significant environmental effect associated with this impact. No mitigation (s available 1o
render the eficets less than significant. The effects (or some of the effects) therefore remain significant and
unavoidable.
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Explanation:

Under the Cumulative Plus Project conditions with PFE Road closed, LOS ot the mtersection of Galleria Boulevard
- with Antelope Creek Drve would degrade from LOS C o LOS DL Thers is no feassble mitigation measure for the
intersection of Gatlerta Boulevard and Antelope Creck Drive. The Citv of Ruseville has indicated that the
intersection of Gallena Boulevard and Antelope Creck Drive alternates between LOS C and D, dependinig on the
scenanio. The City's LOS policy allews the Ciy Council to take an action to accept degradation in the LOS of one
or more of 15 signalized sersections from the levels idenuified 1n the 2020 CH as long as 70 percent ar more of the
total signalized intersections in the City would operate at 1.0OS C or bener. Without a recomnmended intersection
mitigation measure, more than 70 percent of the City’s signalized intersections would operate at LOS C or better
under Cumulative Plus Project condition with PFE Road closed. However, since no [casible improvements were
identificd to mitigate significant impacts on LOS al the Intersection of Galleria Boulevard and Amclopc Creck
ive, the proposcd project would have a significant impact.

Mitigalion Measures:

No feasible mitigation 1s available

Significance after Miligation:

Significant and Unavoldable

Empact 9-30  Under Cemulative Pius Project conditions with FFE RKoad closed, the proposed project would
increase traffic volumes on Sacramento County rondways. This impact is considered Less than
Nienificant.

Findings:

Under CECQA, no mitigation measures are required for impacts that are less than significant. (Pub. Resources Code,
§ 21002; CEQA Guidelines, §§ 151264, subd. (2)(3). 15091.)

Kxplanation:

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

Mirtigation Measures:

No mitigation measures are requared.

Sienificance afier Mitigation:

This Impact is less than signilicant without mitigation.

impact 9-31 Under Cumnlative Plos Project conditions with PFE Road closed, the proposed project would
: increase traffic volumes on Sacramento County jntersections. This impact is considered Less

than Significant.
Findings:

Under CRQA, no mitigation measures are required for impacts that are less than significant. (Pub. Resources Caode,
§ 21002: CEQA Guidelines, §5 15176.4, subd. (a)(3), 15091}
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Faplanation:

Development of the proposed project under Cumulative Plus Project conditions with PFE Road closed woultd not
cause significant impacls at intersections in Sacramento County.

Alitigation Measures:

No mitigation measures are required.

Significance after Mitigation:

This Impact s less than significant without mitigation.

Impact 9-37 Under Cumulalive Plus Project conditions with PFE Road closed, the proposed project wounld
increase traffic volumes on Sutter County roadway segments. This iinpact is considered Less
than Significant.

Findings:

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

Explanation:

Development of the proposed Specific Plan under Cumulative Plus Preject conditions with PFE Road closed would
not cause significant impacts on the Sutter County roadway segmments within the transportation analvsis study area

Mitigation Mcasures:

Mo miligation measures are required.

Significance after Mitigation:

[his Impact is lcss than significant without mitigation.

lmpact 9-33  Under Comulative Plus Project conditions with PFE Road closed, the proposed project would
cause the freeway seginent of SR 70799 between Riego Road and Elkhorn Boulevard, SR 63
between Blue Oaks Boulevard and I-80, and I-80 between Watl Avenue and Furela Road to
operate beyond acceptable LOS thresholds, This impact is considered Significant.

Findings: -

Changes or alterations have been required in, or incorporated into, the picject Lhat subslﬁnliu_ll},-’ lessen, but do nst
avoid, the potentially significant environmental effect associated with this impact. No mitigation 1s available to
render the effects tess than significant. The effects (or some of the etfects) therefore remain sigmificant and
unavoidable.

Explanation:

The anatysis in the EIR indicates that development of the proposed Specific Plan under Cumulative Plus Project
conditions with PFE Road clesed would cause significant impacts at the foflowing State Highway sepments: (1) SR
70799 from Ricgo Road to [-5, that would operate at a substandard LOS without the project; and (23 1-80 from Want
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Avenue to Bureka Road, thal would operaie at a substandard 1OS F without the project. Fuiure improvements that

woukd mitigate theampact to state hichways are not identified as an element of any existing fce program and

inclusian of these improvements in a future tee program is not proposed or contemplated. Moreever, the wideming

of [-80 from Wal Avenue (0 Eurcka Road, beyond the eighi-lane widening lrom Riverside Avenue to SR 63, is not

included i the MTD, and may not be feasible Therelore these nmpacts would be significant and unavoidable unless

and until improvements are wltimstely completed.

Mitigation Measures:

Nao feasible mitigation 13 avattable

Segnificance after Mitigation:

Significant and Unavoldable

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

Findings:

Under CEQA. no nitigation measures are required for impacts that are less than sig nificant (Pub. Resources Code,
§ 21002, CEQA Guidelines, £8 15126.4, subd. (a)(3}, [3091.)

Explanation:

Development of the proposed project woder Cumulative conditions with PRI Road closed would nol cause impacts
at statc highway Intersections.

Miigation Mcasures:
No mitigation measures are required.
Significance after Mitigation:

This Impact is less than significant withoul mitigation.

. AIR QUALITY

Tmipacl 10-F  Construction activitics would increasc short-term criteria air pollutant emissions. This impact
is considered Significans in the short term, and Less than Significant in the long-term.

Findings:

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

. Explanation:

The maximum unmiugated constroction emissions of ROG, NOX, CO, and PM10 are expecied 1o exceed the
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significance threshold. Therefore, swithout mitigation measures, the construction emissions would be considered to
have a short-term significant impact. Sulfur oxide emissions were also caleulated but were not presented because
these enussions are expected 10 be relatively low (less than 6.1 pound per day), and sulfur oxide concentrations have
historically been well below regional standards, Mitigation measures would be implemented 1o reduce the emissions
from construction, but not 1o below the significance threshalds for ROG, NOX, and CO. Therefore, exhaust
emissrons of ROG, NOX, and CO from construction activitics would have a significam, short-term impact on air
quality,

Mitigation Measures;
Mitigation Measare 10-1a: Prepare and implement emission control/dust control measures

The Applicant shall submil Lo the PCAPCD and receive approval of a Construction Emission/Dust Control
Plan prior to groundbreaking. This pian must address the minimum Administrative Requircments found m
Secthons 300 and 400 of District Rule 228, Fugitive Dust.

The Applicant shall have a pre-consteuction mecting for grading activities for 20 or more acres to discuss the
construction emission/dust control plan with emplovees and/or contractors and the District is to be invited.

The Applicant shall suspend all grading operations when fugitive dust excecds District Rule 228 fugitive
dust limitations. An Applicant representative, CARB-certified to perform Visible Emissions Evaluations
(VEFE), shall routinely evaluate compliance with Rule 228 This requiremient for a VEE is for projects
grading 20 or mare acres in size regardless in how many acres are to be disturbed daily. IUis to be noted that
[ugitive dust 1s not to exceed 40 percent opacity and not 10 go hevond the property boundary at any time. 1f
lime or other drving agents are used to dry out wet prading areas, they shall be controlled so as net to exceed
District Rule 228 fugitive dust limitations.

Mitigation Mcasure 10-1b: Provide PCAFPCI with a list of construction equipment and anticipated
construction timeline : '

The PCAPCD shall be provided with a list of construction equipment and an.ticipatcd construchion umeline
for each project. The prime contraclor for each construction project shall submit to the PCAPCD &
comprehensive inventory (1.c., make, model, year, emission rating) of all the heavy-duty off-road equipment
(30 horsepower of greater) that will be used an agpregate of 40 ar more hours for the construction project.
The PCAPCI? shall be provided with the anticipated construction timeline for each project including start
date, and name and phone number of the project manager and onsile foreman. A plan for each project shall
be submitted [ur approval by the PCAPCT demonstrating that the heavy-duty (> 50 horsepower) off-road
vehicles to be used in the construction project, including owned, leased and subcontractor vehicles, will
achicve a praject wide fleet-average 20 percent NOX reduction and 45 percent particulate reductjon
compared (o the mosl recent CARB fleet average. The PCAPCD should be contacted for average fleet
emission data. Acceptable options for reducing emissions may include use of late model enginies, low-
emission diesel products, alternative fuels, engine retrofit technology, aficrtreatment products, and/or other
options as they become available. During smog season {(May through October), the construction period shall
be lengthened so as 1o minimuze the number of vehicles and equipment operating at the same time.
Contractors can access the Sacramento Metropolitan AQMTIY s web site to determring if their off-road fleet
meets the requirements listed in this measure

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

Construction equipment and vehicles shall be maintained for each project. Construction equipment exhaust
emissions shall not exceed PCAPCD Rule 202 Visible Emission limitatons, Operators of vehicles and
equipment found to exceed opacity hmits arc to be immediately notified and the equipment must be repaired
within 72 hours, An Applicant! developer representative (CARB-cenified o pertorm visible eruissions
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evaluations) shall routinely evaluate project related ofivroad and heavy-duty on-road equipment emissions
forcomphance with this requirement for projects grading more than 20 acres in size regardless of how many
acres arc to be disturbed daily.

Mitigation Mcasure 10-1d: Minimize idling time for diesel-powered cquipment
Idhng time for all dicsel-powered equipment shall be minimized o 5 minutes.
Mitigation Measure 1-1e: No open burning of removed vegetation

For cach project. the contract language shall stupulate that contraciars shall not engage in open burning of
removed vegetation. Vegetatve material shall be chipped, delivered 1o waste to energy [acilities, or disposed
at an appropriate dispesal sile.

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

Impact 18-2  Increased regional criteria pollutant emissious. This impact is considered Significant in the
short term, and Lesy than Significarnt in the long-term.

Findings:

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

Fxplanation:

‘The proposed project would result in additional eriteria pollutant emissions Item vehicle exhaust and arca sources.

- I'he maximum darly emisstons for SO; would be below the significance thresholds and not considercd to have a
significant impact on air quality. However, the maximun daily Phi g, CO, ROWG, and NOX emissions associated
with the propesed project development are estimated to exceed the significance threshold. Therefore, unmitigated,
operational emissions of ROG, NOX, CO, and PMyp would have a significant impact on air quality. Mitigation
measures would reduce the eperational emissions ol ROG, NOX, CQ, and PM ;. However, the elfecuiveness of
these mitigation measures cannot be reliably quamihed. Therefore, it 15 assumed by the EIR that mitigated ROG,
NOX, CO, und PMg emissions would also have a potentially significant, long-tenm impact on air goaliiy,

Mitigation Mcasures:
Mitigation Measure 10-2a: Implement measures 1o reduce energy consumption

The Riolo Vineyard Specific Plan shall incorporate and implement the following measures, or equally
effective measures, 1o reduce encrgy consumplion:

e [nstall low-NOX hot water heaters per PCAPCD Rule 246.
o Encourage landscape maintenance companies to use battery-powered or clectric equipment for
nonresidentinl maintenance activities, where feasible.
e Provide natural gas lines or electrical outlets 10 all backyards to encourage natural gas or electric
barbecues, as well as electric lawn equipment,
e Install Class T bicycle lockers along with bike racks in commercial sites.
e Fncourage landscaping with drought-resistant species, and the use of groundcovers rather thao
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pavement to reduce heat reflection.

e Include Energy Star efficient apphances, such as dishwashers, refrigeralors, and clolthes washers.

o Include encrgy-cfficient SunCoat Max window glazings, which liave a solar heat gamn ot 027,

o Include high-efiiciency beating and efficient ventilation methods on all new residental units.
Furnaces 1o be low-NOx with on AFLUE of 80 percent.

o Incorporate solar heaters and panels i proposed project residences as feasible.

¢ Include high-cfficiency warer heaters. The external insulation used should have an R-value of 16 and

—an efficiency value of G.62.

¢ Include high efficiency insulation with the following ratings — Ceilings: R-38, 2°—6 Walls, 2°—4

Walls: R-19, and Ducts: R-6.4

Implementation of Mitigation Measure 10-2a will also help reduce atmospheric and greenhouse gas
emissions from the Riolo Vinevard project and/or reduce energy consumption, and thus may reduce the
project’s contribution o the impact of global climate change.

Miitigation Measure 10-2b: Prohibit open burning

Open burning of any kind shall be prohibited in the residential, commercial, and recrcational parcels of the
Riolo Vinevards Specific Plan Arca. 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 1o be
issued by the PCAFCD. Open burning creates substantial pollutant emissions of ozone precursors, (O, and
PM_ Any company emploved to maimtain landscapes within the Plan Area will be prohibited from open
burning of vegelative refuse anvwhere in the SVARB. The incorporation of this miligation measure as part of

~the by-laws of a homeowners association (e.g., covenants, conditions, and restrictions} would ensure
compliance with this future rule, which will be enforced by PCAPCD as a requirement for the County to
comply with the ambient air quality standard for PM2 5 pollutants. The Applicant proposes additional open-
burning restrictions, which state that burming activities shall be limited 1o vegetation materials (green waste)
and conducted within 200 feet of a public street, trail, or park facility. Adduionally, open-buming activities
shall require a bum permit from the Placer County Air Pollution Control District {APCD) and shall be in
compliance with APCIEY Regulation 3.

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

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

Mitigation Measurce 1(-2d: Implemcent offsite mitigation programs or pay an in-liex amount into the Placer
County Air Pollution Control District’s Atr Quality Mitigation Frogram

Each project shall implement an offsite mitigation program, coordinated through the PCAPCD, to offset the
project’s long-lerm ozone precursor emissions. The project offsite mitigation program must be approved by
the PCAPCD. The project’s offsite mitigation program provides monetary incentives to sources of air
pollution within the projeet’s air basin that are not required by law to reduce their emissions. Therefore, the
emission reductions are real, quantifiable and implement provisions of the 1994 State Implementation Plan.
The oflsne mitigation program reduces ennssions within the air basin that would not otherwise be
eliminated, [nn lieu of each project implementing its own offsite mitigation program, the Applicant can
choosce to participate in the PCAPCD Offsite Mitigation Program by paying an equivalent amount of money
mto the District program. Based on the URBEMIS resulis in Appendiy G2, the per house unit fec is $323
and the multl family per unit fee iy $232. This is a one time {ee that would be payable at the time of the final -
map recording. '
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Significance after Mitigation:
Significant aud Unavordable tn the short tenm; less than sigmbicant i the long tenn

Empact 10-3  Increase in ambiert concentrafions of CO at nearby intersections. This impact i considered
Less than Significant.

Findings:

Under CEQA, no mitigation measures are required for topacts that are less than significanmt. (Pub. Resources Code,
§ 21002, CEQA Guidelines, §§ 51264, subvd. (a)(3y, 13091 '

Explanation:

As identified ni the EIR, modeled concentrations ol CO under post-development conditions would be below
regulatory thresholds, and thus less than significant.

Mitigation Measures:

No mitigation measures are regquired.

Significance after Mitigation:

This [mapact 1s less th.;.n signilicant without mitigation.

Impaci 10-4  Exposure of nearby sensitive receptors to odor. This impact is considered Lesy than Significan:.
Findings:

Under CEQA, no mitigation weasures are required for impacis that arc less than significant. (Pub. Resources Code, |
§ 21002; CEQA Guidehnes, §§ 15126.4, subd. (a)(3), 15091.)

Explanation:

As concluded by the EIR, development projecis of the proposed nature are not Likely to expose sensitive receplors
ta sources of odors, nor 15 the Plan Area located wathin a mile of sources thar are likely to emit objectionable odors.
Therefore, the odor impacts from the proposed project would be less than significant.

Mitigation Measures:

No mitigation measures are required,

sSignificance after Mitigation:

Thus Impact 1s Tess than significant without mitigation.

Impact 10-5 Exposurce of nearby sensifive receptors to Toxic Air Contaminants. This impact is considered
Lesy than Sipnificant. :

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

Based on the short-enn nature of the construction emissions and the regutalions intended to reduce diesel

particuiate emissions, it is expected that the diesel particulate emsssions from the canstrucuion activities would not .
have a signiftcant impact on air quabty. Mitigation measures identified for other construction impacts in ihe IR
would also help reduce the diese! particulate emissions from eonstruction equipment. Moreover, the EIR concludes
that impacts from diesel traffic to nearby sensitive receprors would alsa be less than significant.

Aitigation Measures:

No minigation measures are required.

Significance aficr Mitigation:

This Impact 15 less than significant without mitipation.

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

Findings:

Changes or allerations have been required in, ot incorporated into, the project that substantially lessen, but do not
avold, the potentially significant environmentat effect associated with this impact. WNo mitigation is available to
render the eifects less than significant. The effects (or some of the effects} therefore remain significant and
“unavoidable.

Explanation:

Fugitive dust and ¢xhaust emissions from short-term construction activities are projected to exceed the PCAPCD’s
significance thresholds for PM,,,, NOX., ROG, and CO, based on conservative assumptions made in the air quality
analysis. With mitigation measures, he impacts from construction-related PM,y emisstons are predicted 0 be less
than significant. However, the short-term impacts for the other three pollutants would still remain significant during
peak construction activities. Regional emissions of ROG from new trips generated during operations and area
sources (such as architectural coatings, landscaping, and consumer products} arc also expecied 10 exceed the -
thresheld based on conservative assumptions. By exceceding the PCAPCIY s signiticance thresholds, the proposcd
project may add emissions that were not taken into account in the Placer County Air Quality Attainment Plan.
Therefore, the proposed project would potentially be inconsistent with the goals of the Placer Counry Air Quality
Flan; this would be a significant impact. '

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

o Mitigation Measure 10-1a (Preparc and implement emission control/dust control measures);
o Mitigation Measure 10-1b {Provide PCAPCD with a list of construction equipment and anticipated
consiructien timeling);
o Mitigation Measure 10-1¢ (Maimtain.construction equipment and vehicles);
=« Mitgation Measure 10~]d'(Minimizc idling time for dicsel-power equipment);
s Mitigation Measure 10-1e (No open burning of removed vegetation);
o Mitigation Measure 10-2a (fmplement measures 1o reduce cnergy consumptiony;
e  Mitigation Measure 10-2b (Prohibit open buming):
< Mitigation 10-2¢ (Allow only pas-fired fireplace appliances); and
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e Mhitigation Measure 10-2d (Implement offsite mitigation programs or pay an io-heu amount ilo the
¢ Placer County A Polluhon Contrad [hstrict™s Alr Quabity Mitigation Prograrm)

Significance alter Mitipation:
Signilicant and Unavondable

Tmpact 147 Emissiors of ereenhouse eases potentially contribiting to elobal warming. This impact is
FRLHYLE S L g 4 [ 3 A 1) B }
constdered Significan:.

Findings:

Changes or alterations have been required in, or incorporated into, the project that substanttally lessen, hutl do not
aveid, the potentially signibeant environmental cffect associated with this impact. No mingation s available to
render the effects less than sigmificant. The cffects for some of the effects) therefore remain significant and
unavoidable,

Explanation:

The Specilic Plan will implement numerous measures to reduce Greenhouse Gas (GHG) emissions cotpared toa
base-case scenario, as described in the EIR. However, even with implementation of the identified measures,
however, the Specitic Plan project will likely resalt in a substantial amount of GHG emissions, Because it cannol be
determined 1o a reasenable degree of certainty that the project will not result m a cumulatively considerable
incremental contribution 1o the signtficant cumulative impact of global chimate change, the impacts of the proposed
project on global chimate change are considered significant and unavoidable.

Blitizgation Measures:
Nitigation Measare 19-7a: Implement the following mitigation measures:

o Mitigation Measure 10-Jc (Maintai construction equipwent and vehicles);

o Mitigation Measure 10-1d {Minimize idling time for diesel-powered cquipment};

e Mitigatiop Measure 10-2a (Implement measures to reduce energy consumnption);

¢ Mitigation Measore 10-2d (Implement offsite mitigation programs or pay an in-licu amount into the
Placer County Air Potlution Control District’s Air Quality Mitigation Program);

e Mitgation Measure 9-1a; Prepare and implement a Construction Traffic Management Plan;

¢« Mitigation Measure 9-2a: Pay an in Heu fee and construct Walerga Road frontage improvements [rom
the Dry Creek Bridge o the Placer Coupnty ling;

s Mitigation Measure 9-2b: Contribute a fair share {0 widen Walerga Road from the Dry Creek Bridge o
Baseline 1toad;

¢ Mitigation Measure 9-3a: Contribute a (air Share t© widen the intersections of Locust Road and Baseline
Road, Watt Avenue and Basehne Road, and Walerga Road and Baseline Road;

= Mitlgation Measure 9-8a: Contribute a fair share o widen SR 65 from Blue Oaks Boulevard 10 SR 65,

o Mitigation Measure 2-9a: Contribute a fair share 10 constroct an interchange 1o replace the SR 70/99 and
Riego Road mtersection;

s Miligation Measure 9-1 1a: Contribute a fair share 1o widen the intersections of Locust Road and
Bascline Road, and Walerga Road apd Baseline Road;

o Mitigation Measure 2-16a: Contribute a fair share to widen SR 65 10 5ix lanes from Blue Oaks
Boulevard 1o T-8(; .

o Miugation Mcasure 9-17a: Contribute a {fair share to constructing an interchange at the intersection of
SR 70499 with Riego Road,

¢ Miugation Measure $-18a: Create a Community Service Area Lo cover [ransit Service;
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o Mitigation Measure 9-194: Contribute a fair share to widen PFE Road to four lanes {rom Watt Avenue to
Walerga Road; and

o Mitigation Measure 9-20a: Contribme a fair share to widening the intersectuon of Walerga Road and PTR
Road, signalizing the interscction of Couk Riolo Road and PFE Road. and signahzing the intersection of
“Last” Road and PFL Road.

Significance afier Mitigation:

Significant and Unavoidable
I NOISE

Impaci 11-1  Constructicn equipmeat would generate short-term noise level increases at noise-sensitive
Jocations. This impact is considered Significant.

Findings:

Changes or alterations have been reguired in, or incorporated into, the project that substantially lessen, but do not
avoid, the potentially significant environmental ¢ftect associated with this impact i the short term. Wo mitigation
is available to render the effects less than significant. The effects (or somce of the eifects) therelure remain
significant and unavoidable.

Explanation:

The proposed project weuld be conswructed in several phases. The higbest noise levels would occur during the mass-
erading phase of the proposed construction, which would be concentrated near areas where the greatest changes in
clevation are necded to accommadate the proposed pad elevarions. Noise-sensitive receptors are within a screening
distance from the proposed activity such that the hourly average threshold of 70 dBA could be exceeded. Also, as
project phases are built out, new residences would be subject to short-term neise impacts associated with nearby
building of a subsequent phase. This would be a short-term, siznificant impact of project construction. Mitigation is

Sidentified 10 reduce mpacts through preparation and mplementation of a noise abatement program. This mitigation
measure will reduce notse levels but may not achieve 70 di3 A or below for receivers described above that are within
or in closc proximity to the Plan Area. Given the tyvpes and amount of construction equipment expected 1o.be used,
oifsite impacts related to construction noise would be a short-term, significant impact.

Miligation Measures:
Mitigation Mcasure 13-1a: Develop and implement a construction neise abatement program

Prior to construction plan approval, the Departinent of Pubhe Works (DPW) will develop and implement a
construction noise abatement program acceptable to Placer County Division of Environmental Health (DEIT) and
- conforming to Mmute Order 98-08. The plan shall requive that:

o All construction vehicles or equipment, fixed or mobile, shall be equipped with properly operating and
maintained mufflers,

¢ Stockpiling andfor vehicle' staging areas shall be identified on the inprovement plans and shall be
fucated as far as is practical from existing occupied dwellings;

e Construction noise emanating from any construction activities for which a Grading or Building Penmit is
required is prehibited on Sundays and federal holidays, and shall only vecur during the following times:

- Monday through Friday, 6:00 am. to $:00 p.m. {during dayhght savings)
- Monday through Friday, 7:00 am. to 8:00 pm. (during standard time)
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- Saturdavs, 800 am. to 6:00 p.m.
These paramelers are stancard construction thines set by the Coumy”s Planning Cormmission.

¢ Specific nuise-control measores shall be identified thar will reduce the hourly noise level 10 70 dBAor
lower at all schools during periods when schools are i session;

s Specific nose-control measures shall be jdentified that will reduce the hourly average noise level o
70 dBA or lower at other noise-sensitive receptors where feasible. The construction contracior shall
consider implementation of the follewing measures in the canstruction noise control plan.

. Select equipment capable of performing the necessary tasks wilth the 1owest noise-crmssion level and
the lowest possible height for the acoustic center of nolse enissions.

[

Noise barniers may be required 10 block the line of sight from notse sources 1o noise-sensitive
receivers of concem or to further reduce noise levels beyond that provided by line-of-sight breaks
afforded by topopraphical {features. The noise barriers could be canstructed using cither pivwood
sheets or other solid material that provides sufficient mass per unit surface area {perhaps approaching
4 pounds per square foot) and has minimal openings between the top of barrier and ground surface
{perhaps as little as 1 pereent). Noise barriers 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 separale
locattons. The least desirable location is generally at a middle distance between sources and
receptors. The plan shall identify the proper height, location, and effectiveness of a noise barrier in
terms of the expected hourly average noise level due to construction actlivity at noise-sensitive
receivers of concern, with the objective of reducing contributions from construction aclivity to an
hourlty average of 70 dBA or less.

Significance after Mitigation:
Significam and Unavoidable

impact 11-2 Transportition noise sources in ¢excess of as Ldp of 60 dBA extersially at the property line and
in excess of 45 dBA internally at second floor elevations uader existing conditions {2005). This
impact is constdered Significant. :

Findings:

Chunges or alterations have been required in, or incorporated into, the project that substantially lessen, but do not
avoid, the potentially significant environmental eflect associated with this impact. No mitigation is available 1o

© render the cffects less than significant. The cffects (or some ol the effecis) thercfore remain significant and
unavoldable.

Explanation:

With certain identificd exceptions, noise levels under Existing Plus Project conditions would not exceed the exterior
noise criterion of 66 dBA or the intenor neise criterion ol 45 JBA. In most ¢ases, as identified in the EIR,
mitigation is avatlable to reduce impacts toa less-than significant level, In a singie instance {the existing Lund
residence}, noise levels under existing plus progect conditions would exceed acceptable levels. Since this an
exisung structure, mitigation by setback or noise bamier s not feasible. Therefore, this impact would remain
signilicant and unavaidable for as long as thas residence remaims at this location.

Riole Vinevard Speatic IPlan 73

Findings of Faw ard

Statement of Ohverniding Canszideration ED {
[—



iitigafion Measures:
Mitteation Measure 11-2a: Construct masonry walls of 6 fect elevation above pad

Masanry noise barriers of 6 feet elevation above pad height are proposed by the Appheant (sce Figure 11-4
ol the EIR). Masonry noise barriers may be required 1o be grealer than & feet i order 1o achieve mitigation
in somc arcas. The top-of-bamer elevation shall be such that the masonry wall 15 at least & feet above the
pad clevation and the relative elevations of the top of barrier above roadways are not reduced below Lhat
analvzed for this IR '

Mitigation Measure §1-2b: Cenduct noise analyses and measurements according to County standards and
requirements

The Applicant will submit a tentative map for the Rinlo Vineyard Specific Plan for the County to review and
approve. The locations of noise attenuation features will be shown on the tentative map. Changes to this
tentalive map and submissions of tentative maps by other landholders in the specific plan area may require
additional noise analvsis 1o be compleied according to County s standards and requirements, as to be
detenmined by County statf,.

The Applicant would be required to implement a setback and/or submit a sound barrier design that has been
reviewed and approved by a noise consultant to attenuate potential noise impacts along FFE Road at the
property line of the sensitive receptors. The noise consuitants’ analysis and Subsequent report of the
proposed mitigation shall meet the requirements of Table 9-2 of the Placer County Noise Element and shall
be submitted to the County for review and approval. If noise cannot be adeguately attenuated at the property
hine, per the General Plan, additonal conditions could be mplemented upon approval by the County. Such
conditions could include implementing feasible mitigation 1o reduce noise impacts and property owner
noilication, .

Even with the mitigation measures identiticd, the proposed project’s contribution to 2023 traffic nojse
impacts would be cumulatively considerable. Therefore, the proposed project’s 2023 wmpact on noise would
be significant and unavoidable.

Significance after Mitigation:
Signiltcant and Unavondable

Empact 11-3 Transportation noise sources in excess of an Ldn of 60 dBA externally at the property line and
in excess of 45 dBA internally at second floor elevations ander future conditions (2025). This
impact is considered Significant. :

Findings:

Changes or alterations bave been required in, or incorporated into, the project that substantially lessen, but do not
avold, the potentially sigaiticant environmental effecr associated with this impact. No matigation is available to
render the effects less than significant. The effects (or some of the effects) therefore remain significant and
unavoidable. '

Kxplanation:

Wath certain identified exceptions, noise levels under future (cumulative} conditions would not exceed the extenior
nowse criterion of 60 dBA or the interior noise criterion of 45 dBA . In most cases, az identilied in the FIR, -
miligation is available to reduce impacts to a less-than significant level, In certain instances, as identified i the
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EIR, noise fevels under future conditions weuld exceed acceptable levels. In the event thar mitigation cannot be
apphed at a particular Tocation 1o reduce notse 10 ap acceprable level, opacis would remain significant and
unavordable as déscribed i the EIR

Mitigation Measurcs:

Mitigation Measure 11-3a: Implement Mitigation Measure 11-2a (Construct masonry walls of
6 {ect elevation above pad}

Mitigation Measure 11-3b: Implement Mitigation Measure 11-2b (Conduct noise analyses and measaremnents
accordiag to County standards and requirements)

Signtlicance afics Mitigation:
Significant and Unavoidable

Impact 11-4  Stationary notse sources within Plan Arca could produce excessive noise levels at noise-
sensitive locations during project operations, This impact is considered Pofentially Significant.

Findings:

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

Explanation:

There are at least two lecations within the Plan Area, one in the center of the Plan Area and another designaled as
being part of the Sacramento Municapa) Utility District {SMUD) in the southeastern corner, where stationary
sottrees such as pumps and/or elecirical ransionmers are in proximity o residenial units. The significance criterion
ts delined by Placer County for stationary nolse sources. Specifically, Table 9-1 of the noise element of the Placer
County General Plan requires nen-transportation noise comphiance with 30 dB Ldn at the property lines of
residential land uses. 1uis anticipated that all potentally significant impacis due to stationary noise sources such as
pumps and clecurcal transformers can be adequately mitigated 1o below an exterior Ldn ot 50 dBA through
mitigation, such as design of appropriate shiclding, and equipment selection to reduce noise emissions. SMUTDY }
would be responsible for the substation’s design and environmental clearance. Tt is recommended that SMUD
consider design features that would mitigale noise impacts from the construction and operation of the substation.

Mlitigation Measures: -

Mitigation Measure 11-4a: Desipa shielding of stationary noise sources to prohibit 2 day-night noise level
Ldn above 50 dBA

Prior (o approval of Improvenient plans, it shall be demonstrated (o the satisfaction of Placer County DEH
that stationary sources such as pumps within the Plan Area will not resultin an Ldn in excess of 30 dBA a
preperty lines for residences within the Plan Area. The mitigation specified shall also reduce noise levels for
receivers omiside of the Plan Area. Mitigation Measure 1 1-4a 18 intended to ensure that norse Ievels due to
stationsry ¢quipment Jo not exceed applicable standards by controlling source noise emissions and
providing enclosures andfor barriers as needed during final design. In the casc of the electnical substation,

SMUILY shail consider a facility design thal would reduce noise impacts o less-than-sigmificant levels. In the
case of “impulsive” or “shmple tone™ noise sources, the criterion for exterior nse areas shall be reduced, as
per the provisions of the Placer County Noise Ordinance, Lo an Ldn of 45 dBA. An example of a “simple
tone” noise source is an electncal transformer. An example of an “impulsive”™ noise source 1s an abrupt air
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releasc from a pressiee release valve associaged with the mechanical systems of an air, water or sewage
systern. An example of an electrical nolse source that would be located 1n the Specific Plan Arew s the
electrical pump station for the wastewater system. Other potential electrical noise sources could be rooftop
HVAC onits Jocated 1o the Commercial parcel, It 1s anticipated that all potentially significant impacts due 1o
sTalonary noise sources such as pumps and electrical transformers can be adequately mitigated through
specification of'a combination of the folowing:

o Restrict nojse cimissions of sources,

o Provide enclosures with adequaie acoustical features,

s Maximize the separation distance between the noise source and sensitive receptors,

e Ornent sructures such that reguired openings are eriented away from receplors of concern.

o Orent receplors such thal doors and operable windows are oriented away from noise stalionary sources.
e Construct noise barriers. '

Signiﬁcﬂnce' after Mitigation:

Less than Significant
I. SOILS, GEOLOGY AND SEISMICITY

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

Findings:

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

Explanation:

Grading for building pads. recreational facilities, roads, and public facilities and services would alter site
topography. Placer County’s Engincering and Surveying Division (ESD) has the authority to review and approve
all Improvement Plans for future construction within the Plan Arca. This review would allow any identification and
avoidance of any significant site-specific impacts to topography. Additionally, adhering ro Placer County
ordinances for grading, drainage, and construction, and implementing a grading and erosion contral plan would
reduce the effects of topographic alteration 10 a less-thap-significant level. '

. Mitigation Measures:
bitigation Measure I12-1a: Submit Imprevement Plans

For future construction projects within the Plan Area, Improvement Plans, specifications, and cost estimates
{prer the requirements of Section 11 of the Land Development Manual that are in effect at the time of
submittal) will be prepared and subimitted to the Placer County EST for review and approval of each new
development project, The plans shall show the {ollowing:

= All conditions for the project as well as pertinent topographical (eatures both on site and off site;

o All existing and proposed utilities and casements, on site and adjacent to the Plan Area, that may be
affected by planned ¢onstruction; and

e All proposed landscaping and imrigation facilities within the public right-of-way (or public
easernents), or landscaping within sight distance arcas at ntersections.

The: Applicant shall prepare and submit Improvement Plans, specifications, and cost estimates (per the
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requirements of Section 10 of the Tand Development Manaal that are in effect at the time ol submutal) 1o the
ESD for review and approval of each project phase. The plans shall show all condinons {of the project as
well as pertinent tepographical features both on and off shle. All existing and propesed ntines and
easements, on site and adjacent 10 the project, which may he affecied by planned construction, shall be
shown on the plans. All landscaping and irrigation facihilies within the public right-of-way {or public
casements), or landscaping within sight distance areas at intersections, shall be included in the Improvement
Plans. The Applicant shall pay plan check and nspecuon fees. Prior o plan approval, all applicable
recording and reproduction costs shalt be paid. The cost of the above-nowed landscape and nrigation

faciiities shall be included in the estimates used to deterrmine these fees. [t will be the Applicant’s .
responsibilily to obtain all reguired agency signatures on the plans and (o secure department approvals. 1f-the
Design/Site Review process andfor Design Review Committee (DRCY review 1s required as a condition of
approval for the project, this review process shalt be completed prior to submittal of Imprevement Plans.
Record drawings shall be prepared and signed by a Caldomnia Registered Civil Engineer at the Applicant’s
expense and shall be submitted to the ESD prior to acceptance by the County of site improvements (Placer
County Community Development Resource Agency, 2006).

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

All proposed grading. drainage improvements, vegetation, and tree removal shall be shown an the proposed
project’s Improvement Plans, and al! work shall conform to provisions of the County Grading Ordinance
(Ref. Article 15,48, PMlacer County Code) that is in elfect at the tme of submittal. No grading, clearing, or
tree disturbance shall occur until the Improvement Plans are approved and all temporary construction
fencing has been installed and mnspected by a member of the DR Al cot/fill siopes shall be at a maximum
ol 2:1 (honizomalvertical) unless a soils report suppoerts a steeper slope and the l:SD congurs with saigd
recommendation,

The Applicant shall revegerate all disturbed arcas. Revegelation undenaken from April 1 to October 1 shall
include regular watering to ensure adequate growth. A winterization plan shall be provided with project
Improvement Plans. It will be the Applicant’s responsibility 10 ensure praper installation and maintenance of
erosion controliwinterization during project construction. Where soil stockpiling or borrow areas are (o
remain for more than one construction scason, proper crosion controd measures shall be applhied as sp»ufed
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 Applicant shall submit w the ESD a letier of credit or cash deposit in the amount of 110 percent of an
approved engineer’s estimate for winterization and permanent erosion contrel work, prior to Improvement -
Plan approval, to guarantee prolection agamst erosion and improper grading practices. Upon the County's
acceptance of unprovements and satisfactory commpletion of a one-vear maintenance period, unused portions
of this deposit will be refunded 10 the Applicant or authorized agent.

‘H at any ume during construction a field review by County personnel indicates a significant deviation from
the proposed grading shown on the Improvement Plans, specifically with regard to slope heights. slope
ralios, crosion control, winlerization, tree disturbance, andfor pad elevations and configuratons, the plans
shall be reviewed by the DRC/IZSD for a detenmination of substantial conformance to the project approvals
prior to any further work proceeding. Failure of the DRC/ESD) to make a determination of substantial
conformance may serve as grounds for the revocaton/modification of the project approval by the
appropriaie hearing body (Placer County Community Development Resource Agency, 2006}

The project’s erasion control plan shall indicale that proper control of siltation, sedimentation, and other
pollutants will be implernented in accordance with National Pollutant Dhscharge and Elimination System
(NPDES) pérmit requirements and County ordinance standardz. The plan shall propose best management
practices {BMPs) to reduce erosion and water yuality degradation during construction to the maximum
extent practicable '
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Significance afier Mitigation:

[Less than Sigmificant

Lmpact 12-2  Potential for seismic activity. This impact is considered Less than Significant.
Findings: ‘

Under CEQA, no mitigation measures are réquired for impacts that are less than significant, {Pub. Resources Code,
& 21002; CLQA Guidelhines, §8§ 15120.4, subd. {a)(3}, 1509].)

Explanation:

The zoned active fault closest to the Plan Area is located 70 kilometers 1o the north-northwest, No active fault traces
are found beneath the study arca. Thercfore, the probabihity of surface ground ruplure is negligible, and the
posaibility of sirong ground motion is low. Impacts associated with ihe porential for seisnuc activity would be less
than significant.

BAitigation heasures:

No mitigation measures are required.

Significance after Mitigation:

This Inpact is less than significant without mitigation.

Frapact 12-3  Potential for increased crosion during and after construction. This impact is considered
Potentially Sipnificant.

Findings:

Changes or alterations have been reguired in, or incorporated into, the project that avoid the sigmificam
environtnental eftect as identificd in the Final ETR.

Explanation:

Clearing, grading, and gxcavation activities would remove vegetaiive cover from the soils and exposc soils to the
effects of wind, rain, and surface flow as a result of construction activities, The onsiie soils are not classified as
having a high crosion potential and there are no areas with steep slopes on the site, Compliance with Section 5 of
Placer County’s Land Development Manual and the Placer County Storm Water ;Wunagwnem Mermual would reduce
these impacts to a less-than- ngjnlhc,dnl level.

Mitigation Measures;
Ditigation Mcasure 12-3a: Tdentify stockpiling and vchicle staging areas on Improvenient Plans

I“or cach construction phase within the Plan Area, stockpiling and/or vehicle staginy 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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Liligation Measure 12-3b: Comply with NPDES requiremcerts for constyuction

This progect 1s subject to construction-related stormwater permit requirements of the federal Clean Water
Act NPDES program. Each applicant/developer for future construction projeces within the Plan Area shall
implement Mitigaiion Measure 13- 1c, which reauires an applicant to subnyt a Notce of Intent (NOH} to
comply with the NPDES Generat Permit dor Siennwater Discharges associated with Construction Activities
iy the Siate Regional Water Quality Control Board 1f the specific project would disturb 1 acre of land or
maore. The project apphicant/developer shall provide to the ESD evidence ol a state-issued Waste Discharge
ldentitication (WD) namber or filing of a NO] and fees prior 1o start of construction, as required by the
County's Sample Conditions and hapravement Plans, paragraph ipl5 (Placer County C0111mu1111v
Development Resource Agency, 2006).

Blitigation Measure 12-3c: Comply with NPDES Phase B} requirements

Development within the Plan Area must comply with the NPDES Phase 11 Genceral Permiit for the Discharge
of Stormwater from small municipal separale stomm sewer systems. Placer County is operating-under the
NPDES Phase 11 Rule permit, and as such, new development witliin the County must comply with the
permit requirements. New development is subject to Attachment 4 Design Standards of the Siate Water
Resource Control Board NPDES Phase [1 General Permit. These standards require that new development
must be designed o a5 to minimize, to the makunom extent practicable, the introduction of pollotants of
concern that may result in significant impacts, penerated from site runoff of directly connected tmpervious
areas, to the stormwaler conveyance.system as approved by the building official.

Mitigation Measure 12-3d: Prepare and implement stormwater pollution prevention plan for censtruction

For all eonstraction activities that will disturb 1 or more acre of land, a stormowater pollution prevertion plan
(SWPPP) for the construction phase must be prepared and implemented. The SWPPP will include
development of site-specific stmactural and operational BMPs to prevent and control impacts (o runoff
quality, measures to'be implemented belore each stomm event, inspection and maintenance of BMPs, and
menitoning of runoff quality by visual and/or analvtical means. The contents of the SWPPP are set forth in
detail in the permit application package. BMPs shall be destgned according to the California Stormwalter
Quality Association Stormwater Best Management Practice Handbooks Tor Construetion {or other similar
source as approved by the DPW). BMPs {or the proposed project include, but are not limiied (o, silt fencing
{Sediment Control SE -1}, straw bale barriers (Scdiment Control SE-9), fiber rolls {Sediment Control SI2-5),
storm drain inlet profection (Sediment Comrol SE-10%, hydraulic muleh (Erosion Control £C-3), and
slabihzed construction entrance (Tracking Control TR-1). The SWPPP shall also include erosion contral
measures, (o be implemented during construction, thal contorm to the NPDES, Storm Drain Standards, and

. Jocal standards.

Significance after Mitization:
Less than Significant

Imipact 12-4 Loss of availabiliy of importand mineral resources. This impact is considered Less than
Significant. :

Findings:

[Jnden CEQA, no nutigation mecasures are required for impacts that are less than significant, {Pub. Rcsourccﬁ Code,
21002; CEQA Gudelines, §§ 15126.4, subd. (a){3), 15091 )
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Eaplanation:

1135 unbikely that the study area represents u source of known mineral reserves, and no mincral resources of value
are known 1o exist in the Plan Area. Therefore, loss of accessibility to mineral resources on'the site as a result of
proposed project construction would be a Tess-than-significant impact.

Mutigation Mueasures:

No mitigation measures are required.

Significance afier Mitigation:

This Impact 15 less than significant without mitigation.

Empact 12-5 Safety risk related fo sob] stability, This impact is considered Potentinlly Significant.
Fingings;

Changes or alterations have been required in, or mcorporated mio, the project that avoid the significant
cnvironmental efiect as identified in the Final EIR.

Fxplanation:

The Plan Area is suitable for the planned construction if designed and constructled in accordance with generally
accepted geotechnical principles, provided that detailed, site-specific investigations are conducted al appropriale
times and the réecommendations of cach investigation arc [ollowed. The potential of expansive soils occurring
within the Plan Area s considered to be moderate. '

Mitigation Measures:
Mitigation Measure 12-5a: Prepare a geotechnical report for all elements of propesed development

T'or each developmenl phase or construction project within the Plan Area, a geolechnical enginecring report
produced by a California Registered Civil Bngineer or Geotechnjcal Engineer shall be submitted to the ESD
tor review and approval. The report shall address and make recommendations on the following:

o Road, pavement, and parking area design;

e Structural foundations, including retaining wall design (il applicable);

e {Grading praclices; '

¢ Erosjon/wanterization; _

s Special problcmsdiscovcr@d on site (ie groundwaﬁ:r, gxpansivesunstable soils, etc)); and
s Slope stability.

When approved by the ESD, two copies of the final report shall be provided to the ESD and one copy to the
Building Department for their use. 1£the sails report indicates the presence of eritically expansive soils or
other soils problems which, if not comecied, could fead 1o structural defects, a certification of completion of
the requirements of the soils report will be required for subdivisions and other entitlements, prior o issuance
ol bmiding permits. This cerlification may be completed on a lot by lot basis or on a tract basis, or other
defined project basis. This shall be so noted in the Covenants, Conditions, and Restrictions and on the
informatinnal sheet filed with the final map(s). It is the responsibility of the developer to provide for
ergineermg inspection and certilication that earthwork has been performed in conformity with
recommendations contamed in the report,

Fiole Vineyard Specitic Plan 20
Findings of Faci and

Stemant of Qverriding Consideraion 30? '



Sienifcance after RMitieation:

[Less than Significant

J. NYDROLGGY AND WATER QUALITY

frmpact 13-1 Redueed stormwater quatity during construaction. This impact is consideved Potentially
Significant.

rindings:

(Changes or alterations have been rcqum:cl In, or incorporated ko, the project that avold the *;1gmﬂ{:éml
envitomnental effect as identified in the Final EIR.

Explanation:

Project grading would decrease vegetative cover and merease the potential for soil erosion, and thereby ¢ould cause
an increase in suspended solids in ronofF and local receiving waters. Additional tmpacts o runoff water quality
during construction ¢could potentially result from leaks or spills of fuel or hvdraulic fluid wsed in construction
equipment; outdoor storage of construction materials; or spills of paints, solvems, or other potentially hazardous
materizls commonty used in construction. As each future construction project within the Plan Area is proposed,
rrading and erosion contrel measures would be included on the project’s improvement plans and submitied w the
Placer County Engineering and Surveving Department (ESD) for review and approval. The BMDI's 10 be
implemented during construction to mimmize discharge of sediments or pollutants off site would hc included on thi
improvement plans.

Mitigation Measares:
Mitigation Meisure 13-1a: Implement Mitigation Measure 12-10 {Comply with County rading Ordinance)

Mitication Measure §3-1b: unpieme:lt Mitigation Meusure 12-3b {Comply with NPDES requirements for
construction)

Mitigation Measare 13-1¢: Implement Mitigation Measure 12-34d {(Prepare and implernent stormwater
pallution prevention plan for construction) .

Significance after Mitigation:
Less than Significant

Impact [3-2  Fncrease in runoff rate downstream of the site. This impact'is considered Potentially
Significant.

Findings:

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

Explanation:

Development of the Plan Area would result in an increase in impervious surfaces due 1o the construction of
buildings, parking lots, and roads; therefore, peak flow rates would jncrease during stenm events. Curreatly the site

Rigle ¥iicvard specillc Plan a1

Findings of Fact and (/‘
Starement of Dvermding SDonsideratisn \30 j



is undevelaped with the exception of a few houses and roads, The proposed project would meorporate low impact
design clements, particularly in regards to stormwater imanzgement and sie drainage apphcations. BMPs that
PromoOLe overland flow of stormwater runoff and infiliration, such as bioswales, would reduce tlow velooimies,
ncrease {Jow paths, and reduce peak flow rates. Aesthetically enhanced stormwater collection channels, detention
arcas, and bivswales are encouraged. Parks and greenways would be included throughoui the Plan Area and provide
oppoertunities fur stormwater detention. Although the n situ soils are fine-grained-and would likely not provide for
sullicient mfiltration, O material and/or subsiwrface drains could provide an opportumty to Incorporate inliliration-
type BMDs such as pervious pavement and percolation tretiches.

During detailed design of each construction phase within the Plan Arca, project-specific peak flow calculations and
evaluation would be necessary. The evaluation would asscss whether detaining peak flows would exacerbate
downstream flooding by allowing downstrcam peak flows to combine contemperanceously and would be used to
ensure that facilines are sized 10 achieve the required reduction in flows in accordance with the County’s
Stormwater Management Manual. To support the deslgn of each construction phase, a project-specific drainage
report, including drainage caleulations, shall be prepared for review and approval by Placer County ESI).

Mitigation Measures:
Mitigation Measure 13-2a: Prepare and subniit project-specific drainage report

Tach appheant/developer for future construction projects within the Plan Area shall prepare and submit with
their project Improvement Plans a project-specihic drainage report in conformance with the requirements of
Section 5 of the Land Development Manual and the Placer County Stormwater Management Manual
{SWMM) that are in effect at the time of submittal, 1o the Placer County ESD {or review and approval. The
project-specific drainage repors shall be consistent with the Drainage Master Plan and Development
Standards tor Plan Area. The report shall be prepared by a Registered Civil FEngineer and shall, at a
minimum, include:

e Written text describing existing conditions and proposed improvements,

¢ The etfects of the improvements,

e Al appropriate calculations,

e A watershed map,

e Increases in downstream flows, and

e Proposed onsite and offsite improvements and drainage ¢asenients to acconunodate tlows from the

project,

The report shall identify water quality protection features and methods 1o be used both during construction
and for long-lerm post-construction water quality protection. “Best Manapement Practice” (BMP) measures
shall be provided to reduce crosion, water quahty degradation, and prevent the discharge of pollutants to
stormywater (0 the maximom extent practicable. No construction shall be permitted within any dentified
wetlands area, floodplain, or right-of-way, except as authorized by project approvals. The project-specific
drainage report shall demonstrate compliance with all relevant raitigation measures included in this Draft
ELR. ' :

Mitigation Measure 13-2h: Evajuate downstream offsite drainage facilities

The project-speciiic drainage reports prepared for each future construction project within the Plan Area shall
evaluate offsite drainage facilities for conditions and capacity and shall be upgraded, repiaced. or mitigated
as specified by the Placer County £85I Each future construction project shall upgrade or replace drainage
facilities. or nutigate drainage :mpacts in other wavs as needed and as specified by Placer County ESD. This
includes any existing drainage facilities located ynmediately downstream ol the project that would receive
drainage and would be changed by the proposed project. The analysis must include any existing roadside
ditches and‘or culverts along Walerga Road, PFE Read, and Wall Avenue. While the Plan Arca is within the
1oly Vinevard Speaafic Tlan ] 82 .
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Dry Creek watershed and as such ensite detention 1s not required 10 reduce peak flow rawes duc to
development, onsite delention may be reguired n order 10 comply with the County’s requirements regarding
road encroachments. In accordance with the WM, all travel laoes of Watt Avenoe, PFE Road, and
Walerga Ruad may be required (o remain clear of stormwater flow for all sionm events, including the 100~
vear event. In addivion, the Apphcant will be required 1o mitigate peak flovw rates to pre-development levels
for 10- and 100-vear stonn events (per the Placer County Stormywster Management Manuzl} Tor only the
portion of the Riole Vinevard Plan Area that drains south towards PEFLE Road.

Mifigasion Measure §3-2¢: Submit ope-time Dry Creck watershed drainage improvement fee

Wew development m the Plan Area shall be subject 1o the ene-time paviment of drainage improvement and
flood contrel fees pursuant to the Dry Creck Watershed Interim Dramage Iinprovements Ordinance (Ref.
Article 1332, formerly Chapter 4, Subchapter 20, Placer County Code). This fec 15 used 1o fund installation
and mamntenance of roadway drainage and stenmwater drainage improvements within the watershed, The
actual fees 1o be pald will be those n effect at the time the pavinent occurs and are assessed on the amount
of development area, Fach developer will be responsible for submitting the appropnate tes for the specific
land development project to the Placer County LSEY, The one-timie fee shall be paid prior o issuance of the
building permit vr approval of improvement plans.

Mitigation Measure 13-24: Submit annual Diry Creek waterslied drainage improvement fee

New development in the Plan Area shali be subject (0 payment of arinual drainage improvenient and flood
caontrol fess pursuant (o the Dry Creek Walershed Interim Dranage Improvements Ordinance (Ref. Ariicle
1332, formerly Chapter 4, Subchapler 20, Placer County Code). These fees are used 1o fund instatlation and
maintenance of roadway drainage and stormwater drainage improvenents withim the watershed. The.
Applicant will be required 1o {orm a County Service Area zone, if one currently does not cover the Plan
Area, for collecting the annual special assessment. The actual fees to be paid will be those in effect at the
time the payment occurs and are assessed-on the basis of the new development acreage. The annual fee 13 a
vearly charge and will be included on a parcel’s property tax bill.

Significance after Mitigation:
F.ess than Sigmficant

Impaci 13-3  Increase in runoff volume downstream of the site. This impact is considered Potertially
Yignificant,

Findings:

Changes or alterations have been reguired in, or incorporated inte, the project that avold the sigmGcant
environmental effeet as identified in the Final E1IR.

Explanation:

Development of roads, buildings, and other paved and impermeable surfeces would reduce the amount of
stormwater that infiltrates into the ground, and would increase the amount of water that runs oft of the site. A
project-specific drainage report, including drainage calculations, shall be prepared for review and approval by
Placer County ESLY. The proposed project must comply with the Placer County’s Ty Creek Watershed Drainage
Improvement Ordinance. Increase in runoff quantity associated with development of the site is considered a
potentialty significant impact; however, the proposed mitigation measures would reduce this inpact to 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
ghrainage repori)

Mitigation Measure 13-3b: Implement Mitigation Measure 13-2¢ (Submit ene-time Dry Creck watershed
drainage improvement fee)

K-Hitigaii(ltl Measure 13-3c: Implement Mitigation Measure 13-24 (Submit annval Dry Creek watershed
drainage improvement lee)

Sicnilicance afler T\'f!itigati-:m:

[.ess than Significant |

Impact 13-4 Reduced water qﬁalit‘y during operation, This impact is considered Potentially Significant.
Findings:

Changes or alterations bave been required in, or incorporated into, the project that avoid the significant
environmental ¢llect as dentified in the Final FIR.

Explanation:

The proposed project would Increase the overall amount of impervious surface, thereby increasing runoff from most
of the site. Following construction of the proposed project, stormwater runo{f quality would be expected to decline
as-more potential pollutants would be gencrated by human activities. Additionally, poliulants would tend to be
flushed from impervious surfaces where they accumulate (2.g., paving and roofs) into drainage conveyances.
Stermwater runoff trom streets and the parking area would be expected to contain oils, grease, and debris,

The goal of the proposed projeet is 1o integrate BMPx throughout the project development (o provide source control
and water guality tresiment of runoff from paved and viher developed areas prior (o discharge inlo the swales and
streatns that ultimately discharge into Dry Creek. In accordance with NIFDES IT requirements, the proposed project
design would be reguired to incorporate BMPs to reduce the discharge of stormwater polhution to the maximum -
extent practicable. Potental significant impacts 10 water quality during operations would be nutigated 1o a less than
significant level by desigmng the proposed project 10 include appropriate and effective BMPs, including 11D
MeEasurcs. '

Mitigation Measures:

Mitigation Mceasure 13-4a: Implement Mitigation Measure 12-3¢ (Comply with NPDES P’hase I1
requirements) .

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

Fach applicant/developer for each construction phase within the Plan Arca shall submit a project-specific
BMDP Plan with the project improvement plans showimg the onsite locations and effectiveness of the BMTP
faciliies propescd for long-term water quality impact reduction during the Subsequent Conformiry Review
process and prior 1o Improvement Flan approval. The plan shall include a method for financing the long-
term maintenance of the proposed project-specific facilities.

Al BMPs for water quality protection, source control, and treatment control shall be developed in
accordance with the California Stormwater Quality Association Stonmwater Best Management Praciice
Handbook for New Development/Redevelopment (or other similar source approved by the Engineering and
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sutveying Division) for the applicable tvpe of development and/or improvement, BMPs shall be designed o
mutgate (minimize, inhiltrate, [ler, or treat) stonnwater runolt, Flow or velume based posteansiruction '
I3APs shall be designed at a mminitnum in accotdance with the Placer County Gundance Document for
Volume and Flow-Based Sizing of Permanent Post-Constroction Best Management Practices for Stormwater
CQuahity Protection. Frovisions shall be included for long-term maintenance of BMPs. BMPs shall reflect
improvements in techniques and opportunities made available over tme and shall reflect site-specific
limitations. The County shall make the final detenminations as to the appropriateness of the BMPs proposed
for cach project,

Source controd BMPs should be incorporated mio the design of each future construcnon project within the
Plan Area. These BMPs emphasize reducing or eliminating poltutant in stormwater runodl at their source
through runoff reduction and by segregating pollutants from stormwater runoff. Exampies of source control
BMPs that should be evaluated during design and could be incorporated into the project-specific BMP Plan
as feasible include the {ollowing:

¢ Incorporate landscaping into the design. including planting of native and drought-toleram plants 1o
maximize natural waler slorage and infiltration opportunities dnd praotect stopes and channels (Source
Control SDx-103;

e Direct roof runoff to grassy areas and away from paved areas or storm trains (o promote overland
flow of stormwater runoff and reduce velocitics and peak (ow rates (Source Contro) SD-110;

¢ Incorporale pervious pavement to promote intiltration and reduce tunoff (Source Control SD-20)

o Provide enclosed commercial trash areas 1o avoid contact with stormwalter runeft (Source Comrol
SD-32);

e Design parking lots to dircet storm water to storm drain inlets and away from garbage disposal areas
{Source Control SD-32};

e Perform street and parking lot cleaning to remove poteniial debris and pollutants that could be picked
up and conveved by storm watcr;

¢ Where practical, install dritp and low-flow irrigation systems to provide effictent irrigation and
rninimze runofl of excess imigation water {Source Control SD-12); and

& Select building materials that do not iniroduce sources of pollutams {Source Contrel SD-21).

In addition, sterm drainage from onsite and offsite impervious surfaces (including roads} shall be cotlected
and routed through specially designed water quality (eeatment facilities (i.c., treatment control BMPs) for
remova] of potlutants of concern (e, sediment, oiligrease, ew), as approved by the County’s Engingering
and Surveying Division, Treatment control BMIPPs should be integrated into and throughout the site to
gnhance the removal of pollutants that have entered the stormwater runoff, Examples of treatment control
BMPs that should be evalvaled during design include the tollowing:

e Provide vegetative swale or buffer areas, which could be incompaorated into landscaped areas, to slow
down runoff velocities and allow sediments and other pollutants to settle (Treatment Control T'C-30,

I'C-3]);

a " Install water quality inlcts (e.g., oiliwater separators) to remove “first flush” pol}ula:m including o1l
and grease {Treatment Contrnl 1C-50): and
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o Incorporate bichliration facilities to capture stormwater ronefl from impervious areas and remove
polhnants (Source Control TC-32)

With the Improvement Plans, the apphicam/developer for the construction project shall verify thatl proposed
BMPs are appropriate to treat the pollutants of concern from the project. The applicant/develaper shal)
provide for the establishment of vegetation, where specified, by means of proper irrigation, for effective
performance of BMPs. No waier quality facibiy construction shall be permitted within any 1dentified
wellands area, tloodplain, or right-of-wav except as authorized by the project approvals or subsequent
amendments approved by the County. '

Nlitigation Measuie 13-4c: Maintain BMPs

Storm drainage from impervious surfaces proposed with the project shall be collected and routed through
specially designed catchbasing, vegetated swales. vaults, mfiltration basins, water quality basins, Nlters, 1z,
for entrapmeni of sediment, decbris, and oils/greases or uther ideniificd pollutanis, as approved by the Placer
County ESD. The Applicant shall provide for the establishment of vegelation, where specified, by means of
proper irmigation, for effective perfonmance of BMPs. Contractual evidence of a monthly parking lot
sweeping and vacuurning, and catch basim cleaning program shall be provided to ESIY upon request. Failure
1y do so wilt he grounds for discretionary permit revocation. Maintenance of BMYP facilities shall be
provided by the project owners/permiltess for each future construction project within the Plan Area unless,
and until, a County Service Arca is created and said facilities are accepted by the County {or maintenance.
Prior to approval of improvement pians, final maps shall show casements to be created and offered for
dedication to the County for maintenance and access to these facihities in anticipation of possible County
maintenance. No water quality facility construction shall be permitted within any identified wetlands area,
Noodplain, or right-of-way, except as authorized by praject approvals or subscquent *1mcndmcms approved
by the County.

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

Mitigation Measure 13-de: Design and construct LI} measures that comply with performance measures

The Applicant’s LID strategies would consist primarily of bioswales that would $it into the overall drainage
plan. Each major drainage discharge point in the Plan Area would be designed to include bioswales or a
similar LID measure. The bioswales would be designed to be inegrated with the rest of the drainage
structures in the Plan Area and comply with the following performance standards to ensure that constructed
orassy swales and other BMP/LID measures perform necessary functions related o protect the Plan Arca’s
water qualiny:

¢  Maximum flow rates in the swale should not ¢xceed 1.5 feet per second.

»  Swales should be designed so that they are as [lat and as wide as possible. In areas where topography
prevents this, check dams would be installed 1o slow water movement. These check dams will
periedically need o be cleared of sediment to remain functional. The swales should be consiructed
su that the side sJopes are 3:1 or less to ensure that they do not contribute to sediment loading in the
drainage.

¢ Swales should be designed for a maximum residence ime of 24 hours to abate mosquito probiems.

o Swale vegetation should consist of species that are native or at a minimum noninvasive. The use of
perennial grasses or other plants that are not winter-dormant is recommended.

¢ The swale vegetation should be mowed al 5 frequency that maximizes performance. Four times per
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vear 15 recommended for some species

o A single swale can drain up 1o 4 acres of land {or surface). The proposed hieswales plan will include
the maximum drainage arca proposed per swale, The County would be responsible {or verifying that
the Applicant and other landowners in Plan Area have designated sufficient arca lor the grassy
wwvales,

Preference is given to nanwal, low-maiitenance LD solutions over engineered solutions. Review and
approval by the County would be required for cach LID plan before it is constructed in the Plan Arca.

Signmificance after Mitigation:
Less than Signmificant

Impact 13-5 Placement of fill or structures in 100-vear floodplain. This tmpact is considered Pofeniially
Significant.

Findings:

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

Explanation: P

The 100-vear {loodplain associated with Dyv Creck exjsts within the Plan Area. Development of the proposed
project would include regrading of the Plan Area, which could alter the floodplain. I gencral, the majority of the
exwsting floodplain would rernain in a natural state within open spaces along the creck, The proposed development
would include minor cncroachments into the floedptain, mostly (o smooth out the edge of the floedplain against the
nottherly roadway within the Plan Area. Additional encroachments would be associated with several building pads
that would be constructed along the same roadway. As such, there would be shight changes to the boundaries of the
floodplain compared to the existing FEMA-designated boundaries. The proposed project would provide in-kind
compensatory storage (o offset the hydraulic impacts due to these encroachments. The avalysis described in the
EIR shows that with the proposed full development of the Plan Arca and with in-Kind compensatory storage, the
proposed project would not have a significant effect on the base flood elevations along Dry Creek or its wributanes.

No development would occur within the 100-year tloodplain; thercfore, no people or structures would be exposed to
flood hazards. Finished pad elevations and finished Noor ¢levations would be set a minimum of 2 feet and 3 feet
above the adyacent 100-year Hloodplain water surface elevation. respectively. As project-specific land vses and
designs are developead, the floodplain analvses would he further refined 1o ensure that no private development
would oceur within the floodplain. '

Implememation of the proposed mitigation measures would reduce this impact to a less-than significant level by
ensuring that development docs not accur in the 100-year floodptam, or if small amounts of fill are placed in the
floodplain, compensatory in-kind storage would be provided so that there would be no net increase in base flood
elevations,

Mitipation Measures:

Mitigation Measure 13-3a: Imiplement Mitigation Measure 13-2a (Prepare and submit project specific
drainage report)

Mitigation Mceasure 13-5b: Belineate post-project floodplain boundary
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The Dramage Master Plan jor the Plan Area shows the mits of the future, unmitigated. {ully developed
100-vear fleodplain (post-development) for Dry Creek and it tributaries. Each fulure construction project
witlin the Plan Area shall delineate the 100-vear floodplain in the site-specilic dramage repon and on the
Impravement Plans and shall restrict development in floodplains. Placer County shatl require evaluation of
potential flood harzards prior to approval of each construction progect. The County shall require proponcnts
of new development to submii accurate topographic and flow characteristics information and depiciion of
the H-vear {Toodplain boundaries under fully developed, unminigated runotf,

All development in the 100-year floodplain must cornply with the provisions of the Placer County Flood
Damage Prevention Ordinance to prevent damage to structures and to hmit the cffect of development on
base flood elevations

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

The placement of fill in floadplains should be minimtized. In the event that some fill within a tloodplain is
unavoidable, in-kind compensatory storage should be provided. During design, hydraulic analyses would be
required to evaluate the resultant impacts on the floodplain and base flood elevatons. While fill may be
allowed within the floodplatn fringe zone, Gl should not be placed within the designated reguiatory
floodway. The floodway is the portion of the floodplain that must be reserved to convey the base Nood
without increasing the base fload elevation by mmore than one foot.

When a development encroaches into a floodplati, the flood sworage fost must be compensated by providing
in-kind storage. This is defined as excavating the same amount of matenal at the same clevation as placing
fitl o provide hydraulically equivalent storage. In addition to providing an offsetting volume of material at
the same elevation, the replacement excavation nrust be located where it will be inundated during a 100-vear
flood; that 13, it cannot be isolated away from the floodplain.

~ Mitigation Measure 13-5d: Prepare and submit canditional letter of map revision (CLOMR)

Prior to any modifications within the existing FEMA mapped 100-vear tloodplain along Dry Creek and its
tributaries, the Applicant will prepare CLOMR Application documents, submit them to Placer County for
review, amend as necessary and submil final CLOMR application to the County, with FEMA iees. Upon
County signature of the application, the County may request ihat the Applicant’s consultant process the
application with FEMA, and provide addinonal information as requested by FEMA.

Mitigation Measure 13-5e: Sobmit Letfer of Map Revision {LOMR)

Each applicant/developer for each construction phase within the Plan Area shall submit an application 10
FEMA for a LOMR if the development alters the floodplain boundaries and/or the base [lood clevations by
more than 1 {oot. Prior to submitting the LOMR application, data and analyses will be reviewed and
approved by the County ESI.

Mitigation Measure 13-53f: Prohibit grading activities within post-project floodplain

In order to protect site resources, agricultural practices cannot result in substantial modifications 1o
topography or drainage that would affcct the floodplain boundaries or base tlood elevations. With the
exception of agricultural activities such as plowing or planting. no grading activitics may take place in the
post-project 100-vear floodplain as identified in the Drainage Master Plan except as necessary 1o construct
and maintain drainage improvements.

Significance after Mitigation:

l.ecss than Significant
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Espact 13-6 Reduce eroundwaier recharge. This impact is considered Less than Significant.
Findingas:

Under CEQA, no mitigation measures are required for impacts that are less than significant. {Pub. Resources Code,
§ 21002, CROA Guidehnes, §§ 151264, subd. (a)(3), 12091.)

Explanation:

Development and urbanization of the Specific Plan Area could reduce pervious area, which in turm would limit the
percolation process and reduce groundwater recharge. Based on the low value of the Plan Area for recharge {with
the cxception of the Dy Creek corridor, which would remain in open space), this impact would he less than
significant.

Miitigatioe Measures:

No mitigation measures are reguired. .
Sigrnificance after Mitigation:

This Impact 15 less than significant without mingation.

Lppact 13-7 Depletion of groundwater sepplies. This tmpact is considered Less than Significant.
Findings:

Under CLGA. no mitigation measures are required for impacts that are less than signibicant. (Pub. Resources Code,
§ 21002, CHEQA Guidelines, §5 15126.4, subd. (a)3), 15091}

Explamation:

Since the proposed project would not use groundwater as a waier supply and several of the existing wells would be
abandoned, there would be no impact to well production or on groundwater supplics. Future owners of the
Agricultural-10 parcels may want 1o install groundwater wells for irrigation water supply. These wells would be
tnstalled in accordance with Placer County and DWR regulations, Historically, the Plan Area was used for
agricultare. In the event that these property owners decide 1o install wells for trigation of their crops, the amount of
tand rrigated and the amount of groundwater thal would be used by these properiies would likely be less than
historical groundwater use. Therefore this impact would be less than significant.

Miﬁga!ion Measures:

No miiganon measures are required.

Significance after Mitigation:

This Impact is less than significant without mitigation.

impact 13-8  Loss of grassy swales, potentially affecting hydrologic and water quality functions. This impact
is considered Significant.

Frndings:
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(Changes o1 allerations have been ]'t'qmrc'd in. of incorpoerated mto, the j‘JI’C}JEuI that avoid the '\H_nlrlCdl][
enviionmental cffect as identified 10 the Final EIR.

fLxplanation:

(rrassy swales are not regulated by the Corps under the {ederal Clean Water Act. However, these swales receive
overllow from rrigation ditches, channelized streams, and perennial seasonal wetlands. The [oss of approximately
11 acres of this hahitat would be a significant impact because these features provide imponant water guality and
hydrologic functians that are similar to jurisdictional wetlands, These functions include retention of seasonal punofT,
stabihization of sediment, nutrient removal, and ransformanaon of captured nutrients into plant material, The
proposed project design would incorporate BMPs to reduce the discharge of stormwater pollution to the maximum
extent pracuicable, Potential significant impacts to waler qualily duning operations would be mitigated to a tess-than-
signmtrean! level by designing the proposed project to include appropriate and cffective BMPs, including LID
measures.

Mitigation Measures:

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

Iess than Sigmificant

impact 13-9 Reduced water quality during operation {Program-level). This impact is considered Potendally
Significant.

Findings:

Changes or allerations have been required in, or incorporated nto, the project that avold the significant
enviromnental effect as 1demified in the Final EIR.

Explanation:

Landowners of program-level parceis who apply for development entitlements will need 1o provide the County with
LI plans 10 ensure water quality for any discharge to Dry Creck. Such plans would be designed to discharge all
waters within 72 hours of the completion of runoff from a storm event, 50 as to ‘comply with thc Placer Mosquilo
Abatement Dhstrict’s requirements.

Mitigation Measores:

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

Significance after Mitigation:

Less than Sigmficant
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K. PUBLIC SERVICES AND UTILITIES
Tinpact 14-1  Increased demand for treaied surface water. This impact is considered Potensially Significant.
Findings:

Changes or alterations have been required in, o incorporated inlo, the project that avoid the SIgnlﬁLant
environmental cffect as identficd in the Final EIR.

Explanation:

Treated water for domestic and cormmercial use would be supplied o the proposed project by PCWA via the retail
supplier {Cal-Am) after snnexation inlo PCWA Zone 1. At present, the 101al projected water supplies available
during normal, single dry, and multiple dry water vears. as included m the 20-year projection contained in the
Urban Water Management Plan, will meet the projected water demand associated with the proposed praject, in
addition Lo the system’s existing and planned future uses. PCWA has prepared an analysis yegarding available
resources to provide water service to the Plan Area o miect the requirements of SB 610, [herefore, sufficient water
supplics are available to serve the Plan Area. 11 s noted that water service 1s allocated by PCWA on a first-come,
first-served hasis and water availability must be ascertained prior to any development. Because the Plan Area would
be buili-out over time, Mitigation Measure 14-1b 10 Jimit building pennits to coincide with water service allocation
is also proposed. With implementation of mitigation measures, impacts would be Jess than significant.

Mitigation Measures:

Mitigation Measure 14-1a: Pay connection fees and construct 16-inch- and 24-inch-diameler transmission
hime extensions to the Plan Area in accordance with PCWA and Cal-Am standards

Payment of the connection fees is intended to act (o offsel fiture maintenance ot ihe planned water inain
extensions. Construction of the lines 1o the appropriate standards is intended (0 ensure the lransmission
-mains are in a condition suitable for operation and maintenance by Cal-Ant in the [uwre, provide a I‘blldblt:
resource to the area, and provide a source of water for adjoining uses not included in the project.

Mitigation Measure 14-1b: Issue building pcrmits only when sufficient treated water supply exists

Prior 1o approval of any small 1ot tentative subdivision map, the County shall comply with Governiment
Code'Section 66473.7 or make a facteal showing or impose conditions similar 1o those required by Section
664737, as appropriate to the size of the subdivision, Prior to the recordation of any fimal subdivizion map
or prior 1o County approval or any similar approval or entitlement required for nonrcsidential uses, the
Applicant shall obtain a written certification from the water service provider that cither existing services are
available or that needed improvements will be in place prior to occupancy,

Significapce after Mitigation:

[¢ss than Significant

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

Findings:

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

The impacts of climate change on long-term water supply it California and Placer County is unceriain, However,
given current water supply sources and Californta’s abiimy 1w adapt to glabal change, 11 1s reasonable 1o expect that
the proposed project’s impact on long-term water supply would be less than sigmificant

Mitigation Measures:

Mo mitigation measures are vequired.

Shgnificance after Mitigation:

This lmpact 15 less than-significant without mitigation.

Impact 14-3  Potential impacts to CFD facilities if wastewater facilities are shared with Placer Vineyards
wastewater flows, This impact is considered Porentially Significant. :

Findings:

Changes or allerations have becn required in, or incorporated into, the project that aveid the signilicam
environmental effect as identilied in the Final EIR.

Explanation:

[f the impacts from the proposed project alone are cvaluated, impacts to existing sewer facilities would be less than
significant. The peak flow rates froro the Plan Area (including adjacent offsite areas wastewater flows passing
through the proposed project’s onsite pump station) are estimated at 560 gallons per mimute (gpm), which 15 well
below the design allowance of 1,100 gpm. Ttis acknowledged that there is an opportunity for the propesed project
to share facihties with the proposed Placer Vinevards development to the north and west, If flews from Placer
Vineyards weie to be combined with [lows from the Plan Area, combined peak flow rates 1o the CFID pump statjon
would be on the order of 1,900 gpm, which is greater than the design capacity allowance of 1,100 gpm allotied to
the Plag Area. This flow rale would also exceed the current flow capacity of the existing CEFDY pumps and assotated
force mnain, potentially rendering the pumps unable (o overcome the increased head conditions

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

To provide the CFD pump station with the ability 10 operate simultanecusly with the Riolo Vinevard pump
station, the existng CFD pump station pumps will be changed to operate at higher head conditions and
lower resulttant flow rates: Muigation Measure 14-3a 1s 1o be implemented 1f Miiigation Measure 14- 3b s
not implemented.

Mitigation Measure [4-3b: Do not altow sewage conveyance connection from Placer Vineyards {0 common
forve main '

To avoid overwhelming the CFD pump station pumps due to high head conditions in the force main, if the
wastewater flows from Placer Vineyards were not directed to the CFD force main the CFID pumps would
continue o Tunction as they do now. The wastewater floses from the project are below what the existing
CI'D pump siation and associated force main were designed o handle. Mitigation Measure 14-3bis to be
implemented if Mitigation Measure 14-3a is not implemented,
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Significance after Mitigation:
Less than Signiflicam

Empact 14-4  Potential redaction in water gquality resulting from acoidemtal discharge of wastewater into Bry
Creek drainage. This impact is considered Poientially Significant.

Findings:

Changes or atlerations have been required in, or incorporated into, the project that avoid the significant
envivonmenial effect as identified in the Fina) FIR.

Eaplanatien:

As proposed, sewage conveyance facihties for the proposed project would flow 1o the Dry Creek WWTP.
Conveyance imfrastructure within the Plan Arca would be located adjacent to the Dry Creek channel.

Potential pipe leakage atfecting Dy Creek can be litmited by ensuring complionce with enhanced construction
specifications where needed. To address potential impacts from {looding of the pump station and associated
collection system manheles, mitigation is proposed 1o locate these features in areas above the 100-year ﬂuodplam
and/or require the use of halt-down covers on manholes, which would reduce the Likehhood of flooding. The
Applicant also proposes 1o construcet a sufficiently sized sturage tank and an emeraency 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 to the pump staton.

Mitigation Measures:

Mitigation Measure t4-3a: Design onsite and offsite pipelines to have watertight joints in accnrd.mce with
Placer County Standards

To reduce the potential lor any of the proposced water or recycled water supply or wastewater transiission
pipelings to leak and affect service and environmental conditions of surounding areas, Placer County
standards specity matenal tvpe; wall thicknesses; connection methods, including couphing information;
backfill material type and placement methods; and installation location relative o other utilitics. Adhering o
these siandards will reduce the likelihood that the project pipelines wonld affcet adyacent or sensitive areas,
However, in areas where the groundwater table 15 close to the pipeling, additional measures mayv be necded
o protect groundwater quality, including more robust pipe jowt details, use of fusible C-200:805 pipe
seclions, pipe wrap, of cathodic protection.

Mitigation Measure 14-4l: Locate the pump station system above the H0-vear floodplain and use boli-down
covers for sewer manholes which are within the 100-vear flusdplain

Since the adjacent Dry Creek has a history of flooding, the gravity collection and (ransmisston portions of
the wastewater systemn should be located outside of the proposed mits of the 100-vear floodplain and
require the use of bolt-down covers on ranhoies, to avoid co-mingling of wastewater with Creck flows
during periods of flooding, The elevations used for this evaluation should be based on 2 site-specific
hydrolegic ¢valuation to ensure that the most current Noodplain clevation is used,

Mitigation Measure 14-4¢: Instiil an emergency gencrator 2od fuel siorage with adequate spilt containment
for extended operation

[ the event that the onsite wastewater pump station were 1o lose electrical power, gravity collection of
wasfewater would continee to be direcied 10 the pump station, butl Hows would not be conveyed (o Dry
Creek WW LT, Under this condition, wastewater {lows would back up inta the gravity collection svstem and
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could potentially uvertop the wastewater pump statian wet welt andior associated system manheles. To
reduce the potenuial for this 10 occuor, an emergency generator with sufficient quantities of fucl witl be
localed adjacent to the wastewater pump station o provide dedicated clectrical power. The fuel storage will
be configured o provide secondary containmentin the event of a tank rupture  aveid fuel spills. With
implementation of these mitigation measures, impacis on groundwater and surface water quality resulting
from accidental wastewater discharge would be reduced to a less-than-significant level.

Stgnificance after Mitigation:
Less than Significant

Impact 14-5  Increased dentand on wastewater treatinent system. This impact s considered Potentially
Significem,

Findings:

Changes or alterations have been reguired in, or incorporaied into, the project thai avoid the sigmbicant
environmental effect as identified in the Final EIR.

Explanation:

Sewer treatment would be provided by the City of Roseville and the existing treatment facilitics are in compliance
with requirements of the RWQCE and should not require expansion as & resalt of the proposed project. The sewage
generated by this project would be typical of residential developments and is not expected to canse the existing
facilities to exceed existing NPDES requiremems. The Plan Arca was mcluded within the 2003 service area
boundary for the Dry Creek WWTP, and the service area boundary will only direet 14.8 mgd to the Dry Creek
WWTP, which is below the Dry Creek WWTP permitted thaximum discharge limit of 18 mgd. T herctore there is
sufficient capacity at the Dry Creek WWTP to serve the Plan Arca.

Mitigation Measures:
Mingation Measure t4-3a: All new development in the Specific Plan area shall comply with General Plan
Policy 4.D.2, which requires written certification from the service provider that either existing services are
available or necded lmprowemcnts will be made prior to eccupancy to meet wastewater dEIIIdI]dS of the
Specific Plan.
Commitments from the wastewater treatment provider to receive anticipated flows from the specific plan
area at the Dry Creek WWTP shall be sceured by Placer County prior 10 County approval of improvement
plans Tor wastewaler collection and transmission infrastructure,
Signilicance after Mitigation:

Less than Sigmficant

Empact 14-6 "Increased demand for recycled water for nonpotable water use. This impact is considered
Potentiofly Significant.

Findings:

Changes or ahterations bave been required in, or incomporated into, the project that avoid the significant
environmental effect asidentified in the Tinal EiR.
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Explanation:

Although it is estimated that there would be adequate recycled water supply from the Dry Creek WWTP 10 meet
both average annual and peak Jay demand, the maximum amount of waler available to the Plan Area potentially
woukd be Jimited to the amount of efMucat delivered o the Dy Creek WWTD. This amount of water is insufficient
10 meet he irrigation demands of the Plan Area, which would necessitaic the usc of potable water lor irngarion
regardless of whether recyveled water 1s made available, 1015 proposed that recyeled water allocable to Riolo
Vingyards be ransferred to the Placer Vineyards Specific Plan area to assist in meeting that project™s recycled water
demand. Accordingly, the project does not propose the extension of recyeled water conveyvance infrastructure withio
the Plan Area, abthough such infrastructure has been anatvzed in the EIR. 1n the eveni that recycled water
infrastructure is constructed along the Dry Creek corridor, the followmg vutigation measure would apply.
Mifigation Measurces:

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

- Mitigation Measure 14-4a should be implemented 1l the recyeled water Iime is located along v Creck. This

mitigation mcasure applies to the construction of the planned recveled water force mam if it is located along
Dry Creek rather than along Walerga Road and through the main cast/west cotlector roadway . 1f the pipeline
carrying recveled water is located along Dry Creek, and a line break were to oceout, the potential for
discharge of recycled water into Py Creek would be higher due to the proxinuty of the hine 1o Drv Creck.

Significance after Mitigation:

Less than Sigmficant

Impact 14-7 Tncreased demand for clectrical sepply. This impuaci is considered Levs than Significant.

tindings:

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

Explianation:

Elecinie service wauld be provided by SMUD. The projecied electric encrgy use ifor the proposed project at buildout
15 ¢stimated to he 7,077 MWH/ e A present, SMUD does not anticipate any supply jssucs that would impact this
level of scrvice.

Mitigation Measures:

No midgation measures are required.

Signitficance after Miligation:

This Impact is less than significant without mitigation.

Empact 14-8  Incrcased demand on the electrical distribution network, This impact is considered Less than
Significant.

Findings:

Under CROA, no mitigation measures are required for nnpacts that are less than significant. (Fub. Resources Code,
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£ 21002, CEOA Guidelines, §§ 15126.4, subd. {a){3}, 15091.)

Fxplanation: )

In general, SMETDY has sufficient regional elecirte facilities to serve the project. SMUIDD has indicated that the nitial
development within the Plan Area could be served by existing supply infrastruciure. Full development of the
proposed project would require development ot a new substation by SMUD. The Applicant proposes to provide 10
SMUTD a half-acre site with the Plan Arca to accommodate the new SMUD substation. As a result, the capacity (o
handle increased demand on the electrical distrjbution network from the proposed project would be Jess than
significant.

Mitigation Mceasures,

No mitigaltion measures are required.

Significance after Mitigation:

This Impact 13 less than sigmficant without mirigation.

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

Under CEQA, no mitigation measures are required for impacts that are less than Sjglliﬁcatlt. {Fub. Resources Code,
§ 21002; CEQA Guidelines, §§ 151264, subd. (a}(3), 15091 )

Explanation:

Natural gas service would be provided by PG&F. The estimated nataral gas demand at buildout for the
proposed project is 56,754 cublic feet per hour, At this time PG&L docs not anticipate any supply issucs
that would impact this level of service As a result, the imnpact of increased demand for natural gas supply
would be less than sigmficant.

Mitigation Meusuyes:

No mitigation measures are required,

Significance after Mitigation:

This Impact 13 [ess than significant without mitigation.

Impuct 14-10 Increased demznd on the natural gas distribution network. This impact is cons:dered Lesy rhrm
Significant.

Findillgs:

Under CEOQA, no mitigation measures are required for impacts that are less than significant. (Pub. R{-‘JbOLlI‘CES Code,
§ 21002, CT0QA Guidelines, §§ 151264, subd. (a)(3), 15091

Explanation:
Since two medium-sized pipelines exist adjacent 1o the project, no offsite pas extensions are anticipated. As a
result, the impacts of increased demand on the nawral gas distribution pipelinge would be less than significant.
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Mittigation Measures:

No mifigatian measures are requared.

Sivnificance after Mitigation:

This Impact is less than significant without mitigation,

Impact 4-11 Increased demand for existing public parks and recreational facilities for new residents in
project-ievel parcels. This impact is constdered Less than Significant.

Findings:

Under CEQA, no rmitigation measiees are required for inpacts that are less than significant. (Pub. Resources Code,
§ 21002; CEQA Guidelines, §8 13126.4, subd. (a)(3), 15091 )

Explanation:

Policy 5. A 3 of the Placer Counry General Plan tequires the provision of 5 acres of parkland and 5 acres of open
space per 1,000 residents. Upon agrecment between the County and Specific Plan developers, in-heu fees may be
stipulated for a portion of this requurement. As 1dentitied 1 the EIR, the proposed project would meet the County's
requirements for park facilities. All recreationat facilities included in the propesed project would be open to the
public and create recreationat opportenities tor nearby communities. Thereiore, the proposed praject’s impacts to
recreational facilities would be less than significant.

Mitigation Measures:

o mitigaton measures are required.

Significance after Mitigation:

This Lmpact is less than significant without mitigation,

Impact 14-12 Increased demand for public schools. This impact is considered Significani.

Firdings:

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

Explanation:

The Plan Area is located within the jurisdiction of Center Unified School Districl. Since the passage of state
legislation on developer fecs {i.e,, SB 50 and Proposition LAY, mitigation is limiled by state law to the statutory
developer fee procedures, so no addilienal mitigation is identitied. This impact would be considered less than
significant, provided that the developer pay the statutorily required school impact fecs.
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FIitigation Mueasures:
feTifipation Moasnre 14-12a: Pay statutory school impact fees

The statutery school impact tee shall be pad 1o help fund new school facilities for students who would live in the
Plan Arca.

Significanec after Mitigation:

Less than Sigmficant

fmpact 14-13 Increased demand for fire protection services for project-level parcels. This impact is
considered Potentially Significant.

Fmdings:

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

Explanation:

The additton of new residents in both project- and program-level parcels would increase the need for additional fire
profection resources, Development within the Specific Plau proposes to fund these additional positiens. With
nnplementation of ths mitigation, impacts related 1o fire protection on project-level parcels would be less than
significant.

Mitigation Measures:
Mitigation Measure 14-13a: Fund additional fire protection stafl 1o maintain required staffing ratios

The staffing rafics contained it Table 14-14 of the EIR shall be maintained for the Specific Plan arca,
concurrent with demand, during all phases of development. The Applicant shall be required to establish a
special benefit assessiment district or ather funding mechanism to assure adequate funding for the ongoing
mainienance and operation of fire protection and related services, with funding respensibilities pnposed on
residential and commercial properties within the Speeific Plan area, including the costs for services required
1o satisfy Placer Coumly Fire Departinent staffing requirements set forth above. The funding mechanism
shall be subject to the pnor review and approval of Placer County, and shall be approved by the affected
landowners prior to recordation of the first final subdivision map. It shail be maintained until such time as
the County determines that property tax revenues are adequate 1o maintain the required staffing.

Significance after Mitigatioo:

Less than Sigmificant

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

Findings:

Changes or alterations have been required in, or incorporated into, the project that avaid the significant
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emvironmental effect as identibed in the Final E1R
Eaxpkanation:

Development of the Specific Plan would necessitate additional staifing and equipment for the Placer County
Shetifl’s Department wo serve the proposed project. Without the additional personnel, equipment and resources,
appropriate law enforcement service mnay be impaired. Implementation of proposed mitigation measures would
reduce impacts on police protection services and law enforcement facilities required (o protect public safery in the
Plan Area and vicinity to & icss-than-significant leve].

Mitigation Measures:

Bitigation Measure 14-ida: Provide funding for additional law enforcement personnel and equipment to
serve the Plan Area

The stafling ratios contained in Table 14-15 of the LIR, or ratios as othenwise approved by the Board of
Supervisors, shall be maintained for the Specific Plan area. The Applicant shall be required ¢ establish a
special benefit assessment district or other funding mechanism to assure adequate funding for the ongoing
maintenanee and operation of law enforcement services, with funding responsibilitics imposed on residential
and commercial properties within the Specific Plan area, including the costs for services required to satisfy
the statfing standards set forth above and General Plan standards now in existence or as later amended. The
funding mechamsm shall be subject to the prior review and approval of Placer County.

Mitigation Measure 14-E4b: Implement Crime Prevention through Environmental I2esign in cooperation
with the FPlacer County Sheriff's Department

Puotentiai crime problems deaiing with ciréulation svstems and structures may be reduced by utilizing the
coneepts of Crime Prevenuon Throogh Environmental Design. Development design shall cousider the etfect
on features that could encourage criminal activity and work to eliminate such leatures. Coordination with the
Sherift’s Diepartment shall be required during design stages of ail development within the Plan Area.
Approval of fimal subdivision maps sha!l require Shcr!ff’a Department review, including wiitien approval,

relating (o safety in design
Significance after Mitigation: .

Less than Sigoificant

Impact $4-15 Tnercased demand for solid wasie hauling and dispesal, This impact is considered Less than
Significant,

Findings:

Under CEQA, no mitigation mcasares are required for impacts that are fess than SIgnlﬁf,ant {Pub, Resources Code,
§ 21002; CEQA Guidelines, §§ 15126.4, subd. {al(3}, 15091.)

Explanation:
The Western Regional Santtary Landfill, operated by the Western Placer Waste Management Authority, would

provide residential and commercial garbage service, debris box service, and bluebag reeyeling to residents and
bustnesses in the proposed Plan Area. Adequate landil] capacily exists o serve the Plan Area.
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Ritigation Measures:

Moanitigation measures are required.

Significance after Mitigation:

This lmpact is less than significant witheut mitigation,

Impact 14-16 Increased need for additienal library services. This impact is considered Lesy than AS':'g.rrg'ﬁcemrT
Findings:

Linder CEQA, no mitigation measures are requived for impacts that are less than significant. (Pub. Resources Code,
& 21002; CEQA Guidelines, §§ 131264, subd. (a}{3), 15091 ))

Fxplanation:

No libraries are proposed as part of the proposed project. A 25 300-square-{oot library is planned 10 be constructed
within the nearby Placer Vineyards, which 3s located west of the proposed Plan Area. The Plan Area will pmwdc :
funding for library scrvices and {acilities.

Mitigation Measures:

No mitigation measuores are required.

Signiftcance after Mitigation:

This Impact is less than signiﬁc.anl without mitigation.

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

Findings:

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

Expianation:

Development applications for each program-level parcel would be required to include parkland acreage in
accordance with County standards. Al the County’s discretion, in-lieu fees may be stipulated. In this event, the in-
lieu fecs would be used for park improvements within the vy Creek/West Placer Compuniy Plan area. With

implementation of either of these options, impacts on parks and recreation resulting {from development of program-
level parcels would be less than significani.

Mitigation Measures:

Mitigation Measure 14-172: Dedicate parklands for program-level parcels in accordance with
County requirements

Each development application for pragram-level parcels proposed for residential development shajl include
parkland acreage in accordance with County standards. Current)y, only the Frisvold and Lund parcels would
be expected 1o propose residential development requinng impiementation of this mitigation measwe. At the
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