
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 Supervisors 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 all of the following actions, in the order
presented:

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

Motion to Adopt the Resolution Certifying 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 Resolution is 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
Resolution is attached as Attachment D.

Motion to Adopt the Ordinance Approving the Riolo Vineyard Development
Standards. The Ordinance is attached as Attachment E. '

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: Actions for Approval of Riolo Vineyards Specific Plan

Motion to Adopt the Ordinance Adopting a Development Agreement for Certain
Properties Within the Riolo 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 I, and subject to Conditions Nos. 1-28 as set forth in Exhibit 5 of the Staff
Report.

Motion to Approve the Vesting Small Lot Tentative Map, subject to the findings in
Attachment I, and subject to Conditions Nos. 1-198 as set forth in Exhibit 7 of the Staff
Report. . .
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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 resolution was duly passed by the Board of Supervisors
of the County of Placer at a regular meeting held March 10,2009,
by the following 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 Overriding Considerations is 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 Supervisors (the "Board") of the County ofPlacer
(the "County") relating to the environmental impacts ofthe Plan to be developed in accordance
with the Project Approvals.

WHEREAS, PFE Investors, LLC, on its own behalf and on behalf of Bryte
Gardens Associates, Ltd., (referred to hereinafter collectively as the "Applicant") have requested
the County Board take the following requested actions related to the Plan, which are referred to
collectively as the "Project Approvals":
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1. Celiification of a Final Environmental Impact Report and adoption of a
Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Plan;

2. Adoption 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;

5. Approval of Development Standards and Design Guidelines for the Specific
Plan;

6. Approval of rezonings;

7. Approval of a Development Agreement,

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

WHEREAS, the Project Approvals constitute the "Project" for purposes of the California
Environmental Quality Act ("CEQA"--Public Resources Code sections 21000 et~) and'
CEQA Guidelines Sec. 15378 and these determinations of the Board, and

WHEREAS, a notice of preparation for an environmental impact report fOf the Project
was prepared by the County and sent to the State Clearinghouse on or about September 2,2005,
and a revised notice of preparation was sent on or about July 28, 2006, (SCH No. 2005092041),
and

WHEREAS, on January 25,2008, the County released a draft environmental impact
repmi ("DEIR") that was prepared for the Project under the direction ofthe County, and

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

WHEREAS, the County received written comments on the DEIR, in response to which
the County prepared and released a Final Environmental Impact Report on October 20,2008,
(the "FEIR") and

WHEREAS, the Board gave full and legal notice of a public 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
written, and all written materials in the record connected therewith, and is fully informed
thereon,

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED :BY THE BOARD OF SUPERVISORS
OF THE COUNTY OF PLACER:
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(1) TheFEIR has been prepared in accordance with all requirements of CEQA and the
Guidelines.

(2) The FEIR was presented to and reviewed by the Board. The FEIR was prepared
under supenrision by the County and reflects the independent judgment of the County. The
Board has reviewed the FEIR, and bases its findings on such review and other substantial
evidence in the record.

(3) The Board hereby certifies the FEIR as complete, adequate and in full compliance
with CEQA as a basis for considering and acting upon the Project Approvals and, exercising its
independent judgment, makes the specific findings with respect thereto as set forth in Exhibit A,
attached hereto and incorporated herein by reference.

(4) All mitigation measures proposed in the FEII\ shall be implemented, and the
Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Plan ("MMRP") is adopted, and will implement all
mitigation measures adopted with respect to the Plan pursuant to all'of the Project Approvals.
The MMRP is hereby incorporated into the Plan and thereby becomes part of and limitations
upon the entitlements conferred by the Project Approvals.

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED: That notwithstanding the imposition of the mitigation
measures in the MMRP as set forth above, significant impacts of the Plan have not been reduced
to a level of insignificance 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 unmitigated adverse impacts and pursuant to CEQA
Guidelines section 15093 adopts and makes the Statement of Overriding Considerations as set
forth in Section XIII of Exhibit A,. attached hereto and incorporated herein by reference, to
explain why the Development's benefits override its unavoidable impacts. Having carefully
considered the Plan, its impacts and the foregoing benefits, the Board of Supervisors finds, in
light of the important social, economic and other benefits that the Plan will bring, the adverse
environmental impacts of the Plan that are not fully mitigated are acceptable.

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED: That the Planning Department is directed to file a
Notice of Determination with the County Clerk within five (5) working days in accordance with
Public Resources Code section 21152(a) andCEQA Guidelines section 15094.
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EXHIBIT A.

CEQA FINDINGS OF FACT

and

. STATEMENT OF OVERRIDING CONSIDERATIONS

for the

RIOLO VINEYARD SPECIFIC PLAN

ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT
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I. INTRODUCTION

The Final EnvironmentaUmpact Report ("Final EIR" or "EIR") prepared for the Riolo Vineyard Specific Plan (the
"Project") addresses the potential environmental effects associated with implementation of the goals, policies, and
objectives of the Project. These findings have been prepared to comply with requirements of the California
Environmental Quality Act ("CEQA") (Pub. Resources Code, § 21000 et seq.) and the CEQA Guidelines (Cal.
Code Regs., tit. 14, § 15000 et seq.). These findings refer to the EIR where material appears in that document.

II. PROJECT DESCRIPTION

A. Project Location

The Riolo Vineyard Specific Plan area is located in southern Placer County and is situated 21/2 miles southwest of
the City of Rosevi Ile and 15 miles northeast of the Sacramento metropolitan area, just north of Placer County's
border with Sacramento County. The site is bounded by Dry Creek to the north, Walerga Road to the east, PFE
Road to the south, and Watt Avenue to the west.. Existing vehicular access to the proposed Plan Area is from PFE
Road, Watt Avenue, and Walerga Road. Interstate 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 Vineyard Specific Plan in
the unincorporated area of western Placer County. The proposed site is located within the area governed by the Diy
Creek/West Placer Community Plan (Community Plan), which was adopted in 1990 and amended in 1994. This
Community Plan covers about 9,200 acres in the southwestern comer of Placer County. Its boundaries are Baseline
Road in the north, Sutter County to the west, Sacramento County to the south, and the City of Roseville to the east.
While it is a separate document, the Comniunity Plan was developed to be a component of Placer County's General
Plan. It envisions low-density, single-family, residential development in thenori-floodplain portion of the proposed
Plan Area, with commercial uses at the comers ofPFE Road/Watt Avenue and PFE RoadlWalergaRoad. The Plan
Area includes a total of 15 parcels, comprising 525.8 gross acres. Eight of these parcels, which comprise
approximately 323 acres, are controIiedby the project applicant, PFE Investors, LLC ("Applicant"); the remaining
seven parcels are held by other owners.

Riolo Vineyard is conceived to be a residential community consisting of a variety of housing options, park and
open-space opportunities, and commercial services. The Specific Plan would be developed in accordance with the
goals of the Dry Creek/West Placer Community Plan, including its land use goals to preserve rural-residential areas
and protect natural features such as Dry Creek. The Specific Plan proposes specific land uses 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 Plan. This initial
phase of development would inClude 128 low-density residential units, 157 medium-density residential units, up to .
60 high-density residential units and two Agricultural-l 0 parcels, for a total of approximately 347 units. This initial'
phase would also provide land for the cemetery expansion, a recycled water tank, and sewer pump station facilities,
The remaining development proposed by the Applicant on the eastern portion of the Specific Plan area
(approximately 244 low density residential units, four Agricultural-lO parcels andtwo rural residential units) would
occur in subsequent years when additional small lot subdivisions maps are applied for by the Applicant and
approved by the County.

There will be additional development within the Specific Plan area, which is analyzed at a program-level in the EIR.
Assumptions regarding land uses for these areas of the Specific Plan were made for the purpose of analyzing
impacts ofthe proposed project. The Draft EIR assumes that the Frisvold parcel (APN 023-200-057) would be
developed with up to 120 units of medium-density residential development, co~sistent with the intent of the owner
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ofthat parcel to cancel the existing Williamson Act contract and pursue development entitlements. The EIR further
assumes that the 10.0-acre parcel at the corner ofPFE Road and Walerga Road (APN 023-22l~007) would be
developed in the near term with commercial uses, consistent with the existing Community Plan. Although no
development plans for the Lund parcel (APN 023-221"004) or Elliott parcel (APN 023-221-005) have been
proposed, the EIR assumes development of these parcels with up to 210 low-density residential units (up to 170
units on Elliott and 40 u1)its on Lund), as permitted by the Community Plan, could occur under near-tenn
conditions. Due to the location of the Riar/Singh parcel (ArN 023-200-109) within the 100-year floodplain of Dry

. Creek, the EIR assumes that this parcel would be maintained in its current agricultural use under both near-term and
long-term conditions.

The remaining 242.6 acres (about 46 percent of the site) would be set aside for agricultural, Agricultural-l 0, open
space, and public or quasi-publiC uses. The agricultural and open spaces would also serve as buffers between the'
residential and commercial uses and the Dry Creek habitat area and are located primarily in the centTal and northern .
portions ofthe prOposed site. The Agriculture-l 0 parcels would allow for a one-acre building pad for residential
structures. Three parcels within the Plan Area are planned for public and quasi-public uses, including expansion of
the existing cemetery, a recycled water tank, pump station, and an electrical substation. Circulation through the
specific plan area for motor vehicles would be on internal residential streets with rights-of-way ranging from 40 to
130 feet, depending on location. The medium-density residential community proposed by the Applicant would
create private alleys 24 feet in width. Travel for pedestrians, bicyclists, and equestrians would be along a network of
pedestrian paths, bicycle 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, openspace and other necessary public facilities. InCluded
as corollary documents to the Specific Plan are Development Standards and Design Guidelines that will govern all
future development within the Riolo Vineyard Specific Plan. In addition, the Specific Plan identifies the major
infrastructure (roads, water, sewer, drainage systems) and public services needed to accomm.odate the new
development.' .

The project proponents have also sought a number of general plan amendments, and amendments to the Dry
CreekIWest Placer Community Plan, and additi.onallegislative and other approvals in order to facilitate the Specific
Plan, as described and analyzed in the Final EIR.

C. Project Objectives

The Specific Plan's goals are to:

1. Implement the County's General Plan and Dry Creek/West Placer Community Plan, which designate the
proposed project area for urban development;

2.. Preserve the scenic Dry Creek riparian corridor and enhance trail connectivity to complement a regional
recreation corridor for bicycle, pedestrian, and equestrian users;

. 3. Provide a well-designed community with neighborhood identity in close proximity to jobs and services in
Placer and Sacramento Counties;

4. Create ahigh-quality environment containing a mix of residential, open-space, and recreahonalland uses in
an overall design that advances "smart growth" principles;

5. Provide for increased residential densities in areas presently planned for urban growth and development with
accessible infrastructure, consistent with area-wide infrastructure plans and growth policies identified in the
Sacramento Area Council of Government's Blueprint/or Regional Growth;

6. Design a project that minimizes encroachment into the existing lOO-year floodplain in the plan area while

Riolo Vineyard Specific Plan
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balancing the housing needs and densities of the SACOG Blueprint process and the character ofthe local
community.

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

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

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

10. Provide for a full range of housing densities andproduct choices affordable to all income levels;

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

12. Create a community that recognizes, respects, and preserves historic agricultural uses of the project area
through active management within Agriculture-1 0 parcels;

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

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

15. Provide for dedication ofland wit1).in the project area for the expansion of the Union Cemetery.

HI. ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW PROCESS

In accordance with section 15082 ofthe CEQA Guidelines, a Notice of Preparation (NOP) for the Riolo Vineyards
Specific Plan EIR was prepared by the County on September 2,2005. Pursuant to CEQA Guidelines sections
15023, subdivision (c), and 15087, subdivision (£), the State Clearinghouse in the Office of Planning and Research
is responsible for distributing environmental documents to State agencies, departments, boards, and commissions
for review and comment. The County followed required procedures with regard to distribution ofthe appropriate
notices and environmental documents to the State Clearinghouse. The State Clearinghouse was obligated to make
that information available to interested agencies for review and comment. The NOP was received by the State
Clearinghouse (SCH #200S0n041)onor about September 2, 2005, and was made available for a 30 day public
review period ending on October 10, 2005. The initialNOP and response letters are included as Appendix B of the
Draft EIR. \ .

Arevised NQP was circulated on July 28, 2006 that addressed the proposed cancellation of the Williamson Act
contract on the Frisvold parcel, within the Specific Plan area. The revisedNOP was received by the State
Clearinghouse on July 28, 2006, and was made available for a 30 day public review period ending on August 29,
2006. The revised NOP and response letters are included as Appendix C of the Draft ElR.

Preparation of an EIR is a CEQArequirement for all discretionary projects in California that have a potential to
result in significant environmental impacts. EIRs must disc1ose,analyze, and provide mitigationmeasutes for all
potentially significant environmental effects associated with adoption and implementation of proposed projects.
Consistent with these requirements, the County on January published the Draft EIR for the proposed Riolo
Vineyard Specific Plan and circulated the document for review and comment by responsible and trustee agencies as
well as interested members of the public. The NOA of the Draft EIR was received by the State Clearinghouse on
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January 25, 2008, and was made available for a public review period ending on March 10,2008 The Planning
Commission held a public hearing on February 28, 2008 to provide an opportunity for the public to comment on the
Draft EIR.

The County received comments on the Draft EIR from 9 persons/agencies before the close of the comment period.
The County released the Final EIR in'October 2008. All comments received on the Draft EIR during the review
period, and two additional comment letters received thereafter, are responded to in the Final EIR.

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

On February 10,2009, the Board of Supervisors ("Board") held a public hearing on the project, at the end of which
the Board certified the Final EIR and adopted the Specific Plan and an accompanying Development Agreement and
various related planning documents. As part of the project approval, the Board approved these Findings of Fact, a
Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program, and the Statement of Overriding Considerations included in Section
XIII of this document.

'. IV. SIGNIFICANT l\TEW INFORMATION

CEQA Guidelines Section 15088.5 requires a lead agency to recirculate an EIR for further review and comment
when significant new information is added to theEIR after public notice is given ofthe availability ofthe draft ErR
but before certification. New infonnation includes: (i) changes to the project; (ii) changes in the environmental
setting; or (iii) additional data or other information. Section 15088.5 further provides that "[n]ew information added
to an ErR is not 'significant' unless the EIR is changed in a way that deprives the public of a meaningful
opportunity to comment upon a substantial adverse environmental effect of the project or a feasible way to mitigate
or avoid such an effect (including a feasible project alternative) that the project's proponents have declined to
implement."

Having reviewed the information contained in the Draftand Final EIR and in the administrative record as well as
the requirements under CEQA Guidelines §15088.5 and interpretive judicial authority regarding recirculation of
draft EIRs, the Board of Supervisors hereby finds that no new significant information was added to the EIR
following public review and thus, recirculation of the EIR is not required by CEQA.

v. RECORD OF PROCEEDINGS

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

e The Notice o£'Preparation and all other public notices issued by the County in conjunction with the
Project;

• The Final EIRfor the Riolo Vineyard Specific Plan;

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

• All comments and correspondence submitted to the County with respect to the Project, in addition to
timely comments on the Revised Draft EIR;

o The Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Plan for the Project;

• Copies of the Riolo Vineyard Specific Plan and related documents prepared by staff after Board approval

Riolo Vineyard Specific Plan
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to conform to the Board's final decisions (e.g., in terms of including final the language of adopted policies,
the final numbering of policies, changes to reflect errata identified in various documents);

o All findings and resolutions adopted by County decisionmakers in connection with the Project, and aU
documents cited or referred to therein;

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

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

o Minutes and/or verbatim transcripts of all public meetings and public hearings held by the County in
connection with the Project;

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

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

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

o Any other materials required to be in the record of proceedings by Public Resources Code section 21167.6,
subdivision (e).

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

The Board of Supervisors has relied on all of the documents listed aboye in reaching its decision on the Riolo
Vineyard Specific Plan, even if not every document was fonnallypresented to the Bo~rd or County Staff as part of
the County files generated in connection with the Project. Without exception; any documents set forth above not
fouTid in the Project files fall into one of two categories. Many of them reflect prior planning or legislative decisions
with which the Board was aware in approving the Rioio Vineyard Specific Plan. (See City ofSanta Cruz v. Local
Agency Formation Commission (1978) 76 Cal.App.3d 381,391~392;'Dominey v. Department ofPersonnel '
Administration (1988) 205 Cal.App.3d 729,738, tn. 6.) Other documents influenced the expert advice provided to
County Staffor 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 to the adoption of the Riolo Vineyard Specific Plan.
(See Pub. Resources Code, § 21167.6, subd. (e)(lO); Browning-Ferris Industries v. City Council ofCity ofSan Jose
(1986) 181 Cal.App.3d 852, 866; Stanislaus Audubon Society, Inc. v. County ofStanislaus (1995) 33 Cal.App.4th
144, 153, 15 5.)

VI. FINDINGS REQUIRED UNDER CEQA

Public Resources Code section 21002 provides that "public agencies should not approve projects as proposed if .
there are feasible altemativesorfeasible mitigation measures available which would substantially lessen the
significant environmental effects of such projects[.]" (Emphasis added.) The procedures required by CEQA "are
intended to assist public agencies in systematically identifying both the significant effects of Projects and the
feasible alternatives or feasible mitigation measures which will avoid or substantially lessen such significant
effects." (Emphasis added.) Section 21002 goes on to state that "in the event [that] specific economic, social, or
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
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Resources Code section 21002 are implemented, in part, through the requirement that agencies must adoptfindings
before approving projects for which EIRs are required. (See Pub. Resources Code, § 21081, subd. (a); CEQA
Guidelines, § 15091, subd. (a).) For each significant environmental effect identified in an EIR for a proposed
project, the approving agency must issue a written finding reaching one or more of three permissible conclusions.
The first such finding is that "[c]hanges or alterations have been required in, or incorporated into, the project which
avoid or substantially lessen the significant environmental effect as identified in the final EIR." (CEQA Guidelines,
§ 15091, subd. (a)(1).) The second pemiissible finding is that "[s]uch changes or alterations are within the
responsibility and jurisdiction of another public agency and not the agency making the finding. Such changes have
been adopted by such other agency or can and should be adopted by such other agency." (CEQA Guidelines, §
15091, subd. (a)(2).) The third potential conclusion is that "[s]pecific economic; legal, social, technological, or other
considerations, including provision of employment opportunities for highly trained workers, make infeasible the
mitigation measures or project alternatives identified in the final EIR." (CEQA Guidelines, § 15091, subd. (a)(3).)
Public Resources Code section 21061.1 defines "feasible" to mean "capable of being accomplished in asuccessful
manner within a reasonable period of time, taking into account economic, environmental, social and technological
factors." CEQA Guidelines section 15364 adds another factor: "legal" considerations. (See also Citizens ofGoleta
Valley v. Board ofSupervisors ("Goleta IF') (1990) 52 CaJ.3d 553, 565.)

The concept of "feasibility" also encompasses the question of whether a particular alternative or mitigation measure
promotes the underlying goals and objectives of a project. (City ofDel Mar v. City ofSan Diego (1982) 133
Cal.App.3d 410,417.) "'[F]easibilitY' under CEQA encompasses 'desirability' to the extent that desirability is
based on a reasonable balancing of the relevant economic, environmental, social, and technological factors." (Ibid.;
see also Sequoyah Hills Homeowners Assn. v. City ofOakland (1993) 23 Cal.AppAth 704, 715.)

The CEQA Guidelines do not define the difference between "avoiding" a significant environmental 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 terms are used. Public Resources Code section 21081, on which CEQA Guidelines
section 15091 is based, uses the term "mitigate" rather than "substantially lessen." The CEQA Guidelines therefore
equate "mitigating" with "substantially lessening." Such an understanding of the statutory tenn is consistent with.
the policies underlying CEQA, which include the policy that "public agencies should not approve projects as
proposed if there are feasible alternatives or feasible mitigation measures available which would substantially lessen
the significant environmental effects of such projects." (pub. Resources Code, § 21002, emphasis added.)

For purposes ofthese findings, the term "avoid" refers to the effectiveness of one or more mitigation measures to
reduce an otherwise significant effect to a less than significant level. In contrast, the term "substantially lessen"
refers to the effectiveness of such measure or measures to substantially reduce the severity of a significant effect,
but not to reduce that effect to aless than significant level. These interpretations appear to be mandated by the
holding in Laurel Hills Homeowners Association v. City Council (1978) 83 Cal.App.3d 515,519-527, in which the
Court ofAppeal held that an agency had satisfied its obligation to substantially lessen or avoid significant effects by
adopting numerous mitigation measures, not all of which rendered the significant impacts in question less than
significant. . ..

Although CEQA Guidelines section 15091 req~ires only that approving agencies specifY that a particular significant
effect is "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 to a less than significant level, or has simply been substantially
lessened but remains significant. Moreover, although section 15091, re,ad literally, does not require findings to
address environmental effects that an EIR identifies as merely "potentially significant," these findings will
nevertheless fully account for all such effects identified in the Final EIR. .

CEQA requires that the lead agency adopt mitigation measures or alternatives, where feasible, to substantially
lessen or avoid significant environmental impacts that would otherwise occur. Project modification or alternatives
are not required, however, where such changes are infeasible or where the responsibility for modifYing the project
lies with some other agency. (CEQA Guidelines, § 15091, subd. (a), (b).) With respect to a project for which
significant impacts are not avoided or substantially lessened either through· the adoption of feasible mitigation
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measures or feasible envIronmentally superior alternative, a public agency, after adopting 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, §§ 15093, 15043, subd. (b); see also Pub. Resources Code, §2l08l,
subd. (b).) The California Supreme Court has stated that, "[t]he wisdom of approving ... any development project,
a delicate task which requires a balancing of interests, is necessarily left to the sound discretion of the local. officials
and their constituents who are responsible for such decisions. The law 'as we interpret and apply it simply requires'
that those decisions be informed, and therefore balanced." (Goleta II, supra, 52 Cal.3d at p. 576.)

These findings reflect the independent judgment of the Board of Supervisors and constitute its best efforts to set
forth the rationales and support for its decision under the requirements of CEQA.

VII. LEGAL EFFECTS OF FINDINGS

To the extent thatthese findings conclude that various proposed mitigation measures outlined in the Final EIR are
feasible and have riot been modified, 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 come into effect when the Board of Supervisors approve the Project.

The mitigation measures are referred to in the Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program (MMRP) adopted.
concurrently with these findings, and will be effectuated through the process of constructing and implementing the
Project. For the purposes ofthis Project, the objectives, goals and policies 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
environmental impacts associated with adoption and implementation of the Specific Plan.

VIn. MITIGATION MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM

A Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program (MMRP) has been prepared for the Project and has been adopted
.concurrently with these Findings. (See Pub. Resources Code, § 21081.6, subd. (a)(1).) The County will use the
MMRP to track compliance with Project mitigation measures.

IX. SIGNIFICANT EFFECTS AND MJITIGATION MEASURES

The Final EIRidentified several significant environmental effects (or "impacts") that adoption and implementation
of the Riolo Vineyard 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 itself mitigate effects
identified in the EIR. Thus, the identification of additional mitigation beyond the requirerp.ents of the Specific Plan
(the Project) was not, for the most part, necessary. Some significant impacts ofirriplementation ofthe Specific Plan,
however, cannot be avoided by the adoption of feasible mitigation measures or feasible alternatives; these effects
are outweighed by overriding considerations set forth in Section XIII below. This Section (IX) presents in greater
detail the Board's findings with respect to the environmental effects of the Project.

This section also does not attempt to describe the full analysis of each environmental impact contained in the Final
EIR. Instead, this section provides a summary description of each impact, describes the applicable mitigation
measures identified in the Final EIR and adopted by the Board, and states the Board's findings on the significance
of each impact after imposition of the adopted mitigation measures. A full explanation of these environmental
findings arid conclusions can be found in the Final EIR and these findings hereby incorporate by reference the
discussion and analysis in the Final EIR supporting the Final EIR's determinations regarding mitigation measures
and the Projects' impacts 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 these findings, and ratifies,
adopts and incorporates in these findings the detenilinations and conclusions of the Final EIR relating to
environmental impacts and mitigation measures, except to the extent any such determinations and conclusions are
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specifically and expressly modified by these findings.

A. LAND USE

Impact 4-1 Conversion of existing land use designated Opcn Space to Urban Land Uses. This Impact is
considered Less than Significant.

Finding:

Under CEQA, no mitigation measures are required for impacts that are less than significant. (Pub. Resources Code,
§ 2J002; CEQA Guidelines, §§ 15126A, subd. (a)(3), 15091.)

Explanation: .

Implementation ofthe Specific Plan would convert approximately 19A acres ofland designated as "open space"
under the Dry Creek/West Placer Community Plan to urban and other uses. Under the Specific Plan, approximately
265.6 acres (50.5 percent of the Specific Plan Area) would be converted to residential usesand 61 acres (11.7
percent of the Specific Plan Area) to AgriculturaJ-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, 55.6 acres of land
currently designated as Low Density Residential under the Community Plan will be designated for open space use
under the Specific Plan, either as dedicated public open space or as open space within AG-1 0 parcels, to be
restricted as Swainson' s hawk foraging habitat.

The change to a more developed land use is provided for in the General Plan as well as the Community Plan, both
of which anticipated that growth would occur in this area, and that agricultural and open space uses would be .
converted to urban uses. However, given the increase 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 is regarded as less than
significant. .

Mitigation Measures:

No niitigation measlires are required.

Significance after-Mitigation:

This Impact is less than significant without mitigation.
. '. '.

Impact 4-2 Compatibility with surrounding land uses. This Impact is considered Less than Significant.

Finding:

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

Explanation:

The proposed project's residential, agricultural, park, openspace, and commercial uses are compatible, ifnot
. similar, with surrounding land uses. Existing land uses surrounding the Plan Area consist of agricultural lands, open

space, residences, and institutional uses. Rural residences with agricultural plots lie to the west, north, and east of .
the Plan Area. Open space and parklands can be found to the northeast and southwest of the Plan Area, with land to
the northeast consisting of open space. Two institutional uses are located south of the Plan Area: Antelope Springs
Church, at the intersection ofPFE Road and Walerga Road, and Wilson C. Riles Middle School, west of the church.
South of the church and schoohs Antelope Ridge, a low-density residential subdivision located in Sacramento
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County. Doyle Ranch is another low-density residential community that is north of the Plan Area. McClellan High
School is southwest of the Plan Area. The uses in the Plan Area would be compatible with these surrounding land
uses.

Mitigation Measures:

No mitigation measures are required.

Significance after Mitigation:

This Impact is less than significant without mitigation.

Impact 4-3 Inconsistency with plans and policies. This Impact is considered Potentially Significant

Finding:

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

Explanation:

The proposed project was reviewed to determine whether it would be generally consistent with applicable General
Plan policies. The Dry CreekJWestPlacer Community Plan will need to be amended prior to approval of the
proposed project. Generally, the policy amendments identified in the EIR would not result in physical impacts on
the environment; however, to the extentthat physical affects could occur, those effects are addressed in the
appropriate technical sections of this Draft EIR.

Because the policy language found in a County's General Plan is often susceptible to varying interpretations, it is
often quite difficult to determine in a DraftEIR whether a proposed project is consistent or inconsistent with such
policies. Case law interpreting the Planning and Zoning Law (Gov. Code, §65000 et seq.) makes it clear that (i) the
meaning of such policies is to be determined by the Board of Supervisors, as opposed to County Staff, ErR
consultants, or members of the public, and (ii) the Board of Supervisors' interpretations of such policies will prevail
if they are "reasonable," even though otherreasonable interpretations are also possible (see No Oil, Inc. v. City of
Los Angeles [1987] 196 Cal.App.3d 223,245-246,249 [No Oil]). Courts have also recognized that, because General
Plans often contain numerous policies emphasizing differing legislative goals,;} 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 ofOakland [1993] 23
Cal.AppAth704,719). Furthermore, courts strive to "reconcile" or "harmonize" seemingly disparate General Plan
policies (No Oil, supra, 196 Cal.App.3d at p. 244).

Under state law, a development project cannot be approved if inconsistent with the General Plan or Community
Plan, and thus the proposed 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 to the.General
Plan and Community Plan that would be required in order for the County to approve and implement the Riolo
Vineyard Specific Plan as proposed. In the event that the Board of Supervisors determines to approve the requested
Plan amendments, potential inconsistencies with the existing Plan documents would be eliminated.

Mitigation Measures:

Less than Significant with Adoption of Proposed Plan Amendments

Significance after Mitigation:
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Less than Significant with Adoption of Proposed Plan Amendments.

Impact 4-4 Permanent loss offarmland. This Impact is considered Significant

Finding:

Changes or alterations have bee'n required in, or incorporated into, the project that substantially lessen, but do not
avoid, the potentially significant environmental effect associated with the conversion of agricultural land to non­
agricultural uses: No mitigation is available to render the effects less than significant. The effects (or some of the
effects) therefore remain significant and unavoidable. .

Explanation: .

Development within the Specific Plan would result in the permanent loss oLin estimated 387 acres of farmland,
. either 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 loss includes approximately 14.4 acres .
currently under active agricultural production.

In 1990, the County Board of Supervisors adopted the Dry Creek/West Placer Community Plan, which designated
. the non-floodplain portions of the Specific Plan site for Low Density Residential and Commercial Use. The areas of
thesite within the 100-year floodplain are designated under the Community Plan for Open Space uses. The land in
question is not designated as Agricultural under the Community Plan. Notwithstanding the existing agricultural
activities ongoing on portions ofthe project site, the proposed Specific Plan represents the implementation of the
land use decisions made by the County Board of Supervisors in 1990. The Community Plan recognizes that areas to
the south of Dry Creek, including the Specific Plan area, were designated for urban use in the near term, as a means
of reducing development pressure on agricultural lands to the north and west of Dry Creek (see pp. 46-48 of the
Community Plan). The loss and conversion of agricultural lands, including lands within the RVSP site, was
identified as a significant and unavoidable impact of development in the Final ErR for the adopted Dry Creek/West
Placer Community Plan. This conclusion was included in the Board of Supervisors' Statement of Overriding
Considerations that it adopted in 1990, in conjunction With the certification of the Final ErR and adoption of the
Community Plan.
. . .

However, it still remains the case that development of land with farmland use potential with urban uses would result
in the permanent loss of that resource. While the Specific Plan includes the preservation of agricultural uses within
portions of the project site, there is no feasible mitigation available to 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 Community Plan. . .

Mitigation Measures:

No mitigation measures are available.

Significance after Mitigation:

Significant and Unavoidable

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

Finding:

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

The juxtaposition Of agricultural lands ·and natural habitat/forage next to residential and commercial uses can be a
land-use compatibility issue. In general, the proposed project does not conflict with existing adjacent surrounding
agricultural land uses. The project design includes 70- and 100-foot buffers from the existing agricultural uses as
shO\vn in 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 allot 61:3 acres for Agricultural-IO (AG-IO) properties. These
properties would be situated such thatmost of the AG-IO parcel would be surrounded by Open Space; however,
portions of these parcels would be adjacent to low-density residential homes. The proposed project design would
provide for a 70-foot roadway between the residential units and AG-IO parcels. In addition, the AG-l 0 parcels
provide building pads adjacent to the roadway. The ISO-foot building envelope for these building.pads combined
with the roadway's 70-footwidth would provide an adeqilate buffer between potential agricultural activitie's and
proposed residential units. However, other parts of the proposed AG-I 0 parcels would be buffered only by the 70­
foot roadway, which may be insufficient. This includes the proposed agricultural parcels' southern boundaries
where there are no agricultural building pads.

The Specific Plan includes policy restrictions on agricultural practices, to reduce potential land use incompatibility
impacts. Mitigation measures to provide a suitable buffer distance from agricultural lands are proposed. A General
Plan amendment is being requested as part ofthis project that would enable the Specific Plan to designate its own
buffers with distances that will accomplish the goal of the General Plan policies of providing sufficient buffers to
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 to agricultural land uses to a less-
than-significant level.

Mitigation Measures:

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

Project design shall maintain adequate physical separation between proposed residential development and
agricultural operations in the Specific.Plan area, as shown on Figure 4-3. Where residential development
would abut agricultural uses on an adjacent program-level parcel, a minimum 50-footseparation 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 cessation of existing or future agricultural operations. In
all cases, the requirement for physical separation described above shall terminate at the time an application
for urban development of the adjacent program-level parcel is approved by the County. Physical separation
maybe maintained by roadways, landscape corridors, structural setbacks on developed parcels,or temporary
restrictions on development of residential parcels, as appropriate. .

Mitigation Measure 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 after Mitigation:

Less than Significant

Impact 4-6 Land use conflicts due to the project's proposed electrical substation. This Impact is
considered Potentially Significant.
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Fillding:

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:

As discussed under Impact 4-5 above, the proposed project's design uses open space, recreational parks, and
landscape corridors as physical buffers to separate potentially incompatible land uses. This is. also applied to the
area surrounding the proposed electrical substation. This substation would be located on a half-acre site in the
eastern 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 thesouth and east sides. The Specific Plan's Design Guidelines proposes the split-face style of wall
along the Plan Area and residential neighborhoods' perimeters. It is recommended that SMUD consider this style of
fencing on the north and west sides of the substation parcel to shield the substation from public view, when SMUD
undertakes environmental clearance for its substation. With installation ofthe.community walls and appropriate
mitigation by SMUD, this impact would be less than significant.

Mitigation Measures:

Mitigation Measure 4-6a: Install a comm unity wall along the south and east sides of the lot where the
electrical substation would be located;

The proposed project yvould install community walls in various locations of the Plan Area to provide safety,
property definition, and noise attenuation. The walls would be masonry walls that are 6 feet above the
proposed pad elevation of residential properties. The project would place walls along the south and .east
sides of the substation lot to separate it from the commercial parcel. This wall would also serve to shield the
electrical substation from public view on two sides.

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

The project generally. proposes the split-face style wall along the project and the residential neighborhoods'
perimeters. This type ofwa1l consists of concrete masonry with a split-face cap and stone column.
Combined with the proposed community wall, placingthis type offence on the north and west sides of the
substation's lot will hide the electrical substation from public view. This mitigation measure would be the
responsibility of SMUD, who would construct and operate the substation. SMUD will be responsible for
CEQA compliance and will determine the mitigation design. .

Significance after Mitigation:

Less than Significant:

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

Finding:

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

As discussed above under Impact 4-5, locating 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 buffer distance
between the proposed project's residential development with program-level parcels that have agricultural uses. As
described in Impact 4~5 above, a General Plan amendment is being requested as part of this project which would
enable the Specific Plan to designate its own buffers with distances that will accomplish the goal of the General
Plan policies of providing sufficient buffers to reduce potential land use incompatibihty issues. The combination of
the restrictions on agricultural practices, buffers coupled with the Right-to-Farm ordinance disclosure would reduce
impacts to agriclilturalland uses t6 a less-than-significant level. .

. Mitigation Measures:

. Mitigation Measure 4-7a: Implement Mitigation Measure 4-5a (Designproject elements to buffer the project
from adjaccillt agJricultural uses)

Significance after Mitigation:

Less than Significant

Impact 4-8 Williamson Act Contract canceliation. This Impact is considered Significant.

Finding:

Changes or ~lterations have been required in, or incorpo~ated into, the project that substantially lessen; but do not
avoid, the potentially significant environmental effect associated with the conversion of agricultural land to non­
agricultural uses. No mitigation i~ avaiiable to render the effects. less than significant. the effects (or some of the

... effects) therefore remain significant and unavoidable.

Explanation:

One parcel of land in the Plan Area is currently under a Williamson Act land contract. It is located near the
southwestern quadrant of the area in a IS-acre parcel (APN 023-200-057). The property has one occupied residence.
There have been no current agricultural uses of the property. The act to cancel a contract does not result in a direct.
impact to the environment. However, the cancellation does result in the acceleration of the permanent loss of
agriculture land on thi~ parcel. (Absent the cancellation, the contractual obligations would remain in effect until
February 2016.) As discussed in Impact 4-4, the permanent loss of farmland is considered to be significant and
unavoidable. The Board overrode this impact as significant and unavoidable in 1990and no mitigation was

. identified at that time to reduce the impa~t to a less-than significant level. The landusedesignations were changed
from agriculture to urban designations in 1990 and have remained the same to this date. As a result of this action, no
mitigation is identified in recognition that the Specific Plan area is already designated, in large part, for urban uses..
Nevertheless, the indirect impact of the cancellation of this Williamson Act is considered significant and
unavoidable.

Mitigation Measures:

No mitigation measures are available

Significance aftcJr Mitigation:

Significant and Unavoidable
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B. POPULATION, EMPLOYMENT AND HOUSING

Impact 5-1 Increase the population of unincorporated Placer County. This Impact is considlered Less than
Significant.

Finding:

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

Explanation:

Placer County's General Plan anticipates growth within its jurisdiction, including the unincorporated area.
The Placer County Countywide General Plan Final EIR (PlacerCounty, 2004b) states that "the General
Plan will accommodate a significant increase in the [unincorporated]population, especially in the South
Placer regional analysis area." The Dry Creek/West Placer Community Plan does not specifY a number of
residential dwelling units within the Plan Area. An estimate of unit counts allowable under the Dry Creek/West
Placer Community Plan was calculated based upon application of Community Plan lot size and density provisions
(MacKay & Somps, 2006). This estimate assumes that 650 low- or medium-density residential dwelling units are
allowable on the proposed Plan Area. Using the County's estimating factor of2.7 persons for each dwelling unit,
this Community Plan would result in a population increase of about 1,755 persons. This is 722 persons less than the
project- and program-level calculation of 2,477 m~w residents. The population increase, compared to estimated 2005
population levels inPli:lcer County, is less than one half of one percent more than planned for this area.

Mitigation Measures:

No mitigation measures are required.

Significance after Mitigation:

This impact is less than significant without mitigation.

Impact 5-2 Exceed regional population proJections. This Impact is considered Less than Significant.

Finding:

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

Explanation:

SACOG produces regional population projections for the area in which the proposed project is located. Using
numbers from the region's General Plans, including Placer County, SACOG estimates that there will be a
population increase of 535,020 people in the greater Sacramento region by 2025. The estimated 2,477 residents of
the proposed Riolo Vineyard Specific Plan constitute 0.5 percent of SACOG's anticipated increase of 535,020 new
residents in the region. SACOG also forecasts that amix of development would occur in the southwestemportion
of Placer County, which would primarily consist of residential development. SACOG's growth projections are
based upon the County's current General Plan buildout assumptions, which for the proposed Plan Area primarily
consist of low-density residential and open space uses. As a result, a portion of the development within the proposed
Specific Plan has already been accounted for in SACOG'sprojections.
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Mitigation Measures:

No mitigation measures are required.

Significance after Mitigation:

This impact is less than significant without mitigation.

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

Finding:

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

Explanation:

CEQA case law has held that a proj ect' s tendency to increase the demand for affordable housing is not an
.environmental effect, but rather is an economic or social effect outside the purview of CEQA (see San Franciscans
for Reasonable Growth v. City and CountyofSan Francisco [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
affordable 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 parcels . . \

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

Significance after Mitigation:

Less than Significant.

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

Finding:

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

Explanation:

Two existing dwelling units on parcels owned or controlled by the Applicant would be removed. These dwelling
units are located on APNs 023-200-055 and 023-200-023. The Applicant has purchased these parcels,and the
previous landowners have been compensated. The one remaining existing structure on land controlled by the
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APplicant would be preserved because it is land 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

,construction activities associated with Watt Avenue improvements. This would be a potentially significant impact.
The proposed project would contribute to the cost of this regional improvement, including relocation costs.

Mitigation Measures:

,Mitigation Measure 5-4a: Contribute a fair share to compensation/relocation assistance associated with Watt
Avenue improvements

Compensation for property acquisition and relocation assistance shall be provided to the persons living in
the residence that would be displaced west of Watt Avenue. The Watt 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 responsibility, which will likely be coordinated by the County through­
the acquisition process for this site, if required as a result of the alignment of Watt Avenue.

Significance after Mitigation:

Less than Significanf

Impact 5-5 Development of program-level parcels would! increase the demand/need for affordable housing.
This Impact is considerediPotentially Significant.

Findling:

Changes or alterations have been required-in, or incorporated into, the project that avoid the significant
,enviroillnental effect as identified in the Final ErR. '

Explanation:

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

Mitigation Measures:

Mitigation Measure 5-5a,: Comply with Placer County's 10 percent requirement for affordable housing on
IProgram-levelparcels

The County shall ensure that the affordable housing units proposed by future residential development on
parcels currently owned byElIiott (APN 023-221-005), Frisvold (APN 23-200-057) and Lund (APN 023­
221-004) allocate 10 percent of the dwelling units to affordable housing. Affordable housing shall meet the
Affordable Housing Compact goals of4 percent of the units for very-low income households, 4 percent of
the units for low-income households, and 2 percent of the units for moderate~income households.

Significance after Mitigation:

Less than Significant

, Impact 5-6, Displacement of existing dwelling units on program-level parcels. This Impact is considered
Potentially Significant.

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

]Explanation:

There are residences on four of the program-level parcels (Elliott [APN023-221-005], Frisvold [APN 023- 200­
057], Lund [APN 023-221-004], and Singh [A~N 023-200-019]). If future development projects would impact
existing residences on program-level parcels, the applicant for the proposed development would need to compensate
the owner of the existing residences.

Mitigation Measures:

Mitigation Measure 5-6a: Contribute a fair share to compensation/relocationassistance 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 would be the responsiqility of the developing entity •

. and coordinated by the County.

Significance after Mitigation:

Less than Significant.
C. BIOLQGY

Impact 6-]

Finding:

Loss of jurisdictional and potentially non-jurisdictional wetlands and other waters of the U.S.
on project-level parcels. This impactis considered Potentially Significant

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

Explanation:

Construction of the proposed project would result in a significant loss ofjurisdictional wetlands and other waters of
the U.S. within parcels that are owned or controlled by the Applicant and within offsite parcels. Approximately
1.871 acres ofwetlands and other waters of the U.S. 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
fill for development, establishment of crossings for new roads and trails, development of utilities, and grading of
slopes. Potentially non-jurisdictional features on project-level parcels in the study area 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 nonjurisdictional wetland features and approximately L81 acres of non­
jurisdictional pond through direct impacts, as described above. The Applicant proposes to create wetlands similar to
the impacted wetlands at an onsitelocation, at a ratio of2:1.

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 preserve onsite jurisdictional wetlarids and create new onsite wetlands to mitigate for
impacts to onsite jurisdictional wetlands. Onsite wetlands will be created at a minimum ratio of 1 acre for
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every 1 acre ofjurisdictional and non-jurisdictional wetlands that would be impacted. The Applicant has.
developed a preliminary plan to create wetlands on the Dry Creek floodplain in the central portion oftne
onsite study area. Soil would be excavated on the east and west sides of an existing drainage such that
riparian wetlands, seasonal wetland seasonal marsh, and emergent marsh would be .created as needed to
compensate for wetland impacts associated with the proposed project. The banks of the drainage channel
would be excavated to allow water from the drainage to flow into the created wetlands. Additionally, the
existing banks of the drainage running through the preserved area would be laid back at a flatter slope where
possible, and planted with trees to increase the area of the riparian habitat adjacent to the drainage. The
proposed mitigation would reduce the potential direct and indirect impacts to wetlands to a level that is less
than significant. .

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

A comprehensive wetland mitigation implementation and monitoring plan shall be developed for the
jurisdictional wetland mitigation. The Applicant shall submit the mitigation plan to Placer County, the
Corps, and the 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
monitoring until the wetland mitigation has met the performance criteria approved by Placer County, the
Corps, and the RWQCB.

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

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

Mitigation Measure 6-1c: Implement Best Management Practices to avoid wetland impacts during
Construction. .

The following BMPs to avoid impacts to wetlands in the Plan Area shall be implemented for all construction
related to the proposed project: .

e Four-foot-tall, brightly coloted (yellow or orange), synthetic mesh material or chainlink fencing shall
be installed at the edge of all avoided wetlands and a minimum of 50 feet from the edge oftributaries
to Dry Creek prior to any construction equipment being moved on site or any construction activities
taking place. Fencing shall be continuously maintained and shall be the responsibility of an onsite
compliance officer designated by the developer. Fencing is to remain intact until construction is .
complete and may not be removed without the written consent of the County.

e Ground disturbance associated with construction, including vehicle operation/parking and
construction material storage, shall be prohibited within wetlands or within 50 feet of the edge of
tributaries to Dry Creek.

I;) Where working areas encroach on live or dry streams, lakes, or wetlands, RWQCB-approved
physical barriers adequate to prevent the flow or discharge of sediment into these systems shall be
constructed and maintained between working areas and streams, lakes and wetlands. Discharge of .
sediment into streams shall be held toa minimum during construction of the barriers. Discharge will
be contained through the use RWQCB-approved measures that will keep sediment from entering-
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jurisdictional waters beyond the project limits.

e Oilyor greasy substances origina~ing frorothe Contractor's operations shall not be allowed to enter.
or be placed where they will later enter a live or dry stream, pond, or wetland.

fl Asphalt concrete shall not be allowed to enter a live or dry stream, pond, or wetland.

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

G 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 specialized 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, etc.) areas.

e To further minimizethe risk of introducing additional nonnative species into the area, only native
plant speCies appropriate for the Plan' Area will be used in any erosion control or revegetation seed .
mix or stock. No dry-farmed straw will be used, and certified weed-free straw shall be required
where erosion control straw is to be used. In addition, any hydroseed mulch used for revegetation
activities must also be certified weed-free.

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

MitigationMeasure6-1d: Design final drainage master plan facilities to ensure that drainage features will
avoid impacts to wetlands and other jurisdictional waters.

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

Significance after Mitigation: .

Less than Significant

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 project that avoid the significant
environmental effect as identified in the Final EIR.

Explanation:

Construction of the proposed project would temporarily impact jurisdictional wetlands. Temporary impacts would
be associated with construction access, ground disturbance, and vegetation removalthat would be limited to the
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duration of construction (approximately 1 to 2 years). Temporary wetland impacts would not include the placement
of pennanent fill or subsurface modifications (e.g., deep ripping).

Mitigation Measures:

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

Significance after Mitigation:

Less than Significant

Impact 6-3 Potential loss of special-status species. This impact is considered Potentially Significant.

Finding:

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

Explanation:

Focused special~status plant surveys were coriducted by HT Harvey in 2005 on parcels owned or controlled 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 result in a significant direct loss,
indirect loss, or habitat modification of plant species identified as candidate, sensitive, or special-status species.
Focused surveys for special-status plants should be conducted in all areas of the study area not covered by the 2005
focused plant surveys. If special-status plants are fourtd in the~e areas and could be impacted by construction of the
project, potential impacts will be identified and avoidance and minimization measures would be implemented. If
impacts are unavoidable, mitigation measures will be developed in coordination with the appropriate agencies to
ensure that the proposed project would not have a substantial, adverse effect on the species. A detailed
mitigation/conservation plan that includes long-term strategies to preserve and enhance the remaining populations
of the affected special-status plant species would be developed, as necessary.

MitigatiolIll Measures:

Mitigation Measure 6-3a: Conduct focused surveys for special-status plant species in suitable habitat in
portions of the study area that have not been surveyed. If present, comply witb VSFWS or CDFG mitigation
requirements, and prepare a detailed mitigation/conservation plan, as appropriate

Focused plant surveys were completed for all onsite portions of the Plan Area owned or controlled by the
Applicant. No special-status plants were found in these areas during focused surveys (Harvey, 2005) or on
program-level parcels. Offsite portions of the study area have notbeen surveyed for special-status plant
species. Gibson & Skordal conducted field surveys on the Frisvold property (APN 023-200-057) for special­
status plant species 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 portions ofthe 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-status plant
species with poteritial to occur. If any state or federally listed species are observed and impacts cannot be
avoided, the Applicant shall consult with the USFWS and/or the CDFG to determine appropriate mitigation,

. and shall comply with the identified requirements. A detailed mitigation/conservation plan shall be
developed, as necessary. 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 surveys, no
further studies or mitigation will be necessary. .
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Sngnificance after Mitigation:

Less than Significant

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

Finding:

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

Explanation:

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

Mitigation Measures:

Mitigation Measure 6-4a: Avoid and compensate for potentialimpacts 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-levelparcels nor offsite portions of the Plan Area have been
surveyed 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
habitat where protocol-level surveys have not been conducted. Compensation described in this mitigation
measure shall be implemented or USFWS-prot()col surveys fOf special-status branchiopods shall be
conducted to determine presence or absence. If vernal pool branchiopods are present, or if special-status
vernal pool branchiopods are assumed to be present, the habitat shall be avoided to the extent feasible. If
avoidance is not feas'ible, compensation shall be provided at a ratio of 3 acres for every 1 acre affected (3: 1).
This ratio will include creation of 1 acre of vernal pool habitat for every 1 acre impacted (1: 1) and
preservation of 2 acres of vernal pools for every 1 acre impacted (2: 1), as described in the USFWS

.\ programmatic biological opinion issued to the Corps for small impacts to listed branchiopods (USFWS,
1996). Mitigation for impacts to listed branchiopods would be implemented according to one of the
following three options, to be determined and completed prior to impact: (1) participation in a USFWS
approved mitigation bank; (2) off-site mitigation at a non-banklocatibn approved by the USFWS;or (3)
contribution to the USFWS SpeciesFund. In the event that protocol level surveys demonstrate the absence
of listed vernal pool branchiopods in these off-site features, mitigation would not be required.
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Significance after Mitigation:

Less than Significant

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

Finding:

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

. Explanation:

Implementation of the proposed project could result 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 stream degradation
through trail building and use. The Dry Creek WWTP's NPDES permit stipulates efflue,nt and receiving water
limitations that must be met, thereby assuring compliance with receiving water quality criteria/objectives and

.protection of beneficial uses, including fisheries.

Mitigation Measures:·

Mitigation Measure 6-5a: Provide 100-foot buffer around Dry Creek during construction

.A minimum 1OO-foot-wide buffer shall be provided from the cent¢rline of Dry Creek, within which
cqnstruction and vegetation removaJ will be excluded, to minimize degradation of water quality and ftsh
habitat in Dry Creek (General Plan Policy 6.A.l). The following allowable exceptions A-D listed under
General Plan Policy 6.A.l apply as appropriate to the construction of the proposed se\'ver force main and
traii features:

A. Reasonable use ofthe property would otherwise be denied;
B. The location is necessary to avoid or mitigate hazards to the public;
C. The location is necessary for the repair ofroads, bridges, trails, or similar infrastructure; or
D. The location is necessary for the construction of new roads, bridges, trails, or similar infrastructure

where the County determines there is no feasible alternative and the project has minimized
environmental impacts through project design and infrastructure placement.

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

Mitigation Measure 6-5c: Implement Mitigation Measure 6-1c (Implement Best Management
Practices to avoid wetland impacts during construction)

Significance after Mitigation:

Less than Significant
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Impact 6-6 Loss of degradation of aquatic habitats potentially used by the western pond turtle. This
impact is considered Potentially Significant.

Finding:

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

Explana tion:

Aquatichabitats that are potentially used by the western pond turtle (including both subspecies races) occur in the
study area, including on parcels owned or controlled by the Applicant. The constructed pond, marsh areas, and
permanent to intermittent waterways, including Dry Creek and manmade drainages, comprise the onsite habitat for
this species. Loss or degradation of habitats that are potentially occupied by pond turtles could reduce the sIze and
sustainability of a local population, which would be considered a potentially significant impact.

Mitigation Measures:

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

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

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

G) 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 to determine
the presence or absence of this species on the properties surveyed.

G If pond turtles are observed on the properties surveyed, the location of these occurrences shall be
mapped. A detailed mitigation and monitoring plan that provides for nonet loss of western pond
turtle or its habitat shall be developed and submitted to the CDFG. The proposed project will not be
authorized to proceed until the Applicant has submitted a mitigation and monitoring plan to Placer
County that has been approved by theCDFG.

If this species is not·found on the surveyed property, no further studies or mitigation is required.

Significance after Mitigation:

Less than Significant

-
Impact 6-7 Loss of wetlands and grasslands that may be occupied by the western spadefoot. This impact is

considered Potentially Significant.

Finding:

Changes or alterations have been required in, or incorporated into, the project that avoid the significant
environmental effe<.:;t as identified in the Final EIR. .

Explanation:

Seasonal wetland habitats and uplands suitable for western spadefoot toad breeding and aestivation are found
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. throughout the study area. Extensive surveys were conducted for this species in Placer County, with negative
results. The project would implement measures to reduce impacts to wetlands, which provides potential breeding
habitat for the western spadefoot.

Mitigation Measures:

. .
:Mitigation Measure 6-7a: Implement Mitigation Measure 6-1a: Compensate for loss of jurisdictional
wetlands in accordance with Corps Section 404 Permit and RWQCB 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

. Impact 6-8 Removal of suitable roosting and nesting habitats for special status bat species. This impact is
considered Potentially Significant.

Finding: .

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

Explanation:

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

Mitigation Measures:

. . .

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

Prior to construction, a qualified biologist shall survey any -affected structures and trees for evidences of bat
roosts (e.g., bat guano). If roosts are found, they shall be removed in April, September, or October in order
to avoid the hibernation and maternity seasons. Appropriate exclusion methods will be used, as needed,
during habitat removal. If bats must be excluded, the Applicant shall work with a qualified biologist to
determine appropriate exclusion methods. If bats are found onsiteai:ld cannot be avoided, each
Applicant/developer for construction projects within the Plan Area shall work with a qualified biologist to
determine if additional mitigation, such as the construction of bat. boxes, is appropriate. Determination of
these additional measures wiU depend on the species present and their specific ecological
preferenceslrequirements, Other steps could include improving ·other avoided bat habitat or designing new
project elements such as bat-friendly road crossings. lfno active bat roosts are found during focused

. surveys, no further mitigation will be required.

Significance after Mitigation: .

Less than Significant
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1m pact 6-9 Potential loss of ha bitats suitable for the American badger. This im pact is considlered
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:

Implementation of the proposed project could result in the loss of suitable habitat for the American badger.
Impacts to habitats associated with this species could result in the loss of individuals and therefore is considered a
potentially significant impact. In order to minimize impacts to these species, a qualified biologist would conduct
preconstruction surveys for the presence of burrows or dens. If the American badger is found in the Plan Area, the
CDFG would be consulted. Construction monitoring and installation of an exclusion zone around active dens would
be establishedin coordination with the CDFG.

Mitigation Measures:

Mitigation Measure6-9a: Avoid potential impacts to the American badger

For construction projects within the Plan Area, preconstruction surveys shall be implemented no less than 14
days and no more than 30 days prior to the beginning of ground disturbance and/or construction activities or
any project or program activity likely to impact potential American badger dens. If an active badger den is
found, the CDFG shall be consulted to determine appropriate avoidance measures. Avoidance measures may
include designation ofan 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 atthe construction

. site to monitor any activities within 100 feet of an occupied den.

Significance after Mitigation:

Less than Significant

Impact 6-10 Potentialloss of habitats used by foraging Swainson's hawks. Thisimpact 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:

Implementation of project-level activities (including offsite infrastructure projects) and future program-level
activities would result in a significant loss ofgrasslands 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 potentially used by foraging Swainson's hawks because these habitats are
located approximately 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 will be calculated when offsite construction design is complete. The Applicant shall submit
amended impact and mitigation information as approved by CDFG to the County for these additional areas. Impacts
to nesting Swainson' s hawk would be minimized by conducting pre-construction surveys and monitoring nests
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within 0.5 mile of the site during construction activities. Unavoidable loss of Swainson's hawk foraging habitat
would be mitigated to a less~than significant level though preservation of onsi.te foraging habitat. These onsite areas
would be managed under easement restrictions designed specifically to preserve their suitability as Swainson's
hawk foraging habitat.

Mitigation Measures:

Mitigation Measure 6-10a: Compensate for Joss of Swainson's hawk foraging habitat

The CDFG shall be consulted to detennine appropriate mitigation for loss of Swainson's hawk foraging
habitat. The Applicant shall submit to the County documentation of the mitigation plan for Swainson's
hawks as approved by CDFG. Mitigation shall include any offsite impacts as determined by the Applicant
and CDFG based upon the final design of the offsite project components. CDFG considers loss of foraging
habitat within alO-mile radius of any active nest as an impact to this species. Implementation of the
following measures would reduce the impact on foraging habitat of this species to a less-than-significant
level.

. .

(i) Projects or related activities within 1 mile of an active nest tree shall provide mitigation as follows:

A. Preserve 1 acre of habitat manag~ment l~nds for each acre of development authorized (1: 1 ratio).
At least 10 percent of the habitatmanagement land requirements shall be met by fee title
acquisition or a conservation easement allowing for the active management of the habitat, with
the remaining 90 percent of the habitatmanagement 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
ratio) with the entire habitat management land requirement being met by fee 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 from a CDFG-approved mitigation bank at the
ratios

(ii) Projects within 5 miles of an active nest tree but greater than 1 mile from the nest tree shall provide 0.75
acre of habitat management land for each acre of urban development authorized or purchase the
equivalent area from a CDFG-approved habitat conservation bank.

(iii) Projects within 1Omiles of an active nest tree but greater than 5 miles from an active nest tree shall
provide 0.5 acre of habitat management land for each acre of urban development 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 JPotentialloss on disturbance of burrows used by nesting burrowing owls. This impact is
considered Potentially Significant.

FjndiI1lg:

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:

Irriplementation of the proposed project could result in impacts to burrowing owls and their habitats. Loss of
individuals and habitats of this species is considered a potentially significant impact In coordination with the
CDFG, the proposed project would avoid impacts to this species by conducting preconstruction sur~eys, identifying
nesting birds and associated buffers, or if necessary, installing burrow exclusion devices during the nonbreeding
season (CDFG, 1995):

Mitigation Measures:

Mitigation Measure 6-1la: Avoid potentia! impacts to breeding burrowing owls

If construction is proposed during the burrowing owl breeding season (February 1 through August 31),
focused surveys for active burrows shall be conducted within 30 days prior to the beginning of the
construction activities. Surveys shall be conducted by a qualified biologist. 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 season (September 1 to January 31) in
accordance with CDFG protocols (CDFG, 1995). If no active nests are found during focused surveys, no
further mitigation will be required.

If 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 250 feet
from the impact zone and that are within or contiguous to a minimum of 6.5 acres of potential foraging
habitat for each pair of relocated owls. Relocation of owls should only be implemented during the
nonbreeding season. Onsite preservation of foraging habitat adjacent to any relocatedowls shall be protected
in a conservation easement and managed to promote burrowing owl use of the site. CDFG approval would
be required for the habitat conservation easement.

If there is not suitable habitat on site, burrowing owl habitat mitigation credits shall be purchased from a
conservation bank approved by the CDFG. Offsite habitat must provide suitable burrowing owl habitat.
Land shall be purchased and lor placed in a conservation easement in perpetuity and managed to main
suitable habitat. Offsite mitigation shall use the following ratios:

1. Replacement of occupied habitat with occupied habitat: 1.5 times 6.5 acres per pair or single bird
(9.75 acres). .

11. Replacement of occupied habitat with habitat contiguous to currently occupied habitat: 2 times 6.5
acres per pair or single bird (13 .0 acres). .

HI. Replacement of occupied habitat with suitable unoccupied habitat: 3 times 6.5 acres per pair or
single bird (19.5 acres).

Significance after Mitigation:

Less than Significant
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Impact 6-12 Mortality of nesting bird species that are protected under the Migratory Bird Tn-eaty Act or
t.he CDFG Code. This impact is considered Potentially Significant.

FEnding:

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:

Implementation of the proposed project could dlsturb nesting migratory birds. Take of nesting migratory birds is
prohibited under the Migratory Bird Treaty Act and the CDFG Code. Potentially affected species include the white­
tailed kite, Swainson's hawk, red~tailed hawk, cliffswallows, killdeer, mourning doves, and otheiavian species.
Habitats in the study area could be used by these species for nesting. In order to avoid disturbance or take of nests
occupied by these species, a qualified biologist will conduct preconstruction surveys within areas potentially
affected by the proposed project. If nesting raptors are found during preconstrUction surveys, consultation with the
CDFG shall take place regarding appropriate actions to comply with the Migratory Bird Treaty Act and the Fish and
Game Code.

Mitigation Measures:

Mitigation Measure 6-12a: Prevent disturbance of nesting raptofs

If project or program activities occur are proposed during the breeding period of the Swainson's hawk or
other nesting raptors (March 1 to September 15), a qualified biologist shall conduct pre-construction surveys
within a O.5-mile radius ofthe 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 (Swainson'sHawk Technical Advisory Committee
2000). If nesting Swainson's hawks or otherraptors are found, project activities will be delayed within the
following buffer distances until the young have fledged:

G Swaiilson's hawks - 1,300 feet(0.25 mile)
e Other raptor species ~ 500 feet (0.10 mile)

Swainson's hawk nest sites within 0.5 mile of active construction will be monitored by a qualified biologist
to evaluate whether the construction activities are disturbing nesting hawks. If the nesting birds appear
distressed, the monitor shall halt all construction activities within 0.5 mile of the nest site and CDFG will be
contacted to identify appropriate contingency measures. These measures might include limitations on the
acti~lties that would be allowed within 0.5 mile of the nest site or termination of all work within 0.5 mile of
the nest site. All CDFG reGommendations shall be complied with. If construction activities occur over more
than 1 year, surveys will be conducted during each year of construction. Ifno active nests are identified
during the preconstruction surveyor if constrUction activities are proposed to occur during the nonbreeding
season (September 16 through February 28), no precortstruction surveys or other mitigation measures for
Swainson's hawk or other nestingraptors will be required.

Significance after Mitigation:

Less than Significant
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Impact 6-13 Loss of native trees that are protected LInder the PlacerCoUinty Tree Ordinance. This impact
is considered 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 area falls within a predetennined 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 species greater than or equal to 6 inches DBH. As required.
under the Placer County Code, an inventory ofthe location, number, and health of these native trees prepared by a
certified arborist has been completed for parcels owned or controlled by the Applicant within the onsite portion oL
the study area and within sections ofthe offsite study area. Implementation of the proposed project would result in
the significant loss of native 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 Ordinance.

Mitigation for the loss of native trees in the Plan Area shall follow the policies and mitigation guidelines set
forth in The Placer County Tree Preservation Ordinance found in Chapter 12, Article 12.16 of the Placer
County Code. See Article 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 suitable area for replacement planting is not available, Placer
County's Tree Preservation Ordinance allows mitigation in the fonn of a.contribution to the Tree
Preservation Fund. This contribution shall be in an amount sufficient to offset the costs of purchase,
planting, and maintenance of all trees planted for mitigation asresuIt ofthe project

Mitigation Measure 6-13b: Protect existing native trees not proposed for removal

Native trees that are not planned for removal shall be preserved and protected per the Placer County Tree
J;'reservation Ordinance, particularly Section 12.16.070,Item "D".

Significance after Mitigation:

Less than Significant

Impact 6-14 Loss of trees within Doyle Ranch mitigation site. This impact is considered Potentially
Significant.

Finding:

Changes or alterfltions have been required in, or incorporated into, the project that avoid the significant
environmental effect as identifIed in the Final EIR.
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· JExplanatiorn:

The Doyle Ranch tree mitigation site is located in the northeastern portion of the Plan Area, adjacent to Dry Creek.
This site was owned by Pulte Homes and was transferred to the County in September 2006. It is designated as open
space and is the location of a tree mitigation site for the Doyle Ranch Planned Community located north of the Plan
Area, across Dry Creek. Approximately 3,846 oak trees were planted at the ,mitigation site in 2004 as mitigation for·
the expansion of Walerga Road in conjunction with the Doyle Ranch development. Proposed development of the
Plan Area within the mitigation site includes development of a recreational trail and construction of water lines and
a wastewater collection and transmission line. Construction of both trails and the pipelines through this area would
result in significant impacts to mitigation trees. A mitigation measure is proposed for loss of mitigation trees,
smaller than 6 inches DBH.

Mitigation Measures:

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

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

A certified arborist shall prepare a monitoring and management plan for replacement of the affected trees
within the mitigation site or within the proposed open space within the Plan Area. The plan shall address
planting techniques, proposed mitigation sites, monitoring requirements, management recommendations,
and minimization and avoidance measures. All 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 monitoring, the following information shall be evaluated: average tree height, percent canopy
cover, and percent survival. A native tree mitigation and monitoring plan shall be submitted that inc1udes.a
description of irrigation methods that will be used to ensure that saplings survive the first several years of

. growth. During the revegetation process, tree survival shall be maximized by using gopher cages, deer
screens; regular maintenance, and replanting as needed. Monitoring reports shall be submitted to Placer
County on an annuaJ basis.

MitigatioRll Measure 6-14b: Implement Mitigation Measure 6-1c (Implement Best Management
Practices to avoid wetland impacts during construction)

Significance after Mitigation:

Less than Significant

Impact 6-15 Disturbance towildJife migration corridors during construction. This impact is considered
Potentially Significant.

Finding:

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

Wildlife movement corridors are established migration routes frequently used by wildlife. These corridors provide
shelter and sufficient food supplies to support wildlife species during migration. The study area is partly surrounded
by arterial roads and some residential development, and as such,development is not expected to significantly
Impede or alter wildlife movement. The portion of the study area that does provide a significant movement corridor
for v';ildlife occurs along Dry Creek, where the only proposed development includes a multiuse trail and buried
water and.sewer pipelines. Implementation of B11Ps identified for wetlands during construction would reduce

. .
impacts to wildlife movement corridors.

Mitigation Measures:

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

Significance after Mitigation:

Less than Significant

Impact 6-16 IDegradation of designated Open Space. This impact is considered Potentially Significant.

Finding:

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

Explanation:

Due to the implementation of the floodplain and wetland mitigation measures, the proposed project would require
excavation within areas designated as open space. Excavation would occur within or immediate adjacent to
floodplain areas and would potentially result in areas that are subject to erosion, deposition, and introduction of
invasive plant species. Erosion within these areas could potentially reduce soil suitability for agriculture or other
vegetation. Deposition of the eroded materials could occur in Dry Creek during flood events, thereby resulting in
suspension of particles, and could result in a significant effect on biological resources. Impacts to open space
resulting from floodplain excavation would resultin significant impacts. The proposed project would implement
erosion control, reseeding with native plants, and B11Ps, among other measures.

Mitigation Measures:

Mitigation Measure 6-16a: Avoid degradation of sensitive aquatic resources due to floodplain excavation

The following measures are proposed to reduce potential impacts to 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 sediment into adjacent wetlands and aquatic habitats on the Dry Creek
floodplain, excavation within the floodplain will be restricted to the dry season (June 1to 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 andreduce the potentialfor the establishment of invasive and exotic species.
Installation of native seed mix or plants will protect the finished grade from erosion. The establishment of
native plants will provide soil stability and would prevent erosion and therefore, deposition of sediments.

The Applicant will monitor theperforrnance of this mitigation measure by reviewing the revegetation within
the disturbed floodplain areas every quarter for I year after installation of the plant material in order to
document and identify any problem areas. If areas with unsuitable native plant coverage are observed, the
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Applicant will be responsible for the removal and or installation of additional plant material until such
coverage is determined to be suitable to prevent erosion of sediment into adjacent wetland and aquatic
habitats. No areas should contain more than 50 percent bare ground following 1 year of plant growth.
Monitoring will be extended until all excavation areas determined to be stable. The Applicant will take all
necessary measures to ensure that these areas would not adversely affect water quality in Dry Creek or its
tributaries within the Plan Area.

Mitigation Measure 6-16b: Implement Mitigation Measure 6-1c (Implement Best Management
Practices to avoid wetland impacts during construction)

Significance after Mitigation:

Less than Significant

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

Finding:

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

Explanation:

The study area has limited habitat for the valley elderberry longhorn beetle. Focused surveys for the host plant of
the valley elderberry longhorn beetle, the elderberry (Sambucus mexicanus), were conducted in 2005 in the Plan
Area, with the exception of the Dry Creek riparian corridor and offsite portions of the study area. One host plant for
thebeetle was found during these focused surveys in the northeast comer of the Frisvold property. However, during

" a fonnal wetland delineation of the Frisvold property, Gibson & Skordal did not identify any habitat for the valley
elderberry longhom beetle. Additional plants are likely to occur along Dry Creek in the northern portion of the

"study area. Implementation of program-level activities could result in a potentially significant impact onthe valley
,elderberry longhorn beetle due to construction activities occurring within 100 feet of the known occurrence of the
host plant. Formal consultation or acquisition of a take permit from the USFWS or compensation according to the
USFWS mitigation guidelines would be requited (USFWS, 1999). Additional mitigation includes a preconstruction
survey to map the locations ofthe host shrub in the Dry Creek riparian corridor and all offsite areas of the study
area.

Mitigation Measures:

Mitigation Measure 6-17a: Protect existing elderberry sbrubs

Elderberry shrubs (the host plant for the valley elderberry longhorn beetle) were not found on parcels owned
or controlled by the Applicant. One elderberry shrub was found outside of the parcels owned or controlled
by the Applicant but within the study area. A focused survey for the host plant of the valley elderberry
longhorn beetle shall be completed on all parcels not previously surveyed. The survey shall be completed
prior to construction by a qualified biologist. If elderberry shrubs are found when surveys area completed,

"locations of these occurrences shall be mapped. "

If elderberry shrubs are identified the shrubs shall be avoided to the extent feasible. To avoid impacts to the
"host plant 4-foot tall, brightly colored (yellow or orange), synthetic mesh material or chain link fencing shall

be installed a minimum of 100 feet from the dripline of avoided shrubs. Fencing shaH be continuously
maintained and shall be the responsibility ofan oDSite compliance officer designated QY the developer.
Fencing is to remain intact until construction is complete and may not be removed without the written
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consent of the County.

I\-1itigation Measure 6-17b: Compensation for impacts to elderberry shrubs

In instances where impacts to elderberry shnibs cannot be avoided, the following measure will be
implemented:

e All elderberry plants with one or more stems measuring fo inch or greater in diameter at ground
level that cannot be avoided will be transplanted to a conservation area. A detailed
mitigation/conservation plan that includes long-term strategies to ensure no net loss of valley
elderberry longhorn beetle habitat shall be developed in consultation with USFWS.

If elderberry shrubs are transplanted or if transplantation is not feasible, one ofthe following measures will
be implemented:

" "

o Each elderberry stem measuring 1."0 inch or greater in diameter at ground level that is adversely
affected (i.e., transplanted or destroyed) mustbe replaced, in the conservation area approved by the
USFWS according to the ratios described in the USFWS conservation guidance on valley elderberry
longhorn beetle (USFWS, 1999). Additional native plants shall be planted at a minimum ratio of one
plant for every stem 1.0 inch in diameter or greater that would be affected. Stock of either seedlings
or cuttings shall be obtained from local sources. Cuttings may be obtained from the plants to be
transplanted if the source sites are in the vicinityof the USFWS-approved conservation area.
Transplanted shrubs shall be monitored for 10 to 15 years as required bythe USFWS 1999 guidance.
A qualified biologist shall supervise all work involving encroachment, restoration or transplanting of

"elderberry shrubs.

'" Elderberry mitigation credits from a USFWS-approved mitigation bank equivalent to the ratio shall
be specified by the USFWS "1999 conservation guidelines.

Significance after Mitigation:

Less than Significant

ll.mpact 6-18 Potelltialloss of wetlandis on program-level parcels. This impact is considered! Potentially
"Significant. "

"Finding:
. . .. ..

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

Explanation:

Corps-verified wetland delineations are lacking for program-level parcels in the Plan Area (excluding the Frisvold
parcel and the Elliott.parcel, which the Corps verified contained no jurisdictional wetlands or other waters of the
U.S. Impacts to wetlands in program level parcels resulting from implementation of program-level activities would
result in significant impacts. The loss ofjurisdictional wetlands wo_uld be mitigated to a less-than-significant level
through mitigation measures.

Mitigation Measures:

Mitigation Measure 6-18a: Complete formal wetland delineation, obtain Corps approval, and comply with
Section 404 permit requirements prior to development of Plan Area parcels not owned or controlled by the
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Applicant

A fonna:! wetland delineation shall be conducted prior to development of any areas within the Plan Area
where a wetland delineation has not been completed. This includes the following parcels: APN Nos. 023­
200-019 (Riar/Singh), 023-200-027(Roseville Public Cemetery), 023-221-054 (Pulte), 023-221-004 (Lund),
and 023-221-007 (Park Arya). (A formal wetland delineation was conducted on pared 023-220-053 (Ellio.tt
i[l 2005 (Gibson & Skardal, 2005). The owners of parcel 023-200-057 (Frisvold) submitted a jurisdictional
wetland delineation report for this parcel in June 2006. A Clean Water Act Section 404 permit shall be
acquired prior to any fill activities or discharges within jurisdictional wetlands.

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

Mitigation Measure 6-18c: Implement Mitigation Measure 6-1c (Implement Best-Management
Practices to avoid wetland impacts during construction)

Significance after Mitigation:

Less than Significant

Impact 6-19 Loss on non-juuisdictional season:dwetland. This impact is considered Less than Significant.
. .

Finding:

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

Explanation:

The proposed project would permanently fill a 0.01 acre seasonal wetland within the Frisvold parcel and a O.02-acre
seasonal wetland on the Elliott property, neither of which are regulated by the Corps. Both wetlands appear to have
been created by previous disturbance activities. In both cases the lack of connectivity with other wetland features
reduces the potential that these wetland provides important habitat for wildlife species. Therefore, the total loss of
0.03 acre of seasonal wetland habitat is considered a less-than-significant impact. No mitigation is proposed for the
loss of these non-jurisdictional wetland features. . .

Mitigation Measures:

No mitigation measures are required.

Significance after Mitigation:

This Impact is less than significant without mitigation.

D. CULTURAL RESOURCES

Impact 7~1 Damage to potentially important lrnown archaeological resources during construction. This
impact is considered Potentially Significant.

Finding:

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

Expla nation:

Although few cultural materials were reported in site visits, and the exact locations of several previously it is
possible that some may lie buried beneath flood-related deposits. Construction in the vicinityof their purported
locations, including the excavation ofthe compensatory storage basins (CA-PLA-76 and -81), the widening of Watt
Avenue (CA-PLA-69), or trenching for the reclaimed water connection (CA-PLA-77), may result in the exposure of
these potentially significant, archaeological resources. As such, ground-disturbing activities 'associated with'
proposed projectconstruction occurring within or immediately adjacent to previously recorded but unevaluated
archaeological sites CA-PLA-69, -76, -77, and/or -81 would potentially damage these .resources,

. Mitigation Measures:

Mitigation Measure 7-la: Cap resource area with layer ofsoil prior to construction

Potentially unique archaeological resources will be capped with soil prior to construction in the area except
in locations in which such capping would be infeasible due to project design. An acceptable process of
"capping" archaeological resources with soil must include the following elements:

" The soilsto be coveredmust not suffer serious compaction;
e The covering materials must not be chemically active;
e The site must be one in which the natural process of deterioration have been arrested; and
e The site must have been recorded, including the areal extent of subsurface deposits.

Mitigation Measure 7-1b: Conduct subsurface testing
.. . .

A qualified professional archaeologist shall be retained to conduct subsurface testing at potentially important
known archaeological sites. As it has not been determined if the known sites within the Specific Plan Area
are eligible 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
Measure 7-1a proves infeasible. Subsurface testing should also be implemented if culturally significant

, materials (i.e., unique archaeological resources or historical resources) are inadvertently exposed during
construction.

" .

Subsurface testing procedures could involve shovel testing, augering, or other such techniques designed to
identify and/or characterize subsurface archaeological deposits. If a resource is determined to be important
under CEQA (i.e., because it is a unique archaeological resource or an historical resource), then Mitigation .
Measure 7-1c must also be implemented. .

Mitigation Measure 7-1c: Conduct data recovery excavation

A qualified professional archaeologist shall be retained to conduct data recovery excavation. This mitigation
measure will be implemented as an alternative to Mitigation Measures7-1a at cultural resource sites
determined to be eligible for inclusion in either the NRHP or CRHR.

In compliance with CEQA, implementation of this mitigation measure would entail preparation and
adoption of a data recovery plan that makes provisions for adequately recovering the scientifically
consequential information from and about the resource. The data recovery plan must be prepared and
adopted prior to commencingany excavation activities.
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Significance after Mitigation: .

Less than Significant

Impact 7-2 Damage to cultural resources if inadvertently exposed during construction. This impact is
considered Potentially Significant.

Finding:

Changes or alterations have been required in, or incorporated into, the project th~t avoid the significant
environmental effect as identified in the FInal EIR.

Explanation:

During construction of the proposed project, previously undiscovered cultural resources could be inadvertently
exposed during grading or excavation activities. This would be a potentially significant impact of the proposed
project. This potential impact would be mitigated to a less than significant level by halting ground-disturbing
activities temporarily until a qualified professional archaeologist, the Placer County Planning Department, and
Department of Museums 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 proceed after
authorization is granted by the Placer County Planning Department.

Mitigation Measures:

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

In the event of the discovery of buried archaeological artifacts, exotic rock (non-native), or unusual amounts
of shell or bone, it is recommended that project activities in the vicinity of the find be immediately stopped
and a qualified professional archaeologistconsulted to assess the resource and provide proper management
recommendations. If the find is determined to be a historical or unique archaeological resource,contingency
funding and a time allotment to allow for implementation of avoidance measures or appropriate mitigation
shall be made available, as provided in Section 15064.5 of the CEQA Guidelines. In addition, the Placer
County Planning Department and Department of Museums must also be contacted. Work iri the· area may
only proceed after authorization is granted by the Placer County Planning Department. All construction and
improvement plans for suhsequent development within the Plan Area involving ground dist::urbance shall
include these provisions. The archaeologist shall evaluate any potential effects on any historical resource or

.unique archaeological resource, and where such effects would be significant, shall recommend potential
mitigation to the County for its consideration. The County will assess the feasibilityof any proposed
mitigation (e.g., avoidance of the historical resource) and impose the mitigation where feasible in light of
factors such as the nature of the find, project design, costs, Specific Plan policies and land use assumptions,
and other considerations. If avoidance is unnecessary or infeasible, other appropriate measures (e.g., data
recovery) shall be instituted. Work may proceed on other parts of the project site while mitigation for
paleontological resources is carried out.

Mitigation Measure 7-2b: Implement Mitigation Measure 7-1b (Colllduct subsurface testing)

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

Significance after Mitigation:

Less than Significant
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Impact 7-3 Damage to paleontological resources inadvertently exposed during construction. This impact is
considered Potentially Significant.

Finding:

Changes or alterations have been required in, or incorporated into, the projecUhat avoid the significant
environmental effect as identified in the Final ErR..

Explanation:

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

Mitigation Measures:

· Mitigation Measure 7-3a: Retain a qualified professional paleontologistto conduct periodic construction
· monitoring during grading activities and salvage fossils as necessary

A professional paleontologist shall be retained to develop and implement a plan for managing
paleontological resources and periodic monitoring of grading activities. The plan shall also include
provisions for salvaging fossils, as necessary. The plan shall also include the timing and extent of
monitoring needed. A copy of the plan shall be provided to the Placer County Planning Department prior to
any grading occurring on site.

1\1itigatioD Measure 7-3b: If paleontological resources are identified at a particular site, the project manager
shall cease operation until a qualified professional can provide an evaluation

1. Identify and evaluate paleontological resource by intense field survey where impacts are considered
high;

2. Assess effects on identified sites; .
3. Consult with the institutionaVacademic paleontologists conducting research investigations within the

geological formations that are slated to be impacted;
4. Obtain comments from the researchers; and
5.· Comply with researchers' recommendations to address any significant adverse effects where determined

by the County to be feasible. . ...

In considering any suggested mitigation proposed by the consulting paleontologist, Placer County
Planning Department staff shall determine whether avoidance is 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. Ifavoidance is unnecessary or infeasible, other appropriate measures (e.g., data.
recovery) shall be instituted. Work may proceed on other parts of the project site while mitigation for
paleontological resources is carried out.

Signi.fncance after Mitigation:

Less than Significant
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JE. VISUAL RESOURCES

Impact 8-1 TemponJiry and! long-term visual impacts due to construction. This impact is cOll1sidered
Potentially Significant.

Findings:

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

Explanation:

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

.would be moderate, significant impacts are not anticipated in general. However, because viewers. at the Roseville.
Cemetery could have high sensitivity, even relatively short-tenn construction impacts could potentially be
significant. As proposed, all construction activities inthe vicinity ofthe cemetery shall be restricted to the shortest
feasible period of time, and that equipment and material storage and staging shall take place outside of the visual
foreground of the cemetery (greater than 1/4 mile distance). If construction staging is unavoidable in the vicinitY of
the cemetery, temporary visual screening shall be installed. In addition, secondary impacts could occur as a result of
project roadway construction-related grubbing and. grading activity. One or more of the potentially affected
residences could be relocated as a result ofCounty widening projects~ However, at residences south ofPFE Road
and west of Watt Avenue that are not relocated, secondary visual and glare impacts could occur due to removal of
existing landscape screening along the roadway as a result of project-related roadway construction. Existing
landscape screening could require removal, thus exposing homes to new views of an expanded roadway, and to
increased glare from automobile headlights. Because residents are typically considered to have high sensitivity to
visual impacts, this potentially strong impact could be significant. Screening removed due to constructjori activities
be replaced in kind.

A fencerow of 17 matUre valley oaks to the south ofPFE Road could be removed due to project roadway~rela:ted
construction activities. Tree planting within the roadway corridors adjoining the Plan Area consist of a combination
offast~growing omamentaJ 'orchard' species (flowering fruit trees) to provide short-tenn mitigation, and native
oaks to provide long-tenn restorationof community character. Native oaks would be preserved wherever feasible.
Where preservation is not feasible, they-would 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 compliance with policies of the Natural
Resource Element ofthe County General Plan,and of the Community Design Element of the Dry Creek/West
Placer Community Plan. .

Mitigation Measures:

Mitigation Measure 8-1a: Limit construction aCtivities in the vicinity ofthe Roseville Cemetery

In order to minimize potential visual quality construction impacts to the Roseville Cemetery, construction
activities in the vicinity of the cemetery shall'be restricted to the shortest feasible period of time. If staging
in vicinity ofthe cemetery is unavoidable, temporary visual screening will be installed between the cemetery
and staging area.
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Mitigation Measure 8-1b: Replace visual and glare screening of adjacent residences affected by project road­
related construction

To mitigate the loss of existing screening from 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 ofheadlight glare and increased visual exposure in the shortest feasible time·
(no more than 3 to 5 years).

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

Replacement planting with nonnative tree species would compensate for project-related loss of vegetation in
gelleral, but would result in a change of character from the strong community visual image of existing native
oaks. In order to provide both short-term mitigation for tree loss and long-term restoration ofthe existing

. native-oak image, landscaping in the lands~ape corridors along the site boundaries and at gateways/
entrances shall consist of a combination of fast-growing ornamental orchard species (flowering fruit trees) to
provide short-term mitigation and native oaks to provide long-term restoration of community character.
Native oaks shall be preserved wherever feasible.

Significance after Mitigation:

Potentially Significant and Unavoidable

Impact 8-2 View obstruction and change to landscape character for motorists on adjacent roadways. This
impact is considered Significant.

Findings:

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:

Overall; the combination ofthese visual effects of the proposed project to motorists on the three adjoining roadways
would represent a strong changeto the existing landscape charaCter and a potential decline in visual quality..
Viewer sensitivity of motorists on PFE and Walerga Roads are considered to be moderate: activities .ofthe majority
of viewers on PFE Road are not primarily recreational or scenery-oriented, but likely to be part of day-to-day
activities including commuting and work. The RiolO Vineyards Specific Plan contains various provisions to address
adverse visual impacts of the proposed project. Under the proposed project, 123.9 acres of the site would be
preserved as open space. The project frontage bordering PFE Road from the new entrance to roughly 1/4 mile to the
west, including the area now occupied by the entry road and hedgerows, would be left as open space. A 35-foot
(Watt Avenue) to 50-foot (pFE Road and WalergaRoad) setback landscaped corridor would line adjoining public
roadways on those frontages where new residential development is proposed. Roadside trees in the public roadways
would be replaced under the Specific Plan, restoring an important scenic element over the long term. In the long

\ . . .

term, landscaping in the landscaped setback areas along PFE Road would restore a moderately high degree of visual
quality, providing screening of the new developmentand introducing tree canopies at the roadside. With the
inclusion of native oaks in these plantings, a strong element of the local landscape character could be restored and,
in the longterm, enhanced. However, these effects would take a considerable period (up to 20 years)to have full
effect. The Class I bicycle/pedestrian trail (Dry Creek Trail) along the south side of the Dry Creek corridor would
provide new views of open space within the Plan Area. This would represent a beneficial impact and provide
access to the creek corridor for the first time.
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Mitigation Measures:

Mitigation l\1easure 8-2a: Implement open space preservation, tree Ireplacement, site landscaping, and
project design measures

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

IVlHigation Measure 8-2b: Implement construction of Dry Creek Trail, other trails, and vineyards

The Applicant has proposed construction oLin approximately 10,950-foot-longClass I bicycle/pedestrian
trail along the south side of the Dry Creek corridor within open space areas of the Specific Plan Area. This
would consist of a 12-foot-wide bicycle/pedestrian trail, a 4-foot-wide equestrian trail separated from the
bicycle/pedestrian trail by a 10-foot-wide minimum buffer, and a 2"foot-wide bench strip on each side, all
within a 30-foot-wide trail easement. Also proposed are approximately 5,540 feet of a 5-foot wide
pedestrian path, approximately 11,290 feet ofan 8-foot-wide paved bicycle/pedestrian trail, and about
31,590 feet of Class II bicycle lanes, which would provide additional public access to views of open space
and the creek corridor. These. trails would be dedicated to Placer County and maintained 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 trail users and the proposed residential development.

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

Significance after Mitigation :

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

Impact 8-3 Visual intrusion and adverse change in visual character due to new residences in views from
RosevHle Cemetery. This impact is.considered Potentially Significant.

Findings: ..

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

Explanation: .

The proposed project would create adjacencies between the existing Roseville Cemetery and new residences.
The proposed Specific Plan would also add approximately 2.8 acres of expansion area to the east of the existing
cemetery. In addition, a landscape corridor would be maintained north of the cemetery to serve' as a visual buffer to
the proposed eastern entry road off of Wart Avenue. While this would create a buffer between the two uses to the. .

east in the short tenn, visually dominant views of nearby homes would remain to both the east and south of the
cemetery without sufficient additional visual screening by large trees and other vegetation. Viewers at the cemetery
are assumed to have high sensitivityto visual changes. These moderately strong visual changes would thus be
potentialIy significant.

An additional visual buffer is recommended at theeastem edge of the proposed cemetery expansion area and along
the sc;uthern boundary of the existing cemetery. Under this measure, oak trees and other large-scale vegetation
compatible with the existing cemetery landscape would be required in sufficient quantity to completely screen
views of residences from the cemetery in the long term. In order to provide adequate mitigation in the short term,
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large-scale, fast-growing shrubs in combination with walls or fences would also be placed in the buffer area to
provide screening within a short period of time; this buffer' would then be enhanced over the long term with the
maturation of oaks and other trees. .

Mitigation Measures:

:M[itigation Measure 8~3a: Provide a visual buffer between cemetery and adjacent homes

Under Mitigation Measure 8-3a, .oak trees and other large-scale vegetation compatible with the existing
cemetery landscape shall be planted to form a visual buffer between the cemetery and proposed residences
to the east and south, sufficient to completely screen views of residences from the cemetery in the longterm.
In order to provide adequate mitigation in the short term, large-scale, fast-growing shrubs shall also be
planted in the buffer area to provide screening within a short period of time; this buffer would then be
enhanced over the long term with maturation ofoaks and other trees. Newly planted trees in the buffer area
shall be monitored for 5 years: All new plantings will be irrigated for the first 2 years of growth to ensure
successful establishment. Alternative visual buffer designs would be considered as part of the design review
process for individual projects. Any alternative would need to achieve the above objectives, which include
coinpletelyscreening views of surrounding residences, and compatibility with the existing cemetery
landscape. An alternative design may include a masonry wall with landscaping to soften the effect ofthe
wall.

Significance after Mitigation:

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

. Impact 8-4 Increase in night Iightall1d glare. This impact is considered Potentially Significant;

Findlings:

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

ExpialfJlation:

New night lighting introduced by the proposed project could have site-specific glare impacts due to offsite light
trespass and could contribute incrementally to community-wide nighttime light pollution due to ambient light and
upwardly-directed light: Project-related light trespass impacts could be potentially significaht if unmitigated.
Cumulative light-pollution impacts are discussed under Cumulative Impacts in Chapter 16 of this Draft EIR.
The proposed Riolo Vineyard Specific Plan includes various lighting guidelines to mitigate potentiallightand glare
impacts. These measures are broad, however,and could potentially allow significant impacts to occur in some
instances without further specification

Mitigation Measures:

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

The Applicant proposes the following lighting guidelines as mitigation measures that would apply to
lighting placed within public right-or-ways and within open space areas.

1. Lights on arterials will use American Electri<; Lighting, RoadwaySeries catalog number 325_SMR
. DTI R2 FG Caltrans 4B or equivalent

n. Primary Residential and Secondary Residential Street lights will use Holophane outdoor lighting
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Hscape series, catalog number GE 100HP 2 B S 72 N H; CVC 27" 1 CA BK or equivalent. These
omamentallightingstyles shall be installed throughout the specific plan area with the exception of
the following street corridors: .

e PFE Road
" Walerga Road
IV Watt Avenue

Standard "cobra head" street lighting may be provided along the street corridors listed above.

lll. Bollards for trails will use Holophane outdoor lighting Hscapes series catalog number BOLIC
45/13ILW CA BK or equivalent. The source, wattage, and voltage will be determined by Placer
County's Department of Public Works .

IV. Street lighting standards shall be spaced dependent upon County requirements.

v. Lighting shall be provided to ensure a safe environment but shall not cause areas of intense light or
glare.

VI. Lighting shall be sensitive to adjacent land uses and viewsheds. Architectural features or lighting
fixtures that provide down-lighting and lighting that is shielded from adjacent uses shall be
implemented.

Mitigation Measure 8-4b: ImplemeHlit light and! gl~ue measures to eHmiHliate all direct uplighting and! direct
offsite light trespass

To minimize project contributions to cumulative, areawide night light pollution, no upward lightingshalJ be
permitted, and all light standards shall include shielding to direct illumination downward. All lighting shall
be ofminimum brightness consistent with safety.

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

Significance after Mitigation:

Less than Significant

Impact 8-5 Visual intrusion due to the project's proposed electrical substation. This impact is considered
Potentially Significant.

Findings:

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

ExplanatioJl1l:

An electrical substation would be located on 0.5 acre in the eastern portion of the site, just north ofthe designated
commercial area. It would be surrourided by residential units on the west and north and a landscaped corridor and
Walerga Road. A community wallis proposed on the south and east sides ofthis lot. The Specific Plan's Design
Guidelines (September 2006) proposes the split-face style of wall along the Plan Area and residential
neighborhoods' perimeters. It is recommended that SMUD consider this style of fencing on the north and west sides
of the substation parcel to shield the substation from public view, when the agency seeks environmental clearance
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Jar its substation. Additionally, to minimize adverse impacts of the proposed substation to viewers on Walerga Road
and from adjacent residences, landscaped buffer areas shall be established between the substation parcel, the
roadway, and adjacent residences.

Mitigation Measures: ,

Mitigation Measure 8-5a: Install a: community wall along the south and east sides of the lot where the
electrical substation would be located

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

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

To minimize adverse impacts of the proposed substation to viewers on Walerga Road and from adjacent
residences, landscaped buffer areas shall be established between the substation parcel, the roadway, and to
adjacent residences. Buffer areas shall be of sufficient .area to allow 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 from both Walerga Road and adjacent residences.

. Significance after Mitigation:

Less than Significant

F. TRANSPORTATION AND CIRCULATION·

Impact 9-1 Short Term traffic impacts related to construction. This impact is considered Potentially
. Significant.

Findings:

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

Explanation:

The project will temporarily add trips to 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 impacts during the various phases of construction would reduce this impact to
a less-than-sig~ificant level. ...

Mitigation Measures:

Mitigation Measure 9-1a: Prepare and implement a Construction Traffic ManagementPlan

.Prior to improvement plan approval, including roadway improvements and the'offsite water and sewer 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 bicycle safety, and to minimize adverse LOS, including neighborhood traffic impacts during
project construction. This plan shall include the following components: .

1. A striping and signing plan including offsite traffic control devices, shall be prepared by the Applicant .
and shall be reviewed and approved by the County Traffic Engineer; .
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2." An analysis of traffic volumes on roadways where one-way traffic control would be required, if any, to
determine whether the hours of such control should be limited;

3" Provision of flag persons as necessary to facilitate traffic flow through construction areas;

4. An-anging construction schedules to begin and end during off-peak hours,as necessary and feasible as
approved by Placer County; and

"5. A community relations program to be implemented prior to and during the construction period.

The Applicant shall implement the Construction Traffic Management Plan.

Significance after Mitigation:

"" Less than Significant

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

"Findings:

Cha.nges or alterations 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 in the short tenn. No mitigation is
available to render the effects less than significant. The effects (or some of the effects) therefore remain significant
and unavoidable.

Explanatfton:

As described in theEIR, development of the Specific Plan under existing plus project conditions would cause the"
LOS on the segment ofWalerga Road from PFE Road to the Placer County line to degrade from LOS E to LOS F,
the segment ofWalerga Road from the Baseline Road to the Dry Creek Bridge to degradeby volume to capacity
ratio of 2 percent and the segment ofWalerga Road from the Dry Creek Bridge to PFE Road to degrade by volume
to capacity ratio ofS percent. The widening of this section ofWalerga Road to four lanes is included in Placer
County's CIP and traffic mitigation fees. Widening ofWalerga Road to four lanes from the Baseline Road to the
Placer Countyline would provide LOS A and would reduce this impact to a less-than-significant level.

The Applicant is obliged 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 at the approaches to the bridge. This would be a

" significant impact until the Walerga Road improvements are constructed.

Mitigation IVleasures:

Mitigation Measure 9-2a: Pay an in lieu fee and construct Walerga Road! frontage improvements from the
Dry Creek Bridge to the Placer County Hne.

The bridge at Dry Creek will remain a two-lane structure until the County's Walerga Road Bridge project is
complete. The proposed project shall pay a fee to Placer County for frontage improvements within the

"construction influence of the Walerga Road Bridge project in lieu of construction with the project. Frontage
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improvements along the Specific Plan frontage, outside the bridge influence area, shall be constructed with
the project. The project shall contribute a fair share or widen Walerga Road to four lanes from the southern
limit of the County's DryCreek Road bridge project to the Placer County line.

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

The project shall pay a fair share of widening Wakrga Road from the Dry Creek Bridge to Baseline Road
via traffic mitigation fees. Construction of this improvement would provide LOS A. There would be a
significant and unavoidable impact in the short-term until this improvement is constructed. In the long term,
with the construction ofthe Walerga Road improvements, the impact would be reduced toa less than­
significant level.

Significance after Mitigation:

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

Impact 9:..3 Under Existing Plus Project conditions with JPFE Road open, the proposed project would cause
the following intersections to operate at LOS F: Locust Road at Baseline Road and Watt _
Avenue at PFE Road, and would cause the volume to capacity ratio to increase at Watt Avenue
at Baseline Road, WalergaRoad at Baseline Road, andWalerga Road at JPFE Road, which
already operate at substandard LOS conditions. This impact is considered Significant.

Fnndings:

Changes or alterations 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 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.

Explanation:

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 baseline Road; (3) Walerga Road and Baseline Road; (4) Watt Avenue and PFE Road; and (5) Walerga Road
and PFE Road. The widening of Watt Avenue and Walerga Road are included in Placer County's elP. The
widening of Baseline Road is included in the Joint City of RosevillelPlacer County Fee Program. Intersection
improvements are included in the City/County CIP and resulting impact fees. Developer participation in these fee ..

'. programs through a fair share payment, together with similar fair share payments from other projects, will facilitate
the following improvements. Certain improvements willbe constructed by Specific Plan-area developers, for fee
credit and/or reimbursement. There would be a significantand unavoidable impact in the short term until the
following improvements areconstructed. In the long term, with the construction of the following improvements, the
impactwould be reduced to a less-than-significant level.

Mitigation Measures:

Mitigation Measure9-3a: Contribute a fair share to widen the intersections of Locust Road and Baseline
Road, Watt Avenue and Baseline Road, and Walerga Road and Baseline Road.

The proposed project shall contribute a fair share payment toward the followingiinprovements:

1. Construct a second through lane on the eastbound and westbound approaches to improve the-intersection
of Locust Road and Baseline Road to LOS B (delay 13.0) in the a.m. peak hour and LOS B (delay 14.7)
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in the p.m. peak hour.
)1. Construct a second through lane on the eastbound and westbound approaches to improve the intersection

of Watt Avenue and .Baseline Road to LOSA (VIC 0.60) in the p.m. peak hour. . .
Ill. Construct a second through lane on the southbound approach, and a second left tum lane on the .

eastbound and westbound approaches, to improve the intersection of Fiddyment RoadlWalerga Road and
Baseline Road to LOS B (VIC 0.70) in the P'Ill' peak hour.

Mitigation Measure 9-3b: Contribute a fair share or widen the intersections of Watt Avenue and PFJE Road,
and Walerga Road and JPFE Road.

The proposed project shall contribute a fair share or construct the following improvements:

). Construct a traffic signal, a northbound and southbound left tum lane and a northbound right tum lane to
improve the intersection of Watt Avenue and PFE Road to LOS B (VIC O.58)in the a.m. peak hour and
LOS A (V/C0.49) in the p.m. peak hour.

. 11. Construct a second through lane on both the northbound and southbound approaches; to improve the
intersection ofWalerga Road and PFE Road to LOS B (VIC 0.69) in the a.m. peakhour and LOS D
(VIC 0.83) in the p.m. peak hour. . .

. Significance after Mitigation:

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

Impact 9~4 Under Existing JPBus Project conditimis with PJFE Road open, the proposed project would
increase traffic volumes on City of Roseville intersections. This impactis considered Less than
Significant. . .

Findings:

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

Explanatioll1 :

The analysis arid conclusions of the EIR indicate that development of the Specific Plan under existing conditions
would not cause significant impacts on City of Roseville intersections.

IVlitigatiolll Measures:

No mitigation measures are required.

Significance after Mitigation:

This Impact is less than significant without mitigation.

Impact 9-5 Under Existing Plus Project conditioJlls with PFE- Roadlopen, the proposed project would
increase traffic vollllmes on Sacramento County roadway segments. 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,
. I··
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§ 21002; CEQA Guidelines, §§ 15126.4, subd. (a)(3), 1509L)

Explanation:

The analysis and conclusions of the EIR indicate that development of the proposed Specific Plan under existing
conditions with PFE Road open would not cause significant impacts on Sacramento County roadway segments.

Mitigation Measures: .

No mitigation measures are required.

Significance after Mitigation:

This Impact is less than significant without mitigation.

Impact '9-6 Under Existing Plus Project conditions with PFE Road open, the proposed project would
increase traffic volumes at Sacramento County intersections. This impact is considered Less
than Significant. .

Findings:

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

Explanation:

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

Mitigation Measures:

No mitigation measures are required.

. Signi:fncallllce aherMitigation:

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 traffic volumes on Sutter County roadway segments. 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 Guidelines, §§ 15126.4, subd. (a)(3), 15091.)

Explanation:

. The analysis and conclusions of the EIR indicate that development of the proposed Specific Plan under existing
conditions with PFE Road open would not cause significant impacts on the Sutter County roadway segment within
the transportation analysis study area. .
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Mitigation Measures:

No mitigation meaSUres are required.

Significance after Mitigation:

This Impact is less than significant without mitigation.

Impact 9-8 Under Existing Plus Project conditions with PFE Road open, the proposed project would
increase volumes on SR 65 south of Blue Oaks Boulevard, and I-80, from Watt Avenue to SR
65, which clurently operate at substandard LOS F 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
avoid, the potentially significant environmental effect associated with this impact in the short term. No mitigation is
availabletorender the effects less than significant. The effects (or someof the effects) therefore remain significant
and unavoidable.

Explanation:
. . . .

As indicated by the EIR, development of the proposed Specific Plan under existing conditions with PFE Road open
would cause significant impacts at the following State Highway segments: (1) SR 65 from Blue Oaks Boulevard to
I-SO; (2) 1-80 from Watt Avenue to SR 65. 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
fair share payments from other projects, toward widening State Route 65 by two lanes to six lanes from Blue Oaks
Boulevard to 1-80. There would be a significant and unavoidable impact in the short term until the State Route 65
improvement is constructed. In the long term; with the construction of the State Route 65 improvement, the impact
would be reduced to a less than significant level. Thewidening ofI-80, from Riverside Avenue toSR 65, by two
lanes, for a total 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~80 improvement is constructed. In the long term, with the
construction of the 1-80 improvement, the impact would be reduced to a less-than-significantlevel.

Mitigation Measures:

Mitigation Measure 9-8a: Contribute a fair share to widen SR'65 from BIllie Oaks Boulevard to
SR65 . .

The Applicant proposes to make a fair share payment through the SPRTAfees, togetherwith similar fair
share payments from other projects, toward widening State Route 65 by two lanes to six lanes from Blue
Oaks Boulevard to 1-80. There would be a significant and unavoidable impact in the short term until the
State Route 65 improvement is constructed. In the long term, with the construction of the State Route 65
improvement, the impact would Qe reduced to a less-than-significant level. .

Significance after Mitigation:

Significant and Unavoidable in the short term; Less than Significant in the Long Term

Jrnpact9-9 Under Existing Plus Project conditions with PFE Road open, the proposed project would
increase delay at the following state highway intersections that currently operate at a
substandard LOS: SR 70/99 at Riego Road, and SR70/99 at Elverta Road. This impact is
considered Significant. .
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Findings:

Changes or alteratjons 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 is available to
render the effects less than significant. The effects (or some of the effects) therefore remain significant and
unavoidable,

Explanation:
, .

Under Existing Plus Project conditions with PFERoad open, no improvements were assumed for state highway
. intersections in the transportiltion analysis study area beyond existing conditions. The analysls inthe EIR indicates

that development ofthe proposedSpecific Plan under existing conditions withPFERoad open would cause a'
significant impact at the State Highway intersection of SR 70/99 and Riego Road which alreadyoperates at a
substandard LOS F in the a.m. peak hour. Specific Plan developers would make a fair share payment, which
together with similar fair share 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'
interchangeisconstructed. No fee.program for the Riego Road interchange currently exists. Due to the factthat the
Riego Road interchange is not fully funded, and because no tirileframe for completion has been determined, the
impact is significant and unavoidable.

Mitigation Measures:

. Mitigation Measure 9-9a: Contribute a fair share to construct an interchange to replace the SR 70/99 and
Riego Road intersection

The Applicant proposed to make a fair share payment, together with similar fair share payments from other
projects, toward constructing 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 fully funded, and no timeframe for completion has been determined, the impact remairis significant and
unavoidable.

Significance after Mitigation:

Significant .and Unavoidable

Impact 9-10 Under Existing Plus Project conditions with PFE Road dosed,the proposed projecfwould
cause Walerga Road south ofBaseline Road, Walerga Road south ofthe Dry Creek Bridge,
and Walerga Road south of PFE Road to operate at LOS E conditions. This impact is .
considered Significant.

JFimlings:

Changes or alterations 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 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.

Explanation:

The analysis ip the EIR of Existing Phls'Project conditions with PFE Road closed assumed that all the internal
.roadways to the proposed specific plan area would be fully implemented, including the frontage 'improvements on
border roads; however, no offsite improvements were assumed. With the closure ofPFE Road, existing traffic
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would be redistributed. The analysis indicates that full development of the Specific Plan under existing conditions
with PFE Road closed would cause LOS on the segment ofWalerga Road from Baseline Road to PFE Road to
degrade from LOS D to LOS E and Walerga Road from PFE Road to the Placer County line to degrade from LOSC
to LOS E. .

The Applicant is obliged 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 WaJerga Road Bridge project
is 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.

Mitigation Measures:

Mitigation Measure 9-10a: Implement Mitigation Measure 9-2a: Pay anin lieu fee and construct
Walerga Road frontage improvements from the Dry Creek Bridge to the Placer County line

The proposed project shall implement Mitigation Measure9-2a (Pay an in lieu fee and construct Walerga
Road frontage improvements from the Dry Creek Bridge to the Placer County line), which is described
above. With implementation of this mitigation measure, this roadway segment would operate at LOS A.
There would bea significant and unavoidable impact in the short term until this improvement is constructed.
In the long term, with the construction of the Walerga Road improvement, the impact would be reduced to a
less-than-significant level. .

Mitigation Measure 9-10b: ImplementMitigation Measure 9-2b: Contribute a fair share to widen
Walerga Road {!rom the Dry Creek Bridge to Baseline Road

. ' . .

The proposed project shall implement Mitigation Measure 9-2b (Contribute a fair share to widen Walerga.
Road from the Dry Creek Bridge to Baseline Road), which is described above. With implementation of this
mitigation measure, this roadway segment would operate at LOS A. There would be a significant and
unavoidable impact in the short term until this improvement is constructed. In the long term, with the
construction of the WalergaRoad improvement, the impact would be reduced to a less-than-significant
level. . .

Significance after Mitigation:

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

Impact 9-11 Under Existing Plus Project conditions with PFE Road ciosed,the proposed project would
cause the following intersections to operate at LOS F: Locust Road at Baseline Road and
Walerga Road at PFE Road; would cause the following intersections to operate at LOS E:
Walerga Road at Baseline Road and Watt Avenue at JPFE Road; and would cause the volume
to capacity ratio to increase at Watt Avenue at Baseline Road, which already operates at a
substandard LOS condition. 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 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.

Explanation:
..

. The EIR indicates that development of the Specific Plan under existing plus-project conditions with PFE Road
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closed would cause impacts at the following Placer County intersections (1) Locust Road and Baseline Road; (2)
\Xlatt Avenue and baseline Road; (3) Walerga Road and Baseline Road; (4) Watt Avenue and PFE Road; and (5)
Walerga Road and PFE Road. The widening of Watt Avenue, and Walerga Road are included in Placer County's
eIP. The widening of Baseline Road is included in the Joint City of RosevillelPlacer County Fee Program.
Intersection improvements are included in the CitylCounty CIP and resulting impact fees. Developer participation
in these fee programs through a fair share payment, together with similar fair share payments from other projects,
will facilitate the following improvements. Certain improvements will be constructed by Specific Plan-area
developers, for fee credit andlor reimbursement. There would be a significant and unavoidable impact in the short
term until the following improvements are constructed. In the long term, with the construction ofthefollowing
improvements, the impact would be reduced to a less-than-significant level.

Mitigation Measures:

Mitigation Measure 9-11a: Contribute a fair 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 construction of the following improvements:

1. . Construct Mitigation Measure 9-3a(i) to improve the intersectio.n of Locust Road and Baseline Road to
LOSH (delay 13.0) in the a.m. peak hour and LOS B (delay 14.8) in the p.m. peak hour.

11. Construct Mitigation Measure 9-3a(ii) to improve the intersection of Watt Avenue and Baseline Road to
LOSB (VIC 0.63) in the p.m. peak hour.

lll. Construct Mitigation Measure 9-3a(iii) to improve the intersection of Walerga Road and Baseline Road
to LOS D (VIC 0.85) in thea.ill. peak hour and LOS C (VIC 0.76) in the p.m. peak hour.

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

The proposed project shall contribute a faire share or construct the following improvements:

1. Construct Mitigation Measure 9-3b(i) to improve the intersection of WattAvenue and PFE Road to LOS
B(V/C 0.54) in the a.m. peak hour and LOS B (VIC 0.50) in the p.m. peak hour.

11. . Construct Mitigation Measure 9-3b(ii)'10 improve the intersection ofWalergaRoad and PFE Road to
LOS A (VIC 0.48) in the a.m. peak hour and LOS B (VIC 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 .

.hripact 9-12 Under Existing Plus Project conditions with PFE Road closed, the proposed project would
increase traffic volumes on City of Roseville 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 Guidelines, §§ 15126.4,subd. (a)(3), 15091.)

Explanation:

. The analysis and conclusions of the EIR indicate that development of the Specific Plan Ul1der existing plus project
conditions with PFE Road closed would not cause significant impacts on City of Roseville intersections.
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Mitigation Measures:

No mitigation measures are required.

Significance after Mitigation:

This Impact is less than significant without mitigation.

Impact 9-13 Under Existing Plus Project conditions with PFE Road closed, the proposed project would
increase traffic volumes on Sacramento County roadways. 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 Guidelines, §§ 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 closed would not cause significatlt impacts on Sacramento County roadways.

Mitigation Measures:

No mitigation measures are required.

Significance after MWgation :

This Impact is less than significant without mitigation.

Impact 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 mitigation measures are required for impacts that are less than significant. (Pub. Resources Code,
§ 21002; CEQA Guidelines, §§ 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 closed would not cause significant impacts on County of Sacramento intersections.

Mitigation Measmres:

No mitigation measures are required.

Significance afteJr Mitigation:

This Impact is less than significant without mitigation.
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IJnpact 9-15 Under Existing Plus Project conditions with PFE Road dosed, the proposed project would
increase traffic volumes on Sutter County roadway segments. 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,
§2l002; CEQA Guidelines, §§ 15126.4, subd. (a)(3), 15091.)

Explanation:

The analysis and conclusions of the EIRindicate that development of the Specific Plan under existing plus project
conditions with PFE Road closed would not cause significant impacts on Sutter County roadways.

Mitigation Measures:

No mitigation, measures are required.

Significance after Mitigation:

This Impact is less than significant without mitigation.

Impact 9-16 Under Existing Plus ProjeCt conditions with PFE Road closed, the proposed project would
increase volumes on. SR 65, south of Blue Oaks Blvd, and I-80, from Watt Avenue to SR65,
which currently operate at substandard LOS F conditions. This impact is c.onsidered
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 effect associated with this impact. No mitigation is available to
render the effects less than significant. The effects (or some of the effects) therefore remain significant and
unavoidable. .

lExplanation:

As indicated by the ErR, development of the proposed Specific Plan under existing plus project conditions with PFE
Road closed would cause significant impacts at the following State Highway segments: (1) SR 65 from Blue Oaks
Boulevard tol-80; (2)1-80 from Watt Avenue to SR 65. Boththese 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 fair share payments from other projects, toward widening State Route 65 by two lanes to six
lanesfrom.Blue Oaks Boulevard to 1-80. There would be a significant and unavoidable impact in the short term
until the State Route 65 improvement is constructed. 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 ofI-80, from Riverside
Avenue to SR 65, by two lanes, for a total 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-SO improvement is constructed. In the long
tenu, with the construction of the 1-80 improvement, the impacfwould be reduced to a less-than-significant level.
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Mitigation Measures:

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

The proposed project shall contribute its fair share toward Mitigation Measure 9-8a. Even with
implementation ofthis mitigation measure, this roadway segment would operate at LOS F.

Significance after Mitigation:

Significant and Unavoidable in the short term; less than significant in the long term.·

Impact 9-17 Under Existing Plus Proje~t conditions with PFE Road closed, the proposed project would
increase delayat the following state highway intersections that currently operate at a
substandard LOS: SR 70/99 at Riego Road and SR 70/99 at Elverta Road. 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 effect associated with this impact. No mitigation is available to

.render the effects less than significant. The effects (or some of the effects) therefore remain significant and
unavoidable.

Explanation:

Under Existing Plus Project conditions with PFE Road closed, no improvements were asswned for state highway
intersections in the transportation analysis study area beyond existing conditions. The analysis in the ErR indicates
that development of the proposed Specific Plan under existingconditions with PFE Road closed would cause a
significant impact at the State Highway intersection of SR 70/99 and Riego Road which already operates at a
substandard LOS Fin the a.m. 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

. ihterchange. There would bea significant and unavoidable impact in the short term until the Riego Road
interchange is constructed. No fee program for the Riego Road interchange currently exists. Due to the fact that the
Riego Road interchange is not fully funded, and because no timeframe for completion has been determined, the
impact is significant and unavoidable. .

Mitigation Measures:

Mitigation Measure 9-17a: Contribute a fair share to constructing an interchange at the intersection of SR
70/99 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 operate at LOS C or better.

Significance after Mitigation:

Significant and Unavoidable
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JDnpact 9-18 Additional transit patrons will not be accommodated by existing transit service. This imp~ct is
considered Potentially Significant.

Findings:

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 Specific Plan would generate a demand for n.ew transit services. If transit services are not provided to the
Specific plan area, an "unmet transit need" would likely be identified prior to buildout of the Specific Plan. To
meet a potential unruet transit need, Placer County would need to provide a reasonable amount of transit service to
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 constructed along with roadway frontage improvements on PFE Road and Watt Avenue.

A Community Service Area (CSA) to cover transit service to the proposed Project may be formed and/or the
Applicant may seek annexation to the proposed Placer Vineyards project CSA west of the Plan Area. The County
may consider implementing one CSA boundary to cover both of these proposed project sites. The proposed project
shall create a CSA to fund the cost of transit services and any related capital costs for buses; passenger amenities,
and facilities. If a CSA is implemented, this impact would be reduced to a less-than-significant level. If not, this
impact would remain significant

Mitigation Measures:

Mitigation Measure 9-18a: Create a Community Service Area to cover Transit Service

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

Significance after Mitigation:

Less thaI! Significant

. .

Impact 9-19 Under Cumulative Plus Project conditions with PFE Road open, the proposed project would
cause PFE Road east of Watt Avenue to operate at LOS E. Walerga Road south ofPFE Road
and Baseline Road west of Locust Road would have an increased volume to capacity ratio 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 effect associated with this impact. No mitigation is available to
render the effects less than significant. The effects (or some of the effects) therefore remain significant and
unavoidable.

Explanation:

As described in the EIR, full development of the Specific Plan under Cumulative Plus Project conditions with PFE
Road open would cause LOS to degrade on the following segments: (l)Walerga Road south ofPFE Road would
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operate at LOS F and the volume to capacity ratio would increase by 2 percent; (2) Baseline Road west of Locust
Road would operate at LOS D and the volumeto capacity ratio would increase by 1 percent; and (3) PFE Road
from Watt Avenue to Walerga Road would degrade from LOS C to LOS E:

The widening ofPFE Road to four lanes is included in the County CIP, as is the widening ofWalerga Road (to four
lanes) and Watt Avenue (to six lanes) between Baseline Road and the Sacramento County line. Development
within the Specific Plan will constructone westbound 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 to 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 widening of Walerga Road to six
lanes or Baseline Road to eight lanes is not feasible, this impact is considered potentially significant.

Mitigation Measures:

Mitigation Measure 9-19a: Contribute a fair share to widen PJFE Road t() four lanes from Watt Avenue to
Waierga Road.

The proposed project shall contribute its fair share toward the widening ofPFE Road to four lanes from
Watt Avenue to Walerga Road. With implementation ofthis mitigationmeasure, this roadway segment
would operate at LOS A. . .

Significance after Mitigation:

Significarit and Unavoidable

Impact 9-20 Under Cumulative Plus Projectconditions with PFE Road open, the proposed project would
cause the intersection. of Watt Avenue atPFE Road to operate at LOS D, 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 Baselin·e Road, Fiddyment RoadlWalerga Road at Baseline
Road, Walerga Road at PFE Road, and Cook-Riolo Road at PFE Road. 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 effect associated with this impact. No mitigation is available to
render the effects less than significant. The effects (or some of the effects) therefore remain significant and
unavoidable.

Explanation:

The analysis in the EIR indicates that development of the Specific Plan under Cumulative Plus Project conditions
with PFE Road open would cause the LOS to degrade at the following intersections: (1) Watt Avenue and Baseline
Road; (2) Fiddyment RoadJWalerga Roadand Baseline Road; (3) Walerga Road and PFE Road; (4) Cook-Riolo·
Road and PFE Road; (5) "West" Road and·PFE Road; and (6) "East" Road and PFE Road. Intersection
improvements are included in the City/County CIP and resulting impact fees, or are addressed in the Development
Agreement. Developer participation in these fee programs through a fair share payment, together with similar fair
share payments from other projects, will facilitate the following improvements. Certain improvements will be
constructed by Specific Plan-area developers, for fee credit and/or reimbursement. There would be a significant and
unavoidable impact in the short term until the following improvements are constructed. In the long term, with the
construction of the following improvements identified in Mitigation Measure 9-20a, the impactwould be reduced to
a less-than-significant level. .
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The ErR concluded that there is no feasible mitigation measure for the intersection of Watt Avenue and Baseline
Road and the intersection ofFiddyment Road/Walerga Road and Baseline Road. Moreover, the ErR concluded that
there is no feasible mitigation measure forthe intersection of "West" Road and PFE Road (a traffic signal is not
warranted).

Mitigation Measures:·

Mitigation Measure 9-20a: Contribute a fair share to widening the intersection of Wa)erga Road and PFE
Road, signalizing the intersection of Cook Riolo Road and PFE Road, and signalizing the intersection of
"East" Road and PFE Road.

Tl)e proposed project shall contribute its fair share toward the following improvements:

1. Construct a third through lane on the northbound and southbound approaches; a second through lane to
the eastbound and westbound approaches; and a second left-tum lane to the northbound, eastbound, and
westbound approaches to improve the intersection ofWalerga Road and PFE Road. With
implementation ofthis mitigation measure, this intersection would operate at LOS E.

11. Construct a traffic signal and left tum lanes on all approaches to improve the intersection of Cook-Riolo
Road and PFE Road to LOS C in the a.m. peak hour and LOS E in the p.m. peak hour.

Ill. Construct a traffic signal to improve the intersection of "East" Road and PFE Road to LOS A in the a.m.
peak hour and LOS A in the p.m, peak hour.

Significance after Mitigation:

Significant and Unavoidable

Impact 9-21 Under Cumulative 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:

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

Explan.ation:

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

Mitigation Measures:

No mitigation ineasures are required.

Significance after Mitigation:

This Impact is less than significant without mitigation.
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Impact 9-22

Findings:

Under Cumulative Plus Project conditions with PFE Road open, the proposed project would
increase traffic volumes on Sacramento County roadways. This impact is considered Less than
Significant.

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

Explamlltion:

This analysis in theEIR 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 Impact is less than significant without mitigation.

Impact 9-23

Findings:

Under Cumulative Plus Project conditions with PlfE Road open, the proposed project would
increase traffic volumes at Sacramento County intersections. This impact is considered Less
than Significant.

Under CEQA, no mitigatioI1 measures are required for impacts that are less than significant. (Pub. Resources Code,
§ 21002; CEQA Guidelines, §§ 15126.4, subd. (a)(3), 15091.)

Explanation:

This analysis in the EIR indicates that development of the proposed project under Cumulative Plus Projectwith PFE
Road open conditions would not cause significant impacts'on Sacramento County intersections.

Mitigation Measures:

No mitigation measures are required.

Significance after Mitigation:

This Impact is less than significant without mitigation.

Impact 9-24 Under Cumulative Plus Project conditions with PlfE Road open, the proposed project would
increase traffic volumes on Sutter County roadway segments. This impact is considered Less
than Significant.

Findings:

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

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

Mitigation Measures:

No mitigation measures are required.

Significance after Mitigation:

This Impact is less than significant without mitigation.

Impact 9-25 Under Cumulative Plus Project conditions with PFE Road open, the proposed project would
contribute traffic to the freeway segment between Riego Road and Elkhorn Boulevard on SR .
70/99 and between Watt Avenue and Eureka Road on I-80, which would be operating at LOS F
under CUIDulativeNoProject 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
avoid, the potentially significant environmental effect associated with this impact. No mitigation is available to
render the effects less than significant. The effects (or some of the effects) therefore remain significant and
unavoidable. .

Explanation:

The analysis in the ErR indicates that development of the proposed Specific Plan under Cumulative Plus Project
conditions with PFE Road open would causy significant impacts at the following State Highway segments: (1) SR
70/99 from Riego Road to 1-5, that would operate at a substandard LOS without the project; and (2) 1-80 from Watt
Avenue to Eureka Road, that would operate at a substandard LOS F without the project. Future improvements that
would mitigate the impact to state highways are not identified as an elementof any existing fee program and
inclusion of these improvements in a future fee program is not proposed or contemplated. Moreover, the wideriing
ofl-80 from Watt Avenue to Eureka Road, beyond the eight-lane widening from Riverside AvenuetoSR 65; is not
included in the MTP, and may not be feasible. Therefore these impacts would be significant and unavoidable unless

. and until improvements are ultimately completed. .

Mitigation Measures:

No feasible mitigation is available

Significance after Mitigation:

Significant and Unavoidable

Impact 9-26 Under Cumulative Plus Project conditions with PFE Road open, the proposed project would
increase traffic volumes at state highway 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,
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§ 21002; CEQA Guidelines, §§ 15126.4, subd. (a)(3), 15091)

Explanation: .

Development of the proposed Specific Plan under Cumulative Plus Project conditions with PFE Road open would
not cause impacts at state highway intersections. -

M,itigation Measures:

No mitigation measures are required.

Significance after Mitigation:

This Impact is less than significant without mitigation.

Impact 9-27 Under Cumulative Plus Project conditions with PFE Road dosed, the proposed prroject would
cause Watt Avenue south of Baseline Road and :rYE Road east 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 1 percent at a 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 effect associated with this impact, No mitigation is available to
render the effects less than significant. The effects (or some of the effects) therefore remain significant and
unavoidable. .

. Explanation:

As described in the ElR, full development of the Specific Plan under Cumulative Plus Project conditions with PFE
Road closed would cause LOS to degrade on,the following segments: (1) Watt Avenue from Baseline Road to Dyer
Lane would degrade from LOS Cto LOS D; (2) Walerga Road south ofPFE Road would operate at LOS F and the

. volume to capacity ratio would increase by 4 percent; (3) Baseline Road from Wat:t Avenue to Walerga Road would
operate at LOS E and the volume to capacIty ratio would increase by 1 percent. PFE Road from Watt Avenue to
WalergaRoad would degrade from LOS D to LOS E.

. . . . .

The widening ofPFE Road to four lanes is included in the County ClP, as is the widening ofWalerga Road (to four'
lanes) and Watt Avenue (to six lanes) between Baseline Road and the Sacramento County line. Development
within the Specific Plan will construct one westbound lane on PFE Road as part ofrequired frontage improvements.
Fair share funding for additional lane improvements will be made through developer participation in the CIP .
program. However, due to the uncertainty as to whether sufficient matching funds can be obtained to actually build
this improvement prior to full demand from curpulative development, and that further widening ofWalerga Road to
six lanes or Baseline Road to eight lanes is not feasible, this impact is considered potentially significant.

Mitigation Measures:

Mitigation Measure 9-27a: Implement Mitigation Measure 9-19a (Contribute a fair share to widen PFE Road
to four lanes from WaH Avenue to Waierga Road)

Significance after Mitigation:

Signiflcant and Unavoidable
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limpact 9-28 Under Cumulative Plus Project conditions with PFE Road closed, the proposed ]project would
cause the intersection of WattAvenue at PFE Road to operate at LOS D, 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 with Baseline Road, Walerga Road with PFE Road, and
Cook-Riolo Road with PFE Road. 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 effect associated with this impact. No mitigation is available to
render the effects less than significant. The effects (or some of the effects) therefore remain significant and
unavoidable.

Explanation:

. The analysis in the EIR indicates that development of the Specific Plan under Cumulative Plus Project conditions
with PFE Road closed would cause the LOS to degrade at the following intersections: (1) Watt Avenue and
Baseline Road; (2) Watt Avenue and PFE Road; (3) Walerga Road and PFE Road; (4) Cook-Riolo Road and PFE
Road; (5) Watt Avenue and "Riolo" Road; (6) "West" Road and PFE Road; (7) "East" Road and PFE Road; and (8)
Walerga Road and "Riolo" Road. Construction of the improvements identified in Mitigation Measure 9-20a would
reduce the impact to the intersections ofWalerga Road with PFE Road, Cook-Riolo Road with PFE Road and
"East" Road with PFERoad to a less-than-significant level. Similar to Mitigation Measure 9-20a, due to the
uncertainty as to whether sufficient funds can be obtained to actually build all of these improvements at the time
needed; this impact is 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 be mitigated because Placer County does not allow eight~lane roads or triple left-tum
lanes. 'This impact would be significant. No mitigation is identified for the intersection of Watt Avenue with
"Riolo" Road, "West" Road with PFERoad or Walerga Road with "Riolo" Road. These intersections cannot be

, .

mitigated because a traffic signal is not warranted. Left turns are already prohibited atthe intersections of Watt
Avenue with "Riolo" Road andWalerga Road with "Riolo" Road.

Mitigation Measures:

. Mitigation Measullre 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 Riolo Road and PFE Road,
and signalizing the intersection of "East" Road and PFE Roa~)

Significance after Mitigation:

Significant and Unavoidable

Impact 9-:29 Under Cumulative Plus Project conditions with PFE Road closed, the proposed project would
cause the intersection of Galleria Boulevard and Antelope Creek Drive to operate beyond
acceptable LOS tbresholds. 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 effect associated with this impact. No mitigation is available to
render the effects 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 at the intersection of Galleria Boulevard
. with Antelope Creek Drive would degrade from LOS C to LOS D. There is no feasible mitigation measure for the

intersection of Galleria Boulevard and Antelope Creek Drive. The City ofRoseville has il1dicated that the
intersection of Galleria Boulevard and Antelope Creek Drive alternates between LOS C and D, depending on the
scenario. The City's LOS policy allows the City Council totake an action to accept degradation in the LOS of one
or more ofits si gnalized intersections from the levels identified in the 2020 CIPas long as 70 percent or more of the
total signalized intersections in the City would operate at LOS C or better. Without a recommended 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 feasible improvements were
identified to mitigate significant impacts on LOS at the intersection of Galleria Boulevard and Antelope Creek
Drive, the proposed project would have a significant impact.

Mitigation Measures:

No feasible mitigation is available

Significance after MHigation:

Significant and Unavoidable

Impact 9-30 Under Cumulative Piu.s Project conditions with PFE Road closed, the proposed project wouJdl
increase traffic volumes on Sacramento County roadways. This impact is consideredLess than
Significant.

. Findings:

Under CEQA, no mitigation measures are required for impacts that are less thari significant. (pub. Resources Code,
§ 21002; CEQA Guideline~, §§ 15126.4, subd. (a)(3), 15091.) . '

Explanation:

Development of the p~oposed project under Cumulative Plus Project conditions with PFE Road closed would not
cause significant impacts on Sacramento County roadway segments.

Mitigation Measures:

No mitigation measures are required.

Significance after Mitigation:

.Th.is Impact is less than significant without mitigation.

Impact 9-31 Under Cumulative Plus Project conditions with PFE Road closed, the proposed project would
increase traffic volumes on Sacramento County intersections. This impact is considered Less
than Significant.

Findings:

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

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

Mitigation Measures:

No mitigation measures are required.

Significance after Mitigation:

This Impact is less than significant without mitigation.

][mpact 9-32 Under Cumulative Plus Project conditions with PJFE Road closed, the proposed ]project would
increase traffic volumes on Sutter County roadway segments. 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 Guidelines, §§ 15126.4, subd. (a)(3), 15091.)

Explanation:

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

Mitigation Measures:

No mitigation measures are required.

Significance after Mitigation:

This Impact is less than significant without mitigation.

][mpact 9-33 Under C.umulative Plus Projectcolllditions with PFE Road dosed, the proposed ]project would
caUJIse the freeway segment oj[ SR 70/99 between Riego Road and Elkhorn Boulevard, SR 65 .
between Blue Oaks Boulevard and I-80, and 1-80 between Watt Avenue and Eureka Road to
operate beyond acceptable LOS 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
avoid,the potentially significant.environmental effect associated with this impact. No mitigation is available to
render the effects less than significant. The effects (or some of the effects) therefore remain significant and
unavoidable.

Explanation:

The analysis in the EIR indicates that development of the proposed Specific Plan under Cumulative Plus Project
conditions with PFE Road dosed would cause significant impacts at the following State Highway segments: (1) SR
70/99 from Riego Road to 1-5, that would operate at a substandard LOS without the project; and (2) 1-.80 from Watt
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A venue to Eureka Road, that would operate at a substandard LOS F without the project. Future improvements that
would mitigate the impact to state highways are not identified as an element of any existing fee program and
inclusion of these improvements in a future fee program is not proposed or contemplated. Moreover, the widening
ofT-80 from Watt Avenue to Eureka Road, beyond the eight-lane widening from Riverside Avenue to SR 65, is not
included in the MTP, and may not be feasible. Therefore these impacts would be significant and unavoidable unless
and until improvements are ultimately completed. . '

Mit~gationMeasures:

No feasible mitigation is available

Significance after Mitigation:

Significant and Unavoidable

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

Findings:

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

Explanation:

Development of the proposed project under Cumulative conditions with PFE Road closed would not cause impacts
at state highway intersections. .

Mitigation Measures:

No mitigation measures are required..

Significance after Mitigation:

This Impact is less than significant without mitigation.

G. AIR QUALITY

'Impact 10-1 Construction activities would increase short-term criteria air pollutant emissions. This impact
.is considered Significant in the short term,and Less than Significant in the long-term.

Findings:

Changes or alterations have been required in, or incorporated into, the project that substantially lessen, but do not
aVCiid, 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) therefCireremain
significant and unavoidable.

. Explanation:

The maximum unmitigated construction emissions of ROG, NOX, CO, and PMIO are expected to exceed the

Riolo Vineyard Specific Plan
Findings of Fact and
Statement of Overriding Consideration

65



significance threshold. Therefore, without mitigation measures, the construction emissions would be considered to
have a short-term significant impact. Sulfur oxide emissions were also calculated but were not presented because
these emissions are expected to be relatively low (less than 0.1 pound pet day), and sulfur oxide concentrations have
historically been well below regional standards. Mitigation measures would be implemented to reduce the emissions
from construction, but not to below the significance thresholds for ROG, NOX, and CO. Therefore, exhaust
emissions of ROG, NOX, and CO from construction activities would have a significant, short-term impact on air

. quality.

Mitigation Measures:

MitigationMeasure lO-1a: Prepare and implement emission control/dust control measures

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

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

The Applicant shall suspend all grading operations when fugitive dust exceeds District Rule 228 fugitive
dust limitations. An Applicant representative, CARB-certified to perform Visible Emissions Evaluations
(VEE); shall routinely evaluate compliance with Rule 228. This requirement fora VEE is for projects
grading 20 or more acres in size regardless in how many acres are to be disturbed daily. It is to be noted that
fugitive dust is not to exceed 40 percent opacity and not to go beyond the property boundary at any time. If
lime or other drying agents are used to dry out wet grading areas; they shill be controlled so as not to exceed
District Rule 228 fugitive dust limitations.

Mitigation Measure lO-lb: Provide peAPeD.with a list of construction equipment and anticipated!
construction timeline

The PCAPCD shall be provided with a list of construction equipment and anticipated construction timeline
for each project. The prime contractor for each construction project shall submit to the PCAPCD a
comprehensive inventory (i.e., make, model, year, emission rating) of all the heavy-duty off-road equipment
(50 horsepower of greater) that will be used an aggregate of 40 or more hours for the construction project.
The PCAPCD shall be provided with the anticipated construction timeline for each project including start

.date, and name and phone number of the project manager and onsite foreman. A plan for each project shall
be submitted for approval by the PCAPCD demonstrating that the heavy-duty (> 50 horsepower) off-road
vehicles to be used in the construction project, including owned, leased and subcontractor vehicles, will
achieve a project wide fleet-average 20 percent NOX reduction and 45 percent particulate reduction
compared to the most recent CARB fleet average. The PCAPCD should be contacted for average fleet
emission data. Acceptable options for reducing emissions may include use ·of late model engines, low­
emission diesel products, alternative fuels, engine retrofit technology, aftertreatmentproducts, and/or other
options as they become available. During smog season (May through October), the construction period shall
be lengthened so as to minimize the number of vehicles and equipment operating at the same time.
Contractors can access the Sacramento Metropolitan AQMD's web site to determine if their off-.road fleet
meets the requirements listed in this measure

Mitigation Measure lO-lc:Maintail1 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 limitations. Operators of vehicles and
equipment found to exceed opacity limits are to be immediately notified and the equipment mustbe repaired
within 72 hDurs. An Applicant/ developer representative (CARB~certified to perform visible emissions
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evaluations) shall routinely evaluate project related off-road and heavy-duty on-road equipment emissions
forcompliancewith this requirement for projects grading more than 20 acres in size regardless of how many
acres are to be disturbed daily.

Mitigation Measure lO-ld: Minimize idling time for diesel-powered equipment

Idling time for all diesel-powered equipment shall be minimized to 5 minutes.

Mitigation Measure lO-le: No open burning of removed vegetation

For each project, the contract language shall stipulate that contractors shall not engage in open burning of
removed vegetation. Vegetative material shall be chipped, delivered to waste to energy facilities, or disposed
at an appropriate disposal site.

Significance after Mitigation:

.. Significant and Unavoidable in the short term; less than significant in the long term.

Impact 10-2 Increased regional criteria pollutant emissions. This impact is considered Significant in the
short term, and Less than Significant in the long~term.

Findings:

Changes or alterations 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 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. .

Explanation:

The proposed project would result in additional criteria pollutant emissions from v~hicle ~xhaust and area sources.
.The maximum daily emissions for S02 would be below the significance thresholds and not considered to have a
significant impact on air quality. However, the maximum daily PMJO, CO, ROG, and NOX emissions associated
with the proposed project development are estimated to exceed the significance threshold. Therefore, unmitigated,
operational emissions OfROG, NOX, CO, and PMIO would have a significant impact on air quality. Mitigation
measures would reduce the operational emissions of ROG, NOX, CO, and PMJo. However, the effectiveness of
these mitigation measures cannot be reliably quantified. Therefore, it is assumed by the EIR that mitigated ROG,
NOX, CO, and PMJO emissions would also have a potentially significant; long-term impact on air quality.

Mitigation Measures:

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

The Riolo Vineyard Specific Plan shall in'corporate and implement the following measures, or equally
effective measures, to reduce energy consumption:

e Install·low-NOX hot water heaters per PCAPCD Rule 246.
(!l Encourage landscape maintenance companies to use battery-powered or electric equipment for

nonresidential maintenance activities, where feasible.
o . Provide natural gas lines or electrical outlets ~o all backyards to encourage natural gas or electric

barbecues, as well as electric lawn equipment.
o Install Class I bicycle lockers along with bike racks in commercial sites.
G Encourage landscaping w'ith drought-resistant species, and the use of groundcovers rather than

Riolo Vineyard Specific Plan 67
Findings of Fact and
Statement of Overriding Consideration , j,Co



pavement to reduce heat reflection.
Ci> Include Energy Star efficient appliances, such as dishwashers, refrigerators,and clothes washers.
<> Include energy-efficient SuhCoat Max window glazings, which have a solar heat gain of 0.27.
G Include high-efficiency heating and efficient ventilation methods on all new residential units.

Furnaces to be 10w-NOx with an AFUE of 80 percent.
e Incorporate solar heaters and panels in proposed project residences as feasible.
o Include high-efficiency water heaters. The external insulation used should have an R-value of 16 and

. an efficiency value of 0.62.
o Include high efficiency insulation with the following ratings - Ceilings: R-38, 2°-6 Walls, 2°~

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 Vineyard project and/or reduce energy consumption, and thus may reduce the
project's contribution to the impact of global climate change.

Mitigation Measme 1O-Z b: Prohibit open burning

Open burning of any kind shall be prohibited in the residential, commercial, and recreational parcels of the
Riolo Vineyards Specific Plan Area. Open burning will be allowed on the Agricultural, Agriculture-10, and
Rural Residential parcels in accordance with PCAPCD Regulation 3, which requires a burn permit to be
issued by the PCAPCD. Open burning creates substantial pollutant emissions of ozohe precursors, CO, and
PM. Any company employed to maintain landscapes within the Plan Area will be prohibited from open
burning of vegetative refuse anywhere in the SVAB. The incorporation of this mitigation measure as part of
the by-laws ofa homeowners association (e.g., covenants, coriditions, and restrictions) would ensure
compliance with this future rule, which will be enforced by PCAPCD as arequirement 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 burning activities shall be limited to vegetation materials (green waste)
and conducted within 200 feet of a public street, trail, or park facility. Additionally, open-burning activities

. I

. shall require a burn permit from the Placer County Air Pollution Control District (APCD) and shall be in
compliance with APCD Regulation 3. .

Mitigation Measure lO-Zc: Allow only gas-fired fireplace appliances

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

Mitigation Measure lO-2d: Implement offsite mitigationpmgrams or pay an in-lieu. amount into the Placer
County Air Pollution Control Distrid'sAir Quality Mitigation Program .

Each project shall implement an offsitemitigation program, coordinated through the PCAPCD, to offset the
project's long-term 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 project's air basin that are not required by law to reduce their emissions. Therefore, the
emission reductions are real, quantifiable and implement provisions ofthe 1994 State Implementation Plan.
The offsite mitigation program reduces emissions within the air basin that would not otherwise be

.eliminated. In lieu of each project implementing its own offsite mitigation program, the Applicant can
choose to participate in the PCAPCD Offsite Mitigation Program by paying an equivalent amount of money
into the District program..Based on the URBEMIS results in Appendix G2, the per house unit fee is $323
and the multi family per unit fee is $232. This is a one time fee that would be payable at the time of the final·
map recording.
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Significance after Mitigation:

Significant and Unavoidable in the short tenn; less than significant in the long term.

Impact 10-3 Increase in ambient concen'trations of CO at nearby 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 Guidelines, §§ 15126.4, subd. (a)(3), ]5091.)

Explanation:

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

Mitigation Measures:

No mitigation measures are required.

Significance after Mitigation:

This Impact is less than significant without mitigation.

1!.mpacflO-4Exposure of nearby sensitive receptors to odor. 'Ihis impact is considered Less than Significant.

Fnndings:

Under CEQA, no mitigation measures are required for impacts that are less than significant. (Pub. Resources Code,.
§ 21002; CEQA Guidelines, §§ 15126.4, subd. (a)(3), 1509].)

Explanation:

As concluded by the ErR, development projects of the proposed nature are not likely to expose sensitive receptors
to sources ofodors, nor is the Plan Area located within a mile of sources thatarelikely to emit objectionable odors.
Therefore, the odor impacts from the proposed project would be less than significant.

Mitigation Measures:

No mitigation .measures are required.

Significance after Mitigation:

This Impact is less than significantwithout mitigation.

Impact 10-5 Exposure of nearby sensitive receptors to'Ioxic Air Contaminants. 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 Guidelines, §§ ]5126.4, subd. (a)(3), 15091.)
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Explanation:

Based on the short-tenn nature of the construction emissions and the regulations intended to reduce diesel
particulate emissions, it is expected that the diesel particulate emissions fYom the construction activities would not
have a significant impact on air quality. Mitigation measures identified for other construction impacts in the ErR
would also. help reduce the diesel particulate emissions from construction equipment. Moreover, the ErR concludes
that impacts fYom diesel traffic to nearby sensitivereceptors would also be less than significant.

Mitigation Measures:

No mitigation measures are required.

Significance after Mitigation:

This Impact is less than significant without mitigation.

Impact 10-6. Inconsistencies with the Placer County AirQuality Attainment Plan. 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 e~vironmental effect associated with this impact. No mitigation is available to
render the effects less than significant. The effects (or some of the effects) therefore remain significant and

.unavoidable. .

Explanation:

Fugitive dust and exhaust emissions from short-tenn construction activities are projectedto exceed the PCAPCD's
significance threshOlds for PM IO, NOX, ROG, and CO, based on conservative assumptions made in the air quality
analysis. With mitigation measures, the impacts from construction-related PMIO emissions are predicted to be less
than significant. However, the short-tenn 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) are also expected to exceed the·
threshold based on conservative assumptions. By exceeding the PCAPCD's significance thresholds, the proposed
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 County Air Quality
Plan; this would be a significant impact. .

Mitigation Measures:

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

o Mitigation Measure 10-la (Prepare and implement emission control/dust control measures);
o Mitigation Measure 10-1b (Provide PCAPCD with a list of construction equipment and anticipated

construction timeline);
o Mitigation Measure 10-1c(Maintain construction equipmerit and vehicles);
o Mitigation Measure 10-ld (Minimize idling time fordiesel-powerequipment);
El Mitigation Measure 10-le (No open burning of removed vegetation);
(\ Mitigation Measure 10-2a (Implement measures to reduce energy consumption);
El Mitigation Measure 10-2b (Prohibit open burning);
o Mitigation 10-2c (Allow only gas-fired fireplace appliances); and
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(1) Mitigation Measure 10-2d (Implement offsite mitigation programs or pay an in~lieu amount into the
(') Placer County Air Pollution Control District's Air Quality Mitigation Program)

Significance after Mitigation:

Significant and Unavoidable

}Impact 10-7 Emissions of greenhouse gases potentially contributing to global warming. 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 effect associated with this impact. No mitigation is available to
render the effects less than significant. The effects (or some of the effects) therefore remain significant and
unavoidable.

Explanation:

The Specific Plan will implement numerous measures to reduce Greenhouse Gas (GHG) emissions compared to a
base-case scenario, as described in the EIR. However, even with implementation of the identified measures,
however, the Specific Plan project will likely result in a substantial amount of GHG emissions. Because it cannot be
determined toa reasonable degree of certainty that the project will not result in a cumulatively considerable
inqemental contribution to the significant cumulative impact of global climate change, the impacts of the proposed
project on global climate change are considered significant and unavoidable.

Mitigation Measures:

Mitigatioll1l Measure 10-7a: Implement the following mitigation measures:

(') Mitigation Measure 10-lc (Maintain construction equipment andvehicles);
(') Mitigation Measure 10-1d (Minimize idling time for dieseI~powered equipment);
@ Mitigation Measure 10-2a (Implement measures to reduce energy consumption);
@ Mitigation Measure JO-2d (Implement offsite mitigation programs or pay an in-lieu amount into the

Placer County Air Pollution Control District's Air Quality Mitigation program);
eMitigation Measure 9-1a: Prepare and implement a Construction Traffic Management Plan;
e Mitigation Measure 9-2a: Pay an in lieu fee and construct Walerga Road frontage improvements from

the Dry Creek Bridge to the Placer County line;
<;\ Mitigation Measure 9-:2b: Contribute a fair share to widen Walerga Road from the Dry Creek Bridge to .

Baseline Road;
G Mitigation Measure 9-3a: Contribute a fair share to ~iden the intersections of Locust Road and Baseline

Road, Watt Avenue and Baseline Road, and Walerga Road and Baseline Ro<id;
o Mitigation Measure 9-8a: Contribute a fair share to widen SR 65 from Blue Oaks Boulevard to SR 65;
€) Mitigation Measure 9-9a: Contribute a fair share to construct an interchange to replace the SR 70/99 and

Riego Road intersection;
<'J) Mitigation Measure 9-11a: Contribute a fair share to widen the intersections of Locust Road and'

Baseline Road, and Walerga Road and Baseline Road; .
'" Mitigation Measure 9-16a:Contributea fair share to widen SR 65 to six lanes from Blue Oaks

Boulevard to 1-80;
G Mitigation Measure 9-J73.: Contribute a fair share to constructing an interchange at the intersection of

SR 70/99 with Riego Road;
G Mitigation Measure 9-18a: Create a Community Service Area to cover Transit Service;
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@ Mitigation Measure 9-19a: Contribute a fair share to widen PFE Road to four lanes from Watt Avenue to
Walerga Road; and

'" Mitigation Measure 9-20a: Contribute a fair share to widening the intersection of Walerga Road and PFE
Road, signalizing the intersection of Cook Riolo Road and PFE Road, and signalizing the intersection of
"East" Road and PFE Road.

Significance after Mitigation:

Significant and Unavoidable
H. NOISE

Impact 11-1 Construction equipment would generate short-term noise level increases at noise-sensitive
locations. 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 effect associated with this impact in the short term. Nomitigation
is available to render the effects less than significant. The effects (or some of the effects) therefore remain
significant and unavoidable.

Explanation:

.'. .
The proposed project would be c6nstructed in several phases. The highest noise levels would occur during the mass-
grading phase of the proposed construction, which wouldbe concentrated near areas where the greatest changes in
elevation are needed to accommodate the proposed pad elevations. 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 noise impacts associated with nearby
building ofa subsequent phase. This would be a short-term, significant impact of project construction. Mitigation is

. identified to reduce impacts through preparation and implementation of a noise abatement program. This mitigation
measure will reduce noise levelsbut may not achieve 70 dBA or below forreceivers described above that are within
or in close proximity to the Plan Area. Given thetypes and amount ofconstruction equipment expected to.be used,
offsite impacts related to construction noise would be a short-term, significant impact.

Mitigation Measures:

Mitigation Measmre ll-1a: Develop and implement a construction noiseabatemenfprogram

Prior to construction plan approval, the Department of Public Works (DPW)will develop and implement a
construction noise abatement program acceptable to Placer County Division of Environmental Health (DEH) and
conforming t6 Minute Order 98-08. The plan shall require that:

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

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

o Construction noise emanating from any construction activities for which a Grading or Building Permit is
required is prohibited on Sundays and federal holidays, and shall only occur during the following times:

- Monday through Friday, 6:00 a.m. to 8:00 p.m. (during daylight savings)
- Monday through Friday, 7:00 a.m. to 8:00 p.m. (during standard time)
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- Saturdays, 8:00 a.m. t06:00 p.m.

These parameters are standard construction times set by the County's Planning Commission.

.:> . Specific noise-control measures shall be identified that will reduce the hourly noise level to 70 dBAor
lower at all schools during periods when schools are in session; .

o Specific noise-control measures shall be identified that will reduce the hourly average noise level to
70 dBA or lower at other noise-sensitive receptors where feasible~ The construction contractor shall
consider implementation of the following measures in the construction noise control plan:

] . Select equipment capable of performing the necessary tasks with the lowest noise-emission level and
the lowest possible height for the acoustic center of noise emissions.

2. Noise barriers may be required to block the line of sight from noise sources to noise-sensitive
. receivers of concern or to further reduce noise levels beyond that provided by line-of-sight breaks

afforded by topographical features. The noise barriers could be constructed using either plywood
sheets or other solid material that provides sufficient mass per unit surface area (perhaps approaching
4 pounds per square foot) and has minimal openings between the top of barrier and ground surface
(perhaps as little as 1 percent). 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 separate
locations. 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 activity at noise~sensitive
receivers of concern, with the objective of reducing contributions from construction activity to an
hourly average of 70 dBA or less..

Significance after Mitigation:

Significant and Unavoidable

Impact 11-2 . TnUlsportation noise sources in excess of an Ldn of 60 dBA externally at the property line and
in excess of 45 dlBA internally at second floor elevations under existing conditions (2005). 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 effect associated with this impact. No mitigation is available to

. render the effects less than significant. The effects (or some of the effects) therefore remain significant and
unavoidable.

Explanatiolll :

With certain identified exceptions, noise levels under Existing Plus Project conditions would not exceed the exterior
noise criterion of60 dBA or the interior noise criterion of 45 dBA.In most cases, as identified in the EIR,
mitigation is available to reduce impacts to a less-than significant level. In a single instance (the existing Lund
residence), noise levels under existing plus project conditions would exceed acceptable levels. Since this an
existing structure, mitigation by setback or noise barrier is not feasible. Therefore, this impact would remain .
significant and unavoidablefor as long as this residence remains at this location.
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Mitigation Measures:

Mitigation Measure 11-2a: Construct masonry walls of 6 feet elevation above pad

Masonry noise barriers of 6 feet elevation above pad height are proposed by the Applicant (see Figure 11-4
of the EIR). Masonry noise barriers may be required to be greater than 6 feet in order to achieve mitigation
in some areas. The top-of-barrier elevation shall be such that the masonry wall is at least 6 feet above the

• pad elevation and the relative elevations .of the top of barrier above roadways are not reduced below that
analyzed for this EIR.

Mitigation Measure H-2b: Conduct noise analyses and measurements according to County standards and
n-equirements

The Applicant will submit a tentative map for the Riolo 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
tentative map and submissions of tentative maps by other landholders in the specific plan area may require

. additional noise analysis to be completed according to County's standards and requirements; as to be
.determined by County staff. . .

The Applicant would be required to implement a setback and/or submita sound barrier design that has been
reviewed and approved by a noise consultant to attenuate potential noise impacts along PFE Road at the
property line of the sensitive receptors. The noise consultants' analysis and subsequent report ofthe
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 adequately attenuated at the property
line; per the General Plan, additional conditions could be implemented upon approval by the County. Such
conditions could include implementing feasible mitigation to reduce noise impacts and property owner
notification.

Even with the mitigation measures identified,. the proposed project's contribution to 2025 traffic noise
impacts would be cumulatively considerable. Therefore, the proposed project's 2025 impact on noise would

. be significant and unavoidable.

Significance after Mitigation:

Significant and Unavoidable

Impact H -3 Transportation noise sources in excess ofan Ldn of 60 dBA externally at the property line and
in excess of 45 dBA internally at second floor elevations under future conditions (2025). 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 effect associated with this impact. No mitigation is available to
render the effects less than significant. The effects (or some of the effects) therefore remain significantand
unavoidable.

Explanation:

With certain identified exceptions, noise levels under future (cumulative) conditions would not exceed the exterior
noise criterion of 60 dBA or the interior noise criterion of 45 dBA. In most cases, as identified in the EIR, ­
mitigation is available to reduce impacts to a less-than significant level. In certain instances, as identified in the
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ErR, noise levels under future conditions would exceed acceptable levels. In the event that mitigation cannot be
applied at a particular location to reduce noise to an acceptable level, impacts would remain significant and
unavoidable as described in the ErR.

Mitigation Measures:

Mitigation Measure 11-321: Implement Mitigation Measure 11-221 (Construct masonry walls of
6 feet elevation above pad)

Mitigation Measure U-3b: Implement Mitigation Measure 11-2b (Conduct noise analyses and measurements
according to County standards and requirements)

Significance ann Mitigation:

Significant and Unavoidable

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

Findings:

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

Explanation:

There are at least two locations within the Plan Area, one in the center of the Plan Area and another designated as
being part ofthe Sacramento Municipal Utility District (SMUD) in the southeastern comer, where stationary
sources suchas pumps and/or electrical transformers are in proximity toresidential units. The significance criterion
is defined by Placer County for stationary noise sources. Specifically, Table 9-1 of the noise element of the Placer

.. County General Plan requires non-transportation noise compliance with 50 dB Ldn at the property lines of
residential land uses. It is anticipated that all potentially significant impacts due to stationary noise sources such as
pumps and electrical transfomi.ers can be adequately mitigated to below an exterior Ldn of 50 dBA through
mitigation, such as design ofappropriate shielding, and equipment selection to reduce noise emissions. SMUD
would be responsible for the substation's design and environmental clearance. Itis recommended that SMUD
consider design features that would mitigate noise impacts from the construction and operation of the substation.

Mitigation Measures:

. .

Mitigation Measllue 11-421: Design shielding of station.ary noise sources to prohibit a day-night noise level
Ldo above 50 dBA .

Prior to approval of improvement plans, it shall be demonstrated to the satisfaction of Placer CountyDEH
that stationary sources such as pumps within the Plan Area will not result in an Ldn in excess of 50 dBA at .
property lines for residences within the Plan Area. The mitigation specified shall also teducenoise levels for
receivers' outside of the Plan Area. Mitigation Measure 11-421 is intended to ensure that nois~ levels due to
stationary equipment do not exceed applicable standards by controlling source noise emissions and
providing enclosures and/or barriers as needed during final design. In the case of the electrical substation,

SMUD shall consider a facility design that would reduce noise impacts to less-than-significant levels. In the
case of "impulsive" or "simple tone" noise sources, the criterion for exterior use areas shall be reduced, as
per the provisions of the Placer County Noise Ordinance, to an Ldn of 45 dBA. An example of a "simple
tone" noise source is an electrical transformer. An example ofan "impulsive" noise source is an abrupt air
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release from a pressure release valve associated with the mechanical systems of an air, water or sewage
system. An example of an electrical noise source that would be located in the Specific Plan Area is the
electrical pump station for the wastewater system. Other potential electrical noise sources could be rooftop
HVAC units located in the Commercial parcel. It is anticipated that all potentially significant impacts due to
stationary noise sources such as pumps and electrical transformers can be adequately mitigated-through
specification of a combination of the following:

o Restrict noise emissions of sources.
o Provide enclosures with adequate acoustical features.
<ll Maximize the separation distance between the noise source and sensitive receptors.
o Orient structures such that required openings are oriented away from receptors of concern.
o Orient receptors such that doors and operable windows are oriented away from noise stationary sources.
(J) ConstruCt noise barriers.

SignifBcante after Mitigation:

Less than Significant
I. SOILS, GEOLOGY AND SEISMICITY

Impact 12-1 Topographic alteration resulting from earth grading. This impact is considered Potentially
Significant.

JFindings:

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

]Explanation:

Grading for building pads, recreational facilities, roads, and public facilities and services would aJter site
topogniphy. Placer County's Engineering and Surveying Division(ESD) has the authority to review and approve
all Improvement Plans for future construction within the Plan Area. This review would allow any identification and
avoidance of any significant site-specific impacts to topography. Additionally, adhering toPlacer County
ordinances for grading, drainage, and construction, and implementing a grading and erosion control plan would
reduce the effects oftopographic alteration to a less-than-significant level.

.Mitigation Measures:

Mitigation Measure 12-la: Submit Improvement Plans

For future construction projects within the Plan Area, ImprovementPlans,specifications, and cost estimates
(per the requirements ofSection II of the Land Development Manual that are in effect at the time of
submittal) will be prepared and submitted to the Placer County ESD for review and approval of each new
development project. The plans shall show the following:

.@ All conditions for the project as well as pertinent topographical features both on site and off site;
<I) All existing and proposed utilities and easements, on site and adj~cent to the Plan Area, that may be

affected by planned construction; and
q;, All proposed landscaping and irrigation facilities within the public right-of-way (or public

easements), or landscaping within sight distance areas at intersections. .

The! Applicant shall prepare and submit Improvement Plans, specifications, and cost estimates (per the
Riolo Vineyard Specific Plan 76
Findings of Fact and

. Statement of Overriding Consideration



requirements ofSection II of the Land Development Manual that are in effect at the time of submittal) to the
ESD for review and approval of each project phase The plans shall show all conditions for the project as .
well as pertinent topographical features both on and off site. All existing and proposed utilities and
easements, on site and adjacent to the project, which may be affected by planned construction, shall be
shown on the plans. All landscaping and irrigation facilities within the public right-of-way (or public
easements), or landscaping within sight distance areas at intersections, shall be included in the Improvement
Plans. TheApplicant shall pay plan check and inspection fees. Prior to plan approval, all applicable
recording and reproduction costs shall be paid. The cost of the above-noted landscape and irrigation
facilities shall be included inthe estimates used to determine these fees. It will be the Applicant's .
responsibility to obtain all required agency signatures on theplans and to secure department approvals. If the
Design/Site Review process and/or Design Review Committee (DRC) review is required as a condition of
.approval for the project, this review process shall be completed prior to submittal of Improvement Plans.
Record drawings shall be prepared and signed by a California Registered Civil Engineer at the Applicant's
expense and shall be 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 Ordinance

All proposed grading, drainage improvements, vegetation, and tree removal shall be shown on the proposed
project's Improvement Plans, and all work shall conform to provisions of the County Grading Ordinance
(Ref. Article 15.48, Placer County Code) that is in effect at the time 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 inspected by a member ofthe DRC All cut/fill slopes shall be at a maximum
of 2: 1 (horizontal:vertical) unless a soils report supports a steeper slope and the ESD concurs with said
recommendation. .

The Applicant shall revegetate all disturbed areas. Revegetation undertaken from April 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 to ensure proper installation and maintenance of
erosion control/winterization during project construction. Where soil stockpiling or borrow areas are to
remain for more than one construction season, proper erosion control measures shall be applied as specified
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 to the ESD a letter of credit or cash deposit in the amount of 110 percent ofan
approved engineer's estimate for winterization and permanent erosion control work, prior to Improvement.
Plan approval, to guarantee protection against erosion and improper grading practices. Uponthe County's
acceptance of improvements and satisfactory completion of a one-year maintenance period, unused portions
ofthis deposit will be refunded to the Applicant or authorized agent. .

If at any time 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
ratios, erosion control, winterization, tree disturbance, and/or pad elevations and configurations, the plans
shall be reviewed by the DRCIESD for a detennination of substantial conformance to the project approvals
prior to any further work proceeding. Failure of the DRCIESD to make a determination of substantial
conformance may serve as grounds for the revocation/modification of the project approval by the
appropriate hearing body (Placer County Community Development Resource Agency, 2006).

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

Less than Significant

. Impact 12-2 Potentia! for seismic activity. This impact is consideredLess than Significant.

Findings:

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

,

Explanation:

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

Mitigation Measures:

No mitigation measures are required.

Significance after Mitigation:

This Impact is less than significant without mitigation.

J!.mpact 12-3 Potential for increased erosion during .and after construction. This impact is considered
Potentially Significant.

Findings:

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

Explanation:

.Clearing, grading, and excavation activities would remove vegetative cover from the soils and expose soils to the
effects of wind, rain, and surface flow as a reSult of construction activities. The onsite soils are not classified as .
having a high erosion 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 Management Manual would reduce
these impacts to a less-than~significant level.

Mitigation Measures:

l\1itigation Measure 12-3a: Identify stockpiling and vehicle staging areas on Improvement Plans

For each construction phase within the Plan Area, stockpiling and/or vehicle staging areas shall be identified
on the Improvement Plans. These areas shall be located as far as practical from existing dwellings and
protected resources in the area. .
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Mitigation Measure 12-3b: Comply with NPDES requirements for construction

This project is subject to construction-related storinwater permit requirements of the federal Clean Water
Act NPDES program: Each applicant/developer for future construction projects within the Plan Area shall
implement Mitigation Measure 13-1c, which requires an applicant to submit a Notice ofIntent (NOI) to
comply with the NPDES General Permit for Stonnwater Discharges associated with Construction Activities
to the State Regional Water Quality Control Board if the specific project would disturb I acre of land or
more. The project applicant/developer shall provide to the ESD evidence of a state-issued Waste Discharge
ldentiflcation (WDID) number or filing of a NOI and fees prior to start of construction, as required by the

. County's Sample Conditions and Improvement Plans, paragraph ipl5 (Placer County Community
Development Resource Agency, 2006). .

. \ .

Mitigation Measure 12-3c: Comply with NPDESPhase n requirements

. Development within the Plan Area must comply with the NPDES Phase II General Permit for the Discharge
of Stormwater from small municipal separate storm sewer systems. Placer County is operating under the
NPDES Phase II Rule pennit, and as such, new development within the County must comply with the
pennit requirements. New development is subject to Attachment 4Design Standards of the State Water
Resource Control Board NPDES Phase II General Pennit. These standards require that new development
must be designed so as to minimize, to the maximum extent practicable, the introduction of pollutants of
concern that may result in significant'impacts, generated from site runoff of directly connected impervious
areas, to the stoTmwater conveyance.system as approved by the building official.

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

For all construction activities that will disturb 1 or more acre ofland, a stormwater pollution prevention plan
(SWPPP) for the construction phase must be prepared and implemented. TheSWPPP will include
development of site-specific structural arid operational BMPs to prevent and control impacts to runoff
quality, measures to be implemented before each storm event, inspection and maintenance ofBMPs, and
monitoring of runoff quality by visual and/or analytical means. The contents ofthe SWPPP are set forth in
detail in the permit ap'plication package. BMPs shall be designed according to the California Stonnwater
Quality Association Stormwater Best Management Practice Handbooks for Construction (or other similar
source as approved by the DPW). BMPs for the proposed project include, but are notlimited to, silt fencing
(Sediment Control SE -1), straw bale barriers (Sediment Control SE-9), fiber rolls (Sediment Control SE-5),
stonn drain inlet protection (Sediment Control SE-lO), hydraulic mulch (Erosion Control EC-3), and
stabilized construction entrance (Tracking Control TR-I). TheSWPPP shall also include erosion control
measures, to be implemented during construction, that conform to the NPDES, Storm Drain Standards, and'
local standards.

Significa[]lce after Mitigation:

Less than Significant

Impact 12-4 Loss of availability of important minerai res~lllrces. 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 Guidelines, §§ 15126.4, subd. (a)(3), 15091.)
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Explanatiol1l :

It is unlikely that the study area represents a source of Iaiown mineral reserves, and no mineral resources of value
are known to 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 less-than-significant impact.

Mitigation Measures:

No mitigation measures are required.

Significance after Mitigation:

This Impact is less than significant without mitigation.

Impact 12-5 Safety risk related to. soil stability. This impact is considered Potentially Significant.

. Findings:

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

Explanation:

The Plan Area is suitable for the planned construction ifdesigned and constructed in accordance with generally
accepted geotechnical principles, provided that detailed, site-specific investigations are conducted.at appropriate·
times and the recommendations of each investigation are followed. The potential of expansive soils occurring
within the Plan Area is considered to be moderate. .

Mitigation Measures:

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

For each development phase or construction project within the Plan Area, a geotechnical engineering report .
producedbya California Registered Civil Engineer or Geotechnical Engineer shall be submitted to the ESD
for review and approval. The report shall address and make recommendations on the following:

e Road, pavement, and parking area design;
~ Structural. foundations, including retaining wall design (if applicable);
G Grading practices;
o Erosion/winterization;. .
Q Special problems discovered on site (i.e., groundwater, expansive/unstable soils, etc.); and
G . 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. If the soils report indicates the presence of critically expansive soils or
other soils problems which, if not corrected, could lead to structural defects, a certification of completion of
the requirements of the soils report will be required for subdivisions and other entitlements, prior to issuance

. of building permits. This certification maybe 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
informational sheet filed with the final map(s). It is the responsibility of the developer to provide for
engineering inspection and certification that earthwork has been performed in conformity with
recommendations contained in the report.
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Significance after Mitigation:

Less than Significant

J. HYDROLOGY AND WATER QUALITY

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

Findings:

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

Explanation:

Project grading would decrease vegetative cover and increase the potential for soil erosion, and thereby could cause
an increase in suspended solids in runoffandlocal receiving waters. Additional impacts to runoffwilter quality
during construction could potentially result from leaks or spills of fuel or hydraulic fluid used in construction
equipment; outdoor storage of construction materials; or spills of paints, solvents, or other potentially hazardous
materials commonly used in construction. As each future construction project within the Plan Area is proposed,
grading and erosion control measures would be included on the project's improvement plans and submitted to the
.Placer County Engineering and Surveying Department (ESD) for review and approval. The BMPs to be
implemented during construction to minimize discharge of sediments or pollutants off ~ite would be included on the
improvement plans. ..

Mitigation Measures:

Mitigation Measure 13-1a: Implement Mitigation Measure 12-1b(Comply with County Grading Ordinance)

Mitigation Measure 13-1b: Implement Mitigation Measure 12-3b (Comply with NPDES requirements for
construction)

Mitigation Measuue 13-1c: Implement Mitigation Measure 12-3d (Prepare and implement stormwater
pollution prevention plan for construction)

Significance after Mitigation:

Less than Significant

.Impact 13-2 Increase 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 significant
environmental effect as identified in the Final EIR.

Explanation:

pevelopment of the Plan Area would result in an increase in impervious surfaces due to the construction of
buildings, parking lots, and roads; therefore, peak flow rates would increase during stonn events. Currently the site .
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·is undeveloped with the exception of a few houses and roads. The proposed project would incorporate Jow impact
design elements, particularly in regards to stormwater management and site drainage applications. BMPs that
promote overland flow of stormwater runoff and infiltration, such as bioswales, would reduce flow velocities,
increase flow paths, and reduce peak flow rates. Aesthetically enhanced stormwatercollection channels, detention
areas, and bioswales are encouraged. Parks and greenways would be included throughout the Plan Area and provide
opportunities for stormwater detention. Although the in situ soils are fine-grained ·and would likely not provide for
sufficient infiltration, fill material and/or subsurface drains could provide an opportunity to incorporate infiltration­
type BMPs such as pervious pavement and percolation trenches.

During detailed design of each construction phase within the Plan Area, project-specific peak flow calculations and
evaluation would be necessary. The evaluation would assess whether detaining peak flows would exacerbate
downstream flooding by allowing downstream peak flows to combine contemporaneously and would be used to
ensure that facilities are sized to achieve the required reduction in flows in accordance with the County's
Stormwater Management Manual. To support the design of each construction phase, a project-specific drainage
report, including drainage calculations, shall be prepared for review and approval by Placer Comity ESD.

Mitigation Measures:

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

Each applicant/developer for future construction projects within the Plan Area shaH prepare and submit with
their project ImprovementPlans a project-specific 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, to the Placer County ESD for review and approval. The
project-specific drainage reports shall be consistent with the Drainage Master Plan and Development
Standards for Plan Area. The report shall be prepared by a Registered Civil Engineer and shall, at a
minimum, include: .

o Written text describing existing conditions and proposed improvements,
o The effects of the improvements,
'" All appropriate calculations,
(1) A watershed map,
o Increases in downstream flows, and .
o Proposed onsite and offsite improvements and drainage easements to accommodate flows from the

project.

The report shall identify water quality protection features and methods to be used both during construction
and for long-term post-construction water quality prot~ction. "Best Management Practice" (BMP) measures
shall be provided to reduce erosion, water quality degradation, and prevent the discharge ofpolJutants to
stormwater to the maximum extent practicable: No construction shall be permitted within any identified
wetlands area, floodplain,or right-of-way, except as authorized by project approvals. The project-specific
drainage report shalldemonsrrate compliance with all relevant mitigation measures included in this Draft
EIR.

MHiga~ion Measure 13-2b: Evaluate downstream offsite drainage facilities

The project-specific 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, replaced, or mitigated
as specified by the Placer County ESD. Each future construction project shall upgrade or replace drainage
facilities, or mitigate drainage impacts in other ways as needed and as specified by Placer County ESD. This
includes any existing drainage facilities located immediately downstream of 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 Road, and Watt Avenue. While the Plan Area is within the
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Dry Creek watershed and as such onsite detention is not required to reduce peak flow rates due to
development, onsite detention may be required in order to comply with the County's requirements regarding
road encroachments. In accordance with the SWMM, all travel lanes of Watt Avenue, PFE Road, and
Walerga Road may be required to remain clear 6fstormwater flow for all storm events, including the 100­
year event In addition, the Applicant will be required to mitigate peak flow rates to pre-development levels
for 10- and 100-year storm events (per the Placer County Stormwater Management Manual) for only the
portion of the Riolo Vineyard Plan Area that drains south towards PFE Road. .

Mitigation Measure13-2c: Submit one-time Dry Creek watershed drainage improvement fee

New development in the Plan Area shall be subject to the one-time payment of drainage improvement and
flood control fees pursuant to the Dry Creek Watershed Interim Drainage Improvements Ordinance (Ref.
Article 15.32, formerly Chapter 4, Subchapter 20, PlacerCounty Code). This fee is used to fund installation
and maintenance of roadway drainage and stormwater drainage improvements within the watershed. The
actual fees to be paid will be those in effect at the time the payment occurs and are assessed on the amount
of development area. Each developer will be responsible for submitting the appropriate fee for the specific
land development project to the Placer County ESD. The one-time fee shall be paid prior to issuance of the
building permit or approval of improvement plans.

Mitigation Measuue 13-2d: Submit anlllual Dry Creek watershed drain.age improvement fee

New development in the Plan Area shall be subject to payment of annual drainage improvenientand flood
control fess pursuant to the Dry Creek Watershed Interim Drainage Improvements Ordinance (Ref. Article
15.32, formerly Chapter 4, Subchapter 20, Placer County Code). These fees areused .to fund installation and
maintenance of roadway drainage and stormwater drainage improvements within the watershed. The ..
Applicant will be required to form a County Service Area zone, if one currently does not cover the Plan
Area, 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 is a
yearly charge and will be included on a parcel's property tax bill.

Significance after Mitigation:

Less than Significant

.Impact 13-3 lncreasejn runoff volumedowlIlstre,am of the sHe. This im pact is considered Potentially
Significant.

Findings:

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

JExplanatiolIl:

Development of roads, buildings, and other paved and impermeable surfaces would reduce the amount of
stormwater that infiltrates into the ground, and would increase the amount of water that runs off of the site. A
project-specific drainage report, including drainage calculations, shall be prepared for review and approval by
Placer County ESD. The proposed project must comply with the Placer County's Dry Creek WatershedDrainage
Improvement Ordinance. Increase in runoff quantity associated with development of the site is considered a
potentially significant impact; however, the proposed mitigation measures would reduce this impact to a less-than-
significant level. .
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Mitigation Measures:

Mitigation Measure 13-3a:"ll:mplementMitigation Measure 13-2a (prepare and submit project specific
drainage report)· .

Mitigation Measure 13-3b: Implement Mitigation Measure 13-2c (Submit one-time Dry Creekwatershed
dniinage improvement fee)

Mitigation Measure 13-3c: Implement Mitigation Measure 13-2d (Submit annual Dry Creek watershed
drainage improvement fee) . .

Significance after Mitigation:

Less than Significant

Impact 13-4 Reduced water quality during.openHion. This impact is considered Potentially Significant.

Findings:

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

Explanation:

The proposed project would increase the overall amount of impervious surface, thereby increasing runoff from most
ofthe site. Following construction of the proposed project, stormwater runoff quality would be expected to decline
as more potential pollutants would be generated by human activities. Additionally, pollutants would tend to be ..
flushed from impervious surfaces where they accumulate (e.g., paving and roofs) into drainage conveyances.
Stormwater runoff from streets and the parking area would be expected to contain oils, grease, and debris.
The goal of the proposed project is to integrate BMPs throughout the project development to provide source control

. and water quality treatment of runoff from paved and other developed areas prior to discharge into theswales and
streamsthat ultimately discharge into Dry Creek. In accordance with NPDES II requirements, the proposed project .
design would be required to incorporate BMPs to reduce the discharge of stormwater pollution to the maximum .
extent practicable. Potential significant impacts to water quality during operations would be mitigated to a less than
significant level by designing the proposed project to include appropriate and effective BMPs, including LID
measures.

Mitigation Measures:

~itigationMeasure 13-4a: Implement Mitigation Measure 12-3c (Comply with NPDES Phase U .
requirements)

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

Each applicant/developer for each construction phase within the Pian Area shall submit a project-specific
BMP Plan with the project improvement plans showing the onsite locations and effectiveness of the BMP
facilities proposed for long-term water quality impact reduction during the Subsequent Conformity Review
process and prior to Improvement Plan approval. The plan shall include a method for financing the long-
term maintenance of the proposed project-specific facilities. .

All BMPs for water quality protection, sO,urce control, and treatment control shall be developed in
accordance with the California Storinwater Quality Association StormwaterBest Management Practice
Handbook for New Development/Redevelopmerit (or other similar source approved by the Engineering and
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Surveying Division) for the applicable type of development andlor improvement. BMPs shall be designed to
mitigate (minimize, infiltrate, filter, or treat) stormwater runoff. Flow or volume based postconstruction
BMPs shall be designed at a minimum inaccOrdance with the Placer County Guidance Document for
Volume and Flow-Based Sizing of Permanent Post-Construction Best Management Practices for Stormwater
Quality Protection. Provisions shaJJ be included for long-term maintenance of BMPs. BMPs shall reflect
improvements in techniques and opportunities made available over time and shall reflect site-specific
limitations. The County shaJJ make the final determinations as to the appropriateness of the BMPs proposed
for each project.

Source control BMPs should be incorporated into the design of each future construction project within the
Plan Area. These BMPs emphasize reducing or eliminating poJ]utant in stormwater runoff at their source
through runoff reduction and by segregating pollutants from stormwater runoff. Examples of source control
BMPs that should be evaluated during design and could be incorporated into the project-specific BMP Plan
as feasible include the following:

e Incorporate landscaping into the design, including planting of native anddrought-tolerant plants to
maximize natural water storage and infiltration opportunities and protect slopes and channels (Source
ControISD-10);

o Direct roof runoff to grassy areas and away from paved areas or storm drains to promote overland
flow of stormwater runoff and reduce velocities and peak flow rates (Source Control .SD-11);

til Incorporate pervious pavement to promote infiltration and reduce runoff (Source Control SD-20)

(I) Provide enclosed commercial trash areas to avoid contact with stormwater runoff (Source Control
SD-32);

€l Design parking lots to direct storm water to storm drain inlets and away from garbage disposal areas
(Source Control SD-32);

e Perfonn street and parking lot cleaning to remove potential debris and pollutants that could be picked
up and conveyed by storm water;

G Where practical, install drip and low-flowirrig<ition systems to provide efficient irrigation and .
minimize runoff of excess irrigation water (Source Control SD-12); and

\\'I Select building materials that do not introduce sources of pollutants (Source Control SD-21).

In addition, storm drainage from onsite and offsite impervious surfaces (including roads) shall be collected
and routed through specially designed water quality treatment facilities (i.e., ·treatment control BMPs) for
.removal of pollutants of concern (i.e., sediment, oil/grease, etc.), as approved bythe County's Engineering
and Surveying Division. Treatment control BMPs should.be integrated into and throughout the site to
enhance the removal of pollutants that have entered the storrDwater runoff, Examples oftreatment control
BMPs that should be evaluated during design include the following:

. c> Provide vegetative swale or buffer areas, which could be incorporated into landscaped areas, to slow
down runoff velocities and allow sediments and other pollutants to settle" (Treatment Control TC-30,
TC-31);

'" . Install water quality inlets (e.g., oil/water separators) to remove "first flush" pollutants, including oil
and grease (Treatment Control TC-50); and
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.. Incorporate biofiltration facilities to capture stormwater runoff from impervious areas and remove
pollutants (Source Control TC-32).

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

Mitigation Measure 13-4c:Maintain BMPs

Storm drainage from impervious surfaces proposed with the project shall be collected and routed through
specially designed catchbasins, vegetated swales, vaults, infiltration basins, water quality basins, filters, etc.,
for entrapment Of sediment, debris, and oils/greases or other identified pollutants, as approved by the Placer
County ESD. The Applicant shall provide for the establishment of vegetation, where specified, by means of
proper irrigation, for effective performance ofBMPs. Contractual evidence of a monthly parking lot

" sweeping and vacuuming, and catch basin cleaning program shall be provided to ESD upon request. Failure
to do so will be grounds for discretionary permit revocation. Maintenance of BMF facilities shall be
provided by the project owners/permittees for each futu~e construction project within the Plan Area unless,
and until; a County Service Area is created and said facilities are accepted by the County for maintenance.
Prior to approval of improvement plans, final maps shall show easements to be created and offered for
dedication to the Colinty for maintenance and access to these facilities in anticipation ofpossib1e"County
maintenance. No water quality facility construction shall be permitted within any identified wetlands area,
floodplain, or right-of-way, except as authorized by project approvals or subsequent amendments approved
by the County. "

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

MitigatiQD Measure 13-4e: Design and construct.LID measures that comply with performance measures

The Applicant' s LID strategies would consist primarily of bioswales that would fit into the overall drainage
plan. Each major drainage discharge point in the Plan Area would be designed to include bioswales or a
similarLID measure. The bioswaJes would be designed to be integrated with the fest of the drainage
strlictures in the Plan Area and comply with the following performance standards to ensure that constructed

"grassy swales and other BMPILID measures perform necessary functions related to protect the Plan Area's
water quality: "

e Maximum flow rates in the swa1e should not exceed 1.5 feet per second.

'" Swales should be designed so that they are as flat and as wide as possible. In areas where topography
prevents this,check dams would be installed to slow water movement. These check dams will "
periodically need to be cleared of sediment to remain functional. The swales should be constructed
so that the side slopes are 3: 1 or less to ensure that they do not contribute to sediment loading in the
drainage.

o Swales should be designed for a maximum residence time of 24 hours to abate mosquito problems.

o Swale v.egetation 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.

Q The swale vegetation should be mowed at a frequency that maximizes performance Four times per
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year is recommended for some species.

~ A single swale can drain up to 4 acres of land (or surface). The proposed bioswales plan will include
the maximum drainage area proposed per swale. The County would be responsible for verifying that
the Applicant and other landowners in Plan Area have designated sufficient area for the grassy
swales.

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

Significance after Mitigation:

Less than Significant

Impact 13-5 Placement of fill or structures in tOO-year floodplain. This irnpact is considered Potentially
Significant.

Findings:

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 IOO-year floodplain associated with Dry .Creek exists within the Plan Area. Development of the proposed
project would include regrading of the Plan Area, which could alter the floodplain. In general, the majority ofthe
existing floodplain would remain in a natural state within open spaces along the creek. The proposed development
wOilld include minor encroachments into the floodplain, mostly to smooth oilt the edge of the floodplain against the
northerly 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 slight changes to the boundaries of the
floodplain compared to the existing FEMA-designated boundaries. The proposed project would provide in-kind ..
compensatory storage to offset the hydraulic impacts due to these encroachments. The analysis described in the

.EIR shows that with theproposed full development of the Plan Area and with in-kindcoinpensatory storage; the
proposed project would not have a significant effect on the base flood elevations along Dry Cre.ek or its tributaries.

No development would occur within the IOO-year floodplain; therefore, no people or structures would be exposed to
flood hazards. Finished pad elevations and finished floor elevations would be set a minimum of 2 feet and J feet
above the adjacent IOO-year floodplain water surface elevation, respectively. As project-specific land uses and
designs are developed, the floodplain analyses would be further refined to ensure that no private development
would occur within the floodplain.

Implementation of the proposed mitigation measures would reduce this impact to a less-than significant level by
ensuring that development does not occur in the lOO~year floodplain, or if small amounts offill are placed in the
floodplain, compensatory in-kind storage would be provided so that there would be no net increase in base flood
elevations.

.Mitigation Measures:

Mitigation Measure 13-5a: Implement Mitigation Measme 13-2a (prepare and submit projec·tspecific
drainage report)

Mitigation Measure 13-5b: Delineate post-project floodplain boundary
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The Drainage Master Plan for the Plan Area shows the limits of the future, unmitigated, fully developed
1OO-year floodplain (post-development) for Dry Creek and its tributaries. Each future construction project
within the Plan Area shall delineate the IOO-year floodplain in the site-specific drainage report and on the
Improvement Plans imd shal1 restrict development in floodplains. Placer County shall require evaluation of
potential flood hazards prior to approval of each construction project. The County shall require proponents
of new development to subinit accurate topographic and flow characteristics information and depiction of

. the 1aO-year floodplain boundaries unuer fully developed, unmitigated runoff.

All development in the 1OO-yearfloodplain must comply with the provisions of the Placer County Flood
Damage Prevention Ordinance to prevent damage to structures and to limit the effect of development on
base flood elevations.

Mitigation Measure 13':5c: Provide in-kind compensatory storage

The placement of fill in floodplains should be minimized. In the event that some fill within a floodplain 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 elevations. While fill may be
allowed within the floodplain fr.inge zone, fill should not be placed within the designated regulatory
floodway. The flood way is the portion ofthe floodplain that must be reserved to convey the b<ise flood
without increasing the base flood elevation by more than one foot.

When a development encroaches into a floodplain, the flood storage lost must be compensated by providing·
in-kind storage. This is defined as excavating the same amount of material at the same elevation as placing
fill to provide hydraulically equivalent storage. In addition to providing an offsetting volume of material at
thesame elevation, thereplacement excavation must be located where it will be inundated during a lOa-year
flood; that is, it cannot be isolated away from the floodplain.

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

Prior to any modifications within the existing FEMA mapped 1OO-year floodplain along Dry Creek and its
tributaries, the Applicant will prepare CLOMR Application documents, submit them to Placer County for
review, amend as necessary and submit final CLOMR application to the County, with FEMA fees. Upon
County signature of the application, the County may request that the Applicant's consultant process the
application with FEMA, and provide additional information as requested by FEMA.

Mitigation Measure 13-5e: Submit Letter of Map Revision (LOMffi)

Each applicant/developer for each construction phase within the Plan Area shallsubmit an application to
FEMA for a LOMR if the development alters the floodplain boundaries and/or the base flood elevations by
more than I foot. Prior to submitting the LOMR application, data and analyses will be reviewed and
approved by the County ESD.

Mitigation Measure 13-5f: Prohibit grading activities within post-project floodplain

In order to protect site resources, agricultural practices cannot result in substantial modifications to
topography or drainage that would affeGt the floodplain boundaries or base flood elevations. With the
exception of agricultural activities such as plowin·g or planting, no grading activities may take place in the
post-project lOO-year floodplain as identified in the Drainage Master Plan except as necessary to Gonstruct
and maintain drainage improvements. .

SIgnificance after Mitigation:

Less than Significant
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. Impact 13-6 Reduce groundwater recharge. 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 Guidelines, §§ 15126.4, subd. (a)(3), 15091.)

Explanation:

Development and urbanization of the Specific Plan Area could reduce pervious area, which in tum would limit the
percolation process and reduce groundwater recharge. Based on the low value of the Plan Area for recharge (with
the exception of the Dry Creek corridor, which would remain in open space), this impact would be less than
significant. .

IV1I..itigation Measures:

No mitigation measures are required.

Significance after Mitigation:

This Impact is less than significant without mitigation.

Impact 13-7 Depletion of groundwater supplies. 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 Guidelines, §§ 15126.4, subd. (a)(3), 15091.)

.Explanation:

Since the proposed project would not use groundwater as a water supply and several of the existing wells would be
abandoned, there would be no impact to well production or on groundwater supplies. Future owners of the
Agricultural-l 0 parcels may want to install groundwater wells for irrigation water supply. These wells would be
installed in accordance with Placer County and DWR regulations. Historically, the Plan Area was used for
agriculture. In the event that these property owners decide to install wells for irrigation of their crops, the amount of
·land irrigated and the amount of groundwater that would be used by these properties would likely be less than
historical groundwater use. Therefore this impact would be less than significant. .

Mitigation Measures:

No mitigation 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.

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

Explanation:

Grassy swales are not regulated by the Corps under the federal Clean Water Act. However, these swales receive
overflow from irrigation ditches, channelized streams, and perennial seasonal wetlands. The loss of approximately
11 acres of this habitat would be a significant impact because these features provide important water quality and
hydrologic functions that are similar to jurisdictional wetlands. These functions include retention of seasonal runoff,
stabilization of sediment, nutrient removal, and transfortnation of captured nutrients into plant material. The
proposed project design would incorporate BMPs to reduce the discharge of stormwater pollution to the maximum
extent practicable. Potential significant impacts to water quality during operations wOlild be mitigated to a less-than­
significant level by designing the proposed project to include appropriate and effective BMPs, including LID
measures.

Mitigation Measures:

Mitigation Measure 13-8a: Implement Mitigation Measures 12-3d(prepare and implement
stormwater pollution prevention plan for constrUiction), JL3-4b (Prepare site,.specific BMP plan),
JL3-4c (Maintain BMl.Ps), and 14-421 (Design onsite and offsite pipelines to have watertight joints)

Significance after Mitigation:

Less than Significant

Impact 13-9 Reduced water quality dmriilg operation (program-level). This impact .is considered Potentially
Significant.

Findings:

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

Explanation:

Landowners Of program-level parcels who apply for development entitlements will need to provide the County with
LID plans to ensure water quality for any discharge to Dry Creek. Such p1<ms would be designed to discharge all
waters within 72 hours of the completion of runoff from a storm event, so as to'comply with the Placer Mosquito
Abatement District's requirements. .

Mitigation Measures:

Mitigation Measure 13-921: Implement Mitigation Measure 13-4e (Design and construct LID
measures that comply with performance measures)

Significance after Mitigation:

Less than Significant
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K. PUBLIC SJERVICESAND UTILITIES

Impact 14-1 Increased demand for treated surface water. This impact lis considered! Potentially Significant.

. Findings:

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:

Treated water for domestic and commercial use would be supplied to the proposed project by PCWA via the retail
supplier (Cal-Am) after annexation into PCWA Zone 1. At present, the total projected water supplies available
during nonnal, single dry, and multiple dry water years, as included in the 20-year projection contained in the
Urban: Water Manag'ement Plan, will meet the projected water demand associated with the proposed project, in
addition to the system's existing and planned future uses. PCWA has prepared an analysis regarding available
resources to provide water service to the Plan Area to meet the requirements ofSB 610, Therefore, sufficient water
supplies are available to serve the Plan Area, It is noted that water service is allocated by PCWA ona first-come,
first-served basis and water availability must be ascertained prior to any development. Because the Plan Area would
be built-out over time, Mitigation Measure 14-1b to limit building permits to coincide with water service allocation
isalsoproposed. With implementation of mitigation measures, impacts would be less than significant.

. Mitigation Measures:

.Mitigation Measure 14-la: Pay connection fees and construct 16-inch- and 24-inch-diameter transmission
nine extensions to the Plan Area in accordance with PCWA and Cal-Am standards

Payment of the connection fees is intended to act to offset future maintenance of the planned water main
extensions. Construction of the lines to the appropriate standards is intended to ensure the transmission

.mains are in a condition suitable for operation and maintenance by Cal-Am in the future, provide a reliable
n~source to theatea, and provide a source of water for adjoining uses not included in the project.

Mitigation Measure 14-1b: Issue buiDding permits onlywlhen sufficient treated water supply exists

Prior to approval of any small lot tentative subdivision map, the County shall comply with Government
Code'Section 66473.7 or make a factual showing or impose conditions similar to those required by Section
66473.7, as appropriate to the size of the subdivision. Prior to the recordation of any final subdivision map
or prior to County approval or any similar approval or entitlement required for nonresidential uses, the. .
Applicant shall obtain a written certification from the water service provider that either existing services are
available or that needed improvements will be in 'place prior to occupancy.

Significance after Mitigation:

Less than Significant

.' .' '

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

Findings:

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

The impacts of climate change on long-term water supply in California and Placer County is uncertain. However,
given current water supply sources and California's ability to adapt to global change, it is reasonable to expect that
the proposed project's impact on long-term water supply would be less than significant.

Mitigation Measures:

No mitigation measures are required.

Significance after Mitigation:

This Impact is 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 Potentially Significant.

Findings:

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:

If the impacts from the proposed project alone are evaluated, impacts to existing sewer facilities would be less than
significant. The peak flow rates from the Plan Area (including adjacent offsite areas wastewater flows passing'
through the proposed project's onsite pump station) are estimated at 560 gallons per minute (gpm), which is well
below the design allowance of 1,100 gpm. Iris acknowledged that there is an opportunity for the proposed project
to share facilities with the proposed Placer Vineyards development to the north and west. If flows from Placer
Vineyards were to be combined with flows from the Plan Area, combined peak flow rates to the CFD pump station
would be on the order of 1,900 gpm, which is greater than the design capacity allowance of 1,100 gpm allotted t6
the Plan Area. This flow rate would also e:)(ceed the current flow capacity of the existing CFD pumps and associated .
force main, potentially rendering the pumps unable to overcome the increased head conditions

Mitigation Measures:

Mitigation MeasUJre14-3a: Upsize existing CFD pump station pumps and ancillary equipment

To provide the CFD pump station with the ability to operate simultaneously with the Riolo Vineyard pump
station, the existing CFD pump station pumps will be changed to operate at higher head conditions and
lower resultant flow rates. Mitigation Measure 14-3a is to be implemented if Mitigation Measure J 4- 3b is
not implemented.

Mitigation MeaslI.reX4-3b: Do not allow sewage conveyance connection from Placer Vineyards to common
force 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 CFD pumps would
continue to function as they do now. The wastewater flows from the project are below what the existing
CFD pump station and associated force main were designed to handle. Mitigation Measure 14-3b is to be
implemented if Mitigation Measure 14-3a is not implemented. . '
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Significance after Mitigation:

Less than Significant

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

Findings:

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:

As proposed, sewage conveyance facilities for the proposed project would flow to the Dry Creek WWTP.
Conveyance infrastructure withinthe Plan Area would be located adjacent to the Dry Creek channel.
Potential pipe leakage affecting Dry Creek can be limited by ensuring compliance with enhanced construction
specifications where needed. To address potential impacts from flooding of the pump station and associated
collection system manholes, mitigation is proposed to locate these features in areas above the 100-year floodplain,
and/or require the use of bolt-down covers on manholes, which would reduce the likelihood of flooding. The
Applicant also proposes to constTuct a sufficiently sized storage tank and an emergency generator with a sufficient
volume of properly stored fuel with adequate amount of secondary containment, which would reduce the likelihood
of a loss ofpower to the: pump station.

Mitigation Measures:

Mitigation Measure 14-4a: Design onsite and! offsite pipelines to bave watertight joints in accordance with
Placer County Standards

To reduce the potential for any of the proposed water or recycled water supply or wastewater transmission
pipelines to leak and affect service and environmental conditions of surrounding areas, Placer County

. standards specify material type; wall thicknesses; connection methods, including coupling information;
_backfill material typeand placement methods; and installation location relative to other utilities. Adhering to
these standards will reduce the likelihood that the project pipelines would affect adjacent or sensitive areas.
However, in areas where the groundwater table is close to the pipeline, additional measures may be needed
to protect groundwater quality, including more robust pipe joint details, use of fusible C-900/905pipe
sections; pipe wrap, or cathodic protection.

Mitigation Measure 14-4b: Locate the pump station system above the tOO-year floodplain and use bolt-down
covers for sewer manholes which are within the lOO-year floodplain

Since the adjacent Dry Creek has a history of flooding, the gravity collection and transmission portions of
the wastewater system should be located outside of the proposed limits of the lOO-year floodplain and
require the use of bolt-down covers on manholes, to avoid co-mingling of wastewater with Creek flows
during periods of flooding, The elevations used for this evaluation should be based on a site-specific .
hydrologic evaluation to ensure that the most current floodplain elevation is used.

Mitigation MeaslUlre 14-4c: Instail an emergency generator and fuel storage with adequate spill containment
for extended operation

In the event that the ansite wastewater pump station were to lose electrical power, gravity collection of
wastewater would continue to be directed to the pump station, but flows would not be conveyed to Dry
Creek WWTP. Under this condition, wastewater flows would back up into the gravity collection system and
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could potentially overtop the wastewater pump station wet well and/or associated system manholes. To
reduce the potential for this to occur, an emergency generator with sufficient quantities of fuel will be
located adjacent to the wastewater pump station to provide dedicated electrical power. The fuel storage will
be configured to provide secondary containment ·in the event ofa tank rupture to avoid fuel spills. With
implementation of these mitigation measures, impacts on groundwater and surface water quality resulting
from accidental wastewater discharge would be reduced to a less-than-significant level.

Significance. after Mitigation:

Less than Significant

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

Findings:

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

Explanation:

Sewer treatment would be provided by the City of Roseville and the existing treatment facilities are incompliance
with requirements of the RWQCB and should not require expansion as a result of the proposed project. The sewage
generated by this pr~ject would be typical of residential developments and is not expected to cause the existing
facilities to exceed existing NPDES requirements. The Plan Area was included within the 2005 service area
bcmndary for the Dry Creek WWTP, and the service area boundary will only direct 14.8 mgd to the Dry Creek
WWTP, which is below the Dry Creek WWTP permitted maximum discharge limit of 18 mgd. Therefore, there is
sufficient capacity at the Dry Creek WWTP to serve the Plan Area. ..

Mitigation Measures:
. . - :

I • •

Mitigation Measure ].4-521: All new development Jin the Specific Plan area shall comply with General Plan
Policy 4.D.2, which Irequires written certification from the serviceprovidler that either existing services are
available or needed improvements win be made prior to occupancy to meet wastewater demands 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 secured by Placer County prior to County approval of improvement
plans for wastewatercollection and transmission infrastructure.

Significance after Mitigation:

Less than Significant

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

Findings:

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

Although it is estimated that there would be adequate recycled water supply from the Dry Creek WWTP to meet
both average annual and peak day demand, the maximum amount of water available to the Plan Area potentially"
·would be limited to the amount of effluent delivered to the Dry Creek WWTP. This amount of water is insufficient
to meet the irrigation demands of the Plan Area, which would necessitate the use of potable water for irrigation
regardless of whether recycled water is made available. It is proposed that recycled water allocable to Riolo
Vineyards be transferred 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 recycled water conveyance infrastructure within
the Plan Area; although such infrastructure has been analyzed in the BIR. In the event that recycled water "
infrastructure is constructed along the Dry Creek corridor, the following mitigation measure would apply.
Mitigation Measures:

Mitigation Measure 14-6a: Implement Mitigatiolll Measure 14-421 (Design onsite and offsite
pipelines to have watertight joints in accordance wllth Placer County standards)

"Mitigation Measure l4-4a should be implemented if the recycled water line is located along Dry Creek. This
Ii.1itigation measure applies to the construction of the planned recycled water force main if it is located along"
Dry Creek rather than along Walerga Road and through the main east/west collector roadway. Ifthe pipeline
carrying recycled water is located along Dry Creek, and a line break were to occur, the potential for
discharge of recycled water into Dry Creek would be higher due to the proximity of the line to Dry Creek.

Significance after Mitigation:

Less th~m Significant

Impact 14-7 Increased demand for electrical supply. 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 Guidelines, §§ 15126.4,subd. (a)(3), 15091.) "

Explanation:

Electric service would be provided by SMUD: The projected electric energy use for the proposed project at buildolit
is estimated to be 7,077 MWHlyr. At present, SMUD does not anticipate any supply issues that would impact this
level of service.

Mitigation Measures:

No mitigation measures "are required.

Significance afte'r Mitigation:

This Impact is less than significant without mitigation.

Impact 14-8 Increased demand on tbe electrical distribution network. 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,
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§ 21002; CEQA Guidelines, §§ 15126.4, subd. (a)(3), 15091.)

Explanation:

In general, SMUD has sufficient regional electric facilities to serve the project SMuD has indicated that the initial
development within the Plan Area could be served by existing supply infrastructure. Full development of the
proposed project would require development of a new substation by SMUD. The Applicant proposes to provide to
SMUDa half-acre site with the Plan Area to accommodate the newSMUD substation. As a result, the capacity to
handle increased demand on the electrical distribution network from the proposed project would be less than
significant. .

Mitigation Measures:

No mitigation measures are required.

Significance after Mitigation:

This Impact is less than significant without mitigation.

Impact 14-9 Increased demand for naturalgas supply. 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 Guidelines, §§ 15126.4, subd. (a)(3), 15091.) .

Explanation:

Natural gas service would be provided by PG&E. The estimated natural gas demand at buildout foy-the
proposed project is 56,754 cubic feet per hour. At this time PG&E does not anticipate any supply issues
that would impact this level of service As a result, the impact ofincreaseddeniand for natural gas supply.
would be less than significant

Mitigation Measures:

No mitigation measures are required.

Significance after Mitigation:

This Impact is less than significant without mitigation.

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

Findings:

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

Explanation:

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

No mitigation measures are required.

Significance after Mitigation:

This Impact is less than significant without mitigation.

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

Findings:

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

Explanation:

Policy 5.A.3 of the Placer County General Plan requires the provision of 5 acres of parkland and 5 acres of open
space per 1;000 residents. Upon agreement between the County and Specific Plan developers, in-lieu fees may be
stipulated for a portion ofthis requirement As identified in the EIR, the proposed project would meet the County's
requirements for park facilities.· All recreational facilities included in the proposed project would be open to the
public and create recreational opportunities for nearby communities. Therefore, the proposed project's impacts to
recreational facilities would be less than significant.

Mitigation Measures:

No mitigation measures are required.

. Significance after Mitigation:

This Impact is less than significant without mitigation.

Impact 14-12 Increased demand for public schools. This impact is considered Significant.

Findings:

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

Explanation:

The Plan Area is located within the jurisdiction of Center Unified School District. Since the passage of state
legislation on developer fees (i.e.,SB 50 and Proposition lA), mitigation is limited by state law to the statutory
developer fee procedures, so no additional mitigation is identified. This impact would be considered less than
significant, provided that the developer pay the statutorily required school impact fees.
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MitigatiollMeasures:

.Mitigation Measure 14-12a: Pay statutory school impact fees

The statutory school impact fee shall be paid to help fund new school facilities for students who would live in the
Plan Area.

Significance after Mitigation:

Less than Significant·

impact 14-13 Increased demand for fire protection services for project-level parcels. Thisimpact is
considered Potentially Significant.

FindiJrngs:

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 addition of new residents in both project- and program-level parcels would increase the need for additional fire
protection resources. Development within the Specific Plan proposes to fund these additional positions. With
implementation of this mitigation, impacts related to fire protection on project-level parcels would be less than
significant.

Mitigation Measures:

Mitigation Measure 14-13a: FundadditionaUire protection staffto maintainrequiredstaffing ratios

The staffing ratios contained in Table 14-14 of the EIR shall be maintained for the Specific Plan area,
concurrent with demand, during all phases of development. The Applicant shall be required to establish a
special benefit assessment district or other funding mechanism to asstireadequate funding for theongoing

. maintenance and operation of fire protection and related services, with funding responsibilities imposed on ..
residential and commercial properties within the Specific Plan area, including the costs for services required
to satisfy Placer County Fire Department staffing requirements set forth above. The funding mechanism
shall be subject to the prior review and approval of Placer County, and shall be approved by the affected
landowners priorto recordation of the first final subdivision map. It shall be maintained until such time as
the County detennines that property tax revenues are adequate to maintain the required staffing.

SignificaJ[fIce after Mitigation:

Less than Significant

Impact 14-14 Increased demand for police protection 'services and hlW ~nforcementfacilities resulting from
increased population, which could cause or contribute to safety issues and crime. This impact is
considered Significant.

Findings:

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

Explana tion:

Development of the Specific Plan would necessitate additional staffing and equipment for the Placer County.
Sheriffs Department to serve the proposed project. Without the additional personnel, equipment and resources,
appropriate law enforcement service may be impaired. Implementation of proposed mitigation measures would
reduce impacts on police protection services and law enforcement facilities required to protect public safety in the
Plan Area and vicinity to a less-than-significant level.

Mitigation Measures:

Mitigation Measure 14-14a: Provide funding for additional law enforcement personnel and equipment to
serve the. Plan Area .

The staffing ratios contained in Table 14-15 ofthe ErR, or ratios as otherwise approved by the Board of
Supervisors, shall be maintained for the Specific Plan area. The Applicant shall be required to establish a
special benefit assessment district or other funding mechanism to assure adequate funding for the ongoing
maintenance and operation of law enforcement services, with funding responsibilities imposed on residential
and commercial properties within the Specific Plan area, including the costs for services required to satisfy
the staffing standards set forth above and General Plan standards now in existence or as later amended. The
funding mechanism shall be subject to the prior review and approval of Placer County.

Mitigation Measure 14-14b: Implement Crime Prevention through Environmental Design in cooperation
with the Placer County Sheriff's Department

Potential crime problems dealing with circulation systems and structures may be reduced. by utilizing the
concepts of Crime Prevention Through Environmental Design. Development design shall consider the effect
on features that could encourage criminal activity and work to eliminate such features. Coordination with the
Sheriffs Department shall be required during-design stages of all development within the Plan Area.

. Approval of final subdivision maps shall require Sheriff s Department review, including written approval,
relating to safety in design

Significance after Mitigation:

Less than Significant

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

Findings:

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

Explanation:

The Western Regional Sanitary Landfill, operated by the Western Placer Waste Management Authority, would
provide residential and commercial garbage service, debris box service, and bluebag recycling to residents and
businesses in the proposed Plan Area. Adequate landfill capacity exists to serve the Plan Area.
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Mitigation Measures:

No mitigation measures are required.

Significance after Mitigation:

This Impact is less than significant without mitigation.

Impact 14-16 Increased need for additional library services. 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 Guidelines, §§ 15126.4, subd. (a)(3), 15091.)

.!Explanation:

No libraries are proposed as part of the proposed project. A 25,500-square-foot library is planned to be constructed
within the nearby Placer Vineyards, which is located west of the proposed Plan Area. The Plan Area will provide,
funding for library services and facilities.

Mitigation Measures:

No mitigation measures are required.'

Signifncance after Mitigation.:

This Impact is less than significant without mitigation.

Impact 14-17 Increased demand for existing public parks and recreational facilities for new residents in
program-Ievd parcels. This impact is considered Potentially Significant.

Findings: ,

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

ExplalIlation:

Development applications for each program-level parcel would be required'to include parkland acreage in
accordance with County standards. At the County's discretion, in-lieu fees may be stipulated. In this event, the in­
lieu fees would be used for park improvements within the Dry Creek/West Placer Community 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 significant.

Mitigation Measures:

Mitigation Measure 14-17a: Dedicate parklands for pr:ogram-Ievelparcelsin accordance with '
County requirements

Each development application for program-level parcels proposed for residential development shall include
parkland acreage in accordance with County standards. Currently, only the 'Frisvold and Lund parcels would
be expected to propose residential development requiring implementation of this mitigation measure, At the
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