County’'s discretion, in-lieu fees mav be stipulated. In this even, the jn-leu fees would be used {or park
improvements within the Dy Creek/West Placer Communnty Plan arca,

Althoueh it cannot be guaranteed that project residents will not use [aciities 1n Roseville and Sacramento
County, the proposed Specific Plan includes 10 acres of parkland and 1239 acres ol open space dedicated
for active and passive recreation, which meets or exceeds the County’ s standard. Between recreational
facilities withun the Specific Plan Area and the County's faciliues, such as the neathy Dry Creek Regional
Park, the Specific I'lan Area’s residents would be adeguaely served by the open space, park lund, and
recreational faciliiies and would make it more likely that the residents would not overuse existng park
tacilities i surrounding areas and cause physical deterioration. In addition, sharing of faciities 1s viewed as
desirable in some respeets, and 15 the reason trail networks in Sacramento County, Placer County, and
Roseville are o be conpecied.

Significance after Mitigation:
1.css than Sigrnuficant
L. HAZARDS AND HAZARDOUS MATERTALS

Ipact 15-1  Accidental releases of harardous materials or hazardous waste during construction due to
presence of construction-related hazardous materials. This impact is considered Peicniially
Stgnificant,

Findings:

Changes or alterations have been required i, or incarporated inta, the project that avond the significant
cnvironmerial effect as identified in the Final ETR.

Explanation:

Hazardous materials could be used and stoved in the Plan Arca during constroction. Local and state requirements
for interim sterage of hazardous and (lammable materials have been adopted to ensure proper use, storage, and
handling of these materials. Fnsuring compliance with these regulations would reduce potential impacts from
accidental releases. With implementation of the specified mitigation measures, impacts would be reduced to a less-
than-sigmificant level.

Mitigution Mcasures:
Mitigation Measure 15-ta: Comply with Placer County EHS and Fire Department requirements

Each phase of construction within the Riolo Vinevard specific plan area shall comply with Placer County
EHS and Fire Department requirements for temporary storage of combustible/flammable liquids a
construction sies. These requmrements inchide inspecaon to verily maintenance of a vegelation break and
identification of emergency shutoff valves and switches. Tf ¢lectrical connections are provided (o these
facilinies, the County wall additionally require permitting through the County Building Deparunent.

Mitigation Measure 15-1b: Comply with Plicer County EHS requirements regarding releases of hazardous
materials

Fach future construction project within the Riolo Vineyard specific plan area shall comply with Placer
County EHS requirements for reporting releases of hazardous materials. If a release of hazardous materials
should occur, it will be contammed and immediately reperted to the County EHS. Impac:[ed s01l shall he
excavated and disposed as required by the agency Vv!lh regulatory junisdiction.
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Srenificance after Mitization:
Less than Significant

[mpact 15-2  Release of hazardows materials or hazardous waste during construction due to exjsting site
conditions on project-related parcels. ‘Fhis impact is considered Pofentially Significant.

Findings:

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

Faplanation;

Diswrbance of on-site soils during construction could result in exposure to workers and the environment Lo
potenttally contaminated sol. However, implementation of mitigation measures would reduce the impacis 1o a less
than significant level

Mitigation Measures:
Mitigation Mceasure 15-2a: Remediate contaminated properties in accordance with applicable regulations

Contamination found during construction is reported to EHS, which 1in tumn confers with staie oversight
agencics as necessary for rernoval. If near surface soil sampling and testing 15 conducted, a letier
documenting the sampling program and test results shali be submitied 10 the DTSC, and no construction
activities shall be initiated at the site untl the 1Y1T'SC 1ssues a leuer authonzing such activities, which should
be based upon a risk assessment. Prior to Grading or Improvement Plan approval, the Applicant shall
complele a risk assessment with IY1'SC and submit the results 1o ES. The risk assessment shall address
furtuee use as open space as well as removal ol fill materials proposed for areas with past vinevard, orchard,
or snil stockpile use.

As discussed in Section 15.1.2 and presented m Tables 15-1 and 15-2, some preliminary removat of
contanunated materials of project-level parcels has already occurred and been documented. Additionaliy, an

" evaluation of possible pesticide contamination associated with past agricultural vses has been conducied
(Ramcon, 2007a, 2007k},

The potential for worker contact with hazardous materials and hazardous release of waste or maternials at the
project-level parcels during construction activitics would be subject to a risk assessment and appropriate
remediation, if necessary, or-if not alrcady completed. Prior 1o Final Map approval, the Applicant shall
complete and certify any remedial action required by DTSC. Remediation, if required, may in¢clude a range
ol activities, including restrictions on vse, soil excavation, dispasal off the site, or encapsulation in
appropriale areas away from sensitive receplors.

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

Partial removal of debris has already occurred on certain parcels {(Ramcon, 2004a ard 20050}, During future
construction, projects within the Riclo Vineyard specific plan arca shall include remaoval of debris and
reporting of any possible contamination 1o DTSC in theit construction contracts.

Prior to initiating construction, all abandoned refuse on the sife shall be removed and disposed of
appropriately. Construction contract specifications shall require that during the course of construction of any
individual protect within the boundaries of the Riolo Vinevard Specific Plan, if evidence of soil and/or
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groundwater contamination with hazardous matenal {i.e., soil staiming, vnesual odors) s encountered, the
Apphicant shall stop work and immediately contact the DTSC and/or RW OB If such a conditton 18
identfizd, then (1) the condition shall be resolved (1.c., through soll eacavation, remediation, covering, or
cther methad) w the satsfaction o DDTSC and/or the RWOCT, and (2 construction activities shall nod
commence unnl the RTSC and'or RWOQCOH issue a letter of autharizing such activities.

Mitigation Measure 15-2¢: Implement Preliminary Endangerment Assessment in accordance with
BESC protocols

A Preliminary Endangerment Assessment (PEA)Y will be condueted in accordance with DTSC prowscols
prior 1o grading ov other earth-moving activities to address the potentially significant health and
enviroumental risks associated with the current concentrations of arsenic detected in the soils assessments
conducted for the project site that are above the most recently developed PRGs. DTSC will evaluate the
PEA ax part of the Voluntary Cleanup Agreement and provide additional project-specific requirements.

BMitigation Measure 15-2d: Obtain “No Further Action™ letier from DFSC

Prior to grading and other earth-moving actatics, the Applicant shall obtain notice from DTSC that the
property m question does not reguire further investigation and action.

Mitigation Mceasure 15-2¢: Implement Mitigation Measure 15-2a (Remediate contaminated properties in
accordance with applicable regulations}

Significance affer Mitigation:
1.ess than Significant

Impact 15-3  Potential hazards associated with unused welis. This tmpact s considered Porentiaily
STERificant. '

Findings:

Changes or alterations have been required in, or incorporated into, the project that avoeid the signiticant
enviromnental effect as identified in the Final EIR.

Explanation:

All wells within the projea-level parcels will be abandoned according 10 applicable standards. Proper closuee of
thesc older wells of unknown construction according o local and state regulations would eliminate this inpact.

Mitigation Measnres:
Mitigation Measure 15-3a: Abandon onsite wells in accordance with jocal and state regulations
The Applicant shall cnsure that unused wells on the site are closed in accordance with focal and state

reguiations prior to muliating any construction actuvities. A permi for well destruction shall be obtained
from the Placer County EHS and a licénsed contractor shall perform the work, as required. The

abandonment of the ansite wells would need to occur prior o occupancy of development within the project

phase containing the well site in question.
Significance after Mitigation:

Fess than Significamn
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impact 15-4  Accidental releases of harardoos muierials or hazardous waste during project operation. This
imnpact is considerced Patentially Significans, )

Findings:

Changes or alierations have been required in, or incorporated into, the project that avold the significant
environmentat effect as identified in the Final EIR.

Explanation:

Accidental releases of hazardous malterials and hazardous waste afier construction could occur [rom onsite or affsie
sources. During the storage and/or use of chemical products, the risk of an accidental release exists, However, based
on the types and quantities of hazardous substances anticipated to be used, the risk of a release ol a significant
gquantity of hazardouos substances on the Plan Area is considered mimimal. By followang local and state requirements
for the management of hazardous matenals, the risk of a release of hazardous substances on the Plan Area would be
reduced to a less-than-significant level.

Mitigution Measures:

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

Comply with Placer County EHS requirements for preparation and filing of Emergency Response Plans and
Hazardous Mailerials Storage and Containment Plans. -

All future development within the boundaries of the Riolo Vinevard specihc plan area will comply with
EMS requirements {or preparation and filing of Emergency Response Plans and Hazardous Matenals
Storage and Containment Plans. These requirements apply to any cammercial business that stores an acutely
hazardous substance or 35 gallons and/or 50 pounds of a hazardows substance or 200 cubic feet of
combustible gas. These plans would be prepared under Article 80 of the Untform Fire Code. Coples of these
documents must be provided to the Placer County Division of Environmenta) Health as the CUPA.

Mitigatien Measure 15-db: Comply with undergrounnd storage tank and nhuvcgruun-d storage tank
regulations of Flacer County XHS and the RWQCR

Comply with underground and aboveground storage tank regulations of the County EIS.

Any commercial businesses [ocaled within the boundaries of the Ricle Vineyard specific plan area that have

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

tank regulations of Placer County angd the aboveground storage tank regulations of the RWQCRB.
Significance alter Mitigation:

[.ess than Sigmificant

Impact 15-5 Potential health hazard ciused by mosquitoes and other vectors. This impact is considered
Fotentially Significant.

Findings:
Changes or alterations have been requited in, or incorparated into, the project that aveid the significant

covironmendal efiect as identified o the Final EIR.
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Explanation:

The Plan Area includes wetland, park, agricultural, apd open space arcas that have the potential to become locations
(or mosquato breeding. M not managed properiy, residents and businesses may be exposed 10 diseases transmitted by
vectars such as mosquitoes. This 1s considered a petentially significant impact. The Placer Mosguite Abatement and
Vector Controt District would be atlowed to perform vector control in all common areas of the proposed project in
perpetinty. These measures would reduce the resulting impacts to a less-than-significant level.

Mitigation Measures:

Mitigation Measure 15-3a: Avoid occurrence of standing water during construction (Proposed)
During construction, all grading shall be performed in 2 manner to prevent the occurrence of standing water
ar other areas suitable lor breeding of mosquitocs and other disease vectors. Direct pumping andfor ditching
will be used 10 reduce 1@ the amount of standing water or reduce the length of ume water can stand in low
_areas tollowing ranfall events. The tarpet holding pentad 15 72 hours, which is consistent with gudelines
heing developed by the Placer County Mosquite Abatement and Vector Control District (Scou, 2007).

Mitigation Measure 15-5b: Grunt access to Placer Mosquito Abatement and Vector Control
Distriet for vector control

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

Significance after Mitigation:
Less than Sigmificant

Impact 153-¢  Potential health and safeiy hazard caused by abandaned septic systems on project-level
parcels. This impact is considered Porertially Significant.

Findings:

Changes or alterations have been reguired in, or incorporated o, the project that avoud the significant
environmental effect as identified i the Final FIR.

Fxplanation:

All existing septic svstems on project-level parcels would be abandoned and existing and future residents would be
provided sewer service. The presence of existing and probable abandoned seplic systems in the specific plan area is
considered a potentially significant impact. Mitigation includes appropriate site-specilic evaluations ol possible
septic systems conducted in accordance with County policy and the destruction of septic facilities in accordance
with state and Placer County regulations. This mitigation measure would reduce the impacts dHGOC.lﬂ'LEd with onsite
SEpLC Sy stems on oriject-level parcels to a less-than-significant level.

Mitigation Measures;

Mitigation Measure 15-6a: Destroy existing septie systems in accordance with Placer County EQIS
criteria

Ste-specific evaluation shall be conducted in accordance with County policy at cach identitied existing and
Hformer dwelling area to wdentify surface indications and locations of septic tanks or ¢esspoels pnar to
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demolition of existing residences. Identified sepuc tanks shall be destroved according 1 PMacer County EHS
critenia prior 10 recordation of final small Tot subdivision map for the affected property. The lTocations of
existing sepuc systems shall be shown on the 1inal small lot subdivision map 10 ensure that the septic system
remains with the associated parcel. :

Surface conditions shall be evaluated by Placer County EHS when the dwellings are vacated, and prior 1o
demclition of the structures regarding the possibility of previous site uses that may have included hazardous
materials that could have been disposed of in onsie wastewater disposal systemns.

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

Significance after Mitigation:
1.e5s than Significam

Impact 15-7 Potential health hazard caused by ashestos in older structures io he demelished. This impact is
considered Potendially Sigaificant.

Féndings:

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

Explanation:

The possible presence of ashestos-containing materials (ACMs) i the Plan Area is considered a potentially
signmficant impact. If ACMs are identilied, mitigation of ihe potential hazards associaled with ACMs would include
pre-demolition survevs performed by a Certified Asbestos Consultant followed by proper removal and disposal
accomplished by a Califorma heensed asbestos abatement contractor. Implementation of this mitigation would
reduce the impacts associated with ACMs to a less-than-significant level.

" Mitigation Measures:
Aditigation Measure 15-7a; Evaluate and abate ACMs jn accordance with regulations

Surveys of stroctures that are planned for demolition during Specific Plan developiment shall be conducted
by a Certified Asbestos Consultant licensed with the Calitornia Department of Occupational Safety and
Health to determine if friable Regulated ACKs or non-iriable ACMs are present within the structure
demelition areas. This is required in order tw obtain a demeliton permit from the Placer County Building
Deparuncel. The Placer County Air Pollution Control District does not have delegation for Asbestos
Mational Emission Standard for Hazardous Air Pollutams enforcement. Accordingly, asbestos notifications
will be sent to the LS. EPA Region IX and the California Air Resources Board. (Nishikawa, 2007). Any
regulated ACMs [ound in the investigated areas shall be removed and disposed of by a California licensed
asbestos abatement contractor. All removail of ACMs shall be completed prior to recordation of final maps
for the affected property.

Significance alter Mitigation:

Less than Significant
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' Lmpact 15-8  Release of hazardous materials or hazardous waste during construection doe to existing site
conditions on program-level parcels. This impact is considered Potenticlly Significant.

Findings:

Changes or alweratons have been required in, or incorporated into, the project that avord the significant
‘enviranmenta) effect as identified in the Final CIR.

Explanation:

Program-leve] parcels have not been subjected to Phase 1 ESAs. Phase [ ESAsS would be required prior to approval
of development on program-level parcels, and all appropriate remediation performed, if necessary, Additionally,
mitgation measures identified for release of hazardous materials or hazardous waste duning construction due to
existing sue conditions on project-level parcels would be required tor program-level parcels. Implementation of
these mitigation measures would reduce the impacts 1o a less-than-signiticant level.

Miitigation Measures:

Mmganon Measure 15-8a: Conduct Phase I Environmental Site Assessments on program-level parcels
propesed for development, and comply with Placer County requircments for remediation, if required

For cach program-level parcel proposed for development, properties not previously evalvated with a current
Phase ! ESA may be required to complete an ESA detenmined by Environmental 1ealth Services. If past
uses are disclosed that could have resulted m persistent contanination, then sod sampling shall be conducted
within appropriate areas according to guidelines developed by the DTSC Phase [1 Environmental Sie
Assessment and/or equivalent protocol.

The site investigation imcloding sampling shall be conducted by a Cahifornia regisicred environmental
pralessional, performed with oversight from Placer County Environmental Health Services, in accordance
with applicable permits. As a result of soil investigation, a limited and restricted area of contamination may
be 1dentified and judged suitable {or simple semoval. 1 this 1s the case, remediation will be required to meet
state and County regulations. If a result of soil investigation, widespread residual concentrations of
chenticals or other contaminants mayhbe identified ac levels where they individually or in combination meet
or exceed U.S. EPA, California EPA Preliminary Remediation Goals, or equivalent scresning levels, arisk
assessment will be required. Risk assessments shall include a DTSC P]’Bllmmdl’} Endangennent Assessmernt
or no further action determination, or equivaient.

Any remedial action indicated by a risk assessment shall be completed and certified. Remediation shall
include a DTSC Remedial Action Workplan, or equivaleut, and involve a range of activities, including decd
restrictions, soil excuvation and olfsite disposal, or encapsulation away from sensitive receplors in the
Specific Plan Asca,

Mitigation Measure 15-8h: Implenent Mitigation Measure 15-2a (Remediate contaminated properties in
accordance with applicable regulations)

Mitigation Measore 15-8¢: fmplement Mitigation Measure 15-2b (Remove debris and report possible
contamination to Placer County ERIS)

Significance alter Mitigation:
[.ess than Sigmficant

impact 13-4 FPotential health and safety hazard caused by abandoned septic systems on program-leve)
parcels. This impact is considered Potentially Significant.
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Findings:

Changes or alterations have been required i, or incorpoerated into. the preject that avoid the sigmificant
environmental ffect as identified in the Final REIR. :

Kxplanation:

Al existing septic systems on program-level would be abandoned as lamdowners apply for development permuts.
Future residents of these parcels would be provided sewer service. The presence of existing and probable
abandened septic systems in the specific plan area is considered a potentially significant impact. Mitigation includes
appropriate site-specific evalvations of possible septic svstemns conducted by a qualified professional and the
destruciion of septic facilities in accordance with state and Placer County regulations. This mitigation meastire
would reduce the imipacts associated with onsite septic svstems to a less-than-signihicant level.

Mifigation Measures:

Mitigation Mceasure 15-9a: Destroy existing septic systems in accordance with Placer County EHS criteria on -
program-level parcels when these fots receive development entitlements '

Significance alter Mitigation:
1.2ss than Significant
X GROWTH INDUCING IMPACTS

The CEQA Guidelines require an EIR to evaluate indirect or secondary effects ol a project, which may include
growth-inducing effects. Section 15126(d) of the CEQA Guidelines states that a praject could be considered growth
inducing i 1t could “foster economic or population growth, or the construction of additional housing, either directly
or indirectly, in the surmounding environment.” A development project may have growth-inducing potennial if, for
example, it extends infrastructure {e.g., water, sewer, roads) 1o undeveloped arcas or imcreases the capacity of
existing i {rastructure; promotes similar development to occur on adjacent parcels; increases the area’s housing
supply; or introduces new employment 1o an arca.

I the absence of vther favorable conditions, however, it is unlikely that any one of these components could induce
significant growth. A mix of economic, political, physical, and social factors ultimately determines the magnitude,
location, and timing of growth. Variables, including regional economic trends, housing demand, {and avaslability
and cost. quality of infrastracture and public services, proximity to employment centers, and regulatory
considerations, affect the way in which growth occurs.

Growth Anticipated in the Dy Crech/West Flacer Community Plan

The Diry Creek/West Plucer Community Plan provides {or development of Jand within the Riolo Vineyard Specific |
Plan area and within the Community Plan area. The development visions for the specific plan area expressed in the
Community Plan include low-density residential development and two commercial centers, localed along PFE Road
with its intersections with Want Avenue and Walerga Road. The proposed project would provide for a level of
growth beyond that anticipated in the Community Plan by allowing up to 933 dwelling units, as opposed to the
approximately 650 units envisioned in the Community Plan. This would introduce an unanticipated increase in
population of approximaiely 670 persons within the proposed project area.

Stal} parcels of undeveloped or vacant land lie south of PFE Road, west of Watl Avenue, and within the Dry Creek
floodplain. The lands surrounding the proposcd Plan Area are currently undergoing rapid development. Except for
areas withim the 100-year floodplain of Dry Creek, surrounding lands are identified for low-deusity residential
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development. The largest component of envisioned development identified for the immediately surrounding area in
the Community Plav s the Placer Vinevards Specific Plan area. As approved, Placer Vineyvards will change the
character of the western portion of the Community Plan arca from rural 10 urban.

Current Constraints to {erowel

As discussed in the EIR. there are {few principal constraints 1o substantial new growth in the viciaity of the study
area. Surrounding parcels are designated for Low-Density Development or other urban uses. Such land use
designations anlicipate growth, they do not provide a constraint (o growth. Portiens of the surrounding area rely on
individual sepiic systems. Water and sewer pipelines serve portions of the Community Plan area froin the west, up
10 Walerga Road. Addinonal growth would require extensiens of these services, including (depending on location)
annexaiion inlo PCWA™S Zone | and into the West Dryv Creck (Basin SA) service area of the Dry Creek Wastewaler
Treatment Plant. These are modest constraints, as are the existing two-lane roadways in the Community Plan arca
that cannot adequately support a substantial increase in traffic. Therefore, the present lack ofmfrdstmcture 15 niot
considered a substanual constraint to growtly

Removal of Srowth Constraints

1f 1he Applicant consiructs the necessary infrastructure o extend water, sewer, gas and electricity o support the
specific plan area, the modest constraint 1o growth afforded by tack of water and sewer service would be removed,
More substantively, il planned improvements (o roadways surrounding the Plan Area are constructed, the additional
“capacity of improved roadways would remove a constraini 10 growth,

XI. PROJECT ALTERNATIVES

These findings address wheiher the various allemarives lessen or avold any of the significant unavoidable impacts
associated with the project and consider the feasibility of each alternative, Under CEQA, “*'(fleasible’ means
capable of being accemplished 1n a successtul mananer within a reasonable period of time, taking ino account
econoimic, environmental, legal. social, and technological factors.” (CRQA Guidelines § 13364} The coucept of
feasibility permits agency decisionmakers 10 consider the extent to which an altemative is able 1o meet some or all
ol a project"s objectives. In addition, the definiion of leasibility encompasses desirabibiy 1o the extent that an
agency’'s determination of inleasibility represents a reasonable balancing of competing economic, environmental,
soctal, and technological factors,

As stated in Scetion 15126.6(a) of the CEQA Guidelines, the primary intent ol the alternatives evaluation in an EIR
is 1o
' describe a range ol reasonable alternatves 1o the project, or 10 the lecation of the project, which would
teasibly attain most of the basic objectives of the project but would avoid or substantially lessen any of the
signilicant effects of the project, and cvaluate the comparative merits of the alternatives.”

‘The feasibihity of an alternative may be determined based on a variety of factors including, but not limiled to, site
suitability, economic viability, availability of infrastructure, General Plan consisiency, other plans or repulatory
limitations, Junsdictional boundanes, and siie accessibility and centrol {CEQA Guidelines Section 13126.6(0{1)}.

The Board of Supervisors has considered the Project Alternatives presented and analyzed in the EIR and presenied
during the coimment penod and public bearing process. Some of these Allermatives have the potential to avoid or
reduce certain significamt or potentially signilicant environmental impacts, as set forth below. The Board of
Supervisors finds, based on specific cconomig, legal, social, technological, or other considerations, that these
Alternatives are infeasible and/or would not satisfy project objectives (e1t 1er in whole ot significant part). Lach
Allernative and the Facts supporting the finding of infeasibility of each Alternative are set forth below.
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. ALTERNATIVES CONSIDERED AND DISMISSED FROM FURTHER CONSIDERATION

Consistent with CEQA, primary consideration was given 10 alternatives that would reduce sigmificant impacts while
still mecting maost of the project objectives. Those alternatives thar would have impacts identical to or more severe
than the project, oi that would not meet niost of the project objectives (either in whole or in signiticant part), were
rejected from lurther consideration. Aliernatives exceeding the significance thresholds for the atorementioned issue
areas would not substantially lessen any significant environmental impacts identified in the EIR and were rejected
from further apalyvsis,

1. . Onsite Alternatives

The significant impacts of the preposed project are associaled with a change in land use and associated changes in
the visual character of the Plan Arca, fill in the floodplain, increased traffic and an associated decrease in air quality
and merease in noise, and current Tack of adequate school capacity to meet the needs of projected residents.

The County worked to identify onsite alternatives that would avoid or substantially lessen any of these significant
effects. The elforts centered on reducing the project footprint, avoiding fill in the floodplain, and decreasing the
density within the Plan Area. A reduction in density of 50 percent of the proposed project was considered, but
eliminated because it would not be likely to produce enough revenue to construct the required water, sewer,
recycled water and roadway infrastructure, or provide sufficient revenue for the maintenance ol public open-space
areas and park lacihities, infrastructure, and public services. Given that the Plan Area lies between nwo roadways
destined 1o become major arterials, Watt Avenue and Walerga Road, the Plan Area is a good candidate for more
dense development in accordance with the Sacramento Arca Counell of Government’s Blueprint for Regional
Growzh, and a substantially reduced density alternative beyond those analyzed in the IR would nat be consistent
with-those principles, -

2. DIifsite Alternatives

Ve West Placer/ 31y Creek Community Plan identifies the Plan Area for future residential and commercial uscs,
and requires that o Specific Plan be prepared prior to approving development. There are no reinaining areas within
the Community Plan area that could feasibly accommodate a project of this size. One of the objectives identified in
the Riglo Vinevards Specific Plan is o contorm to the Placer Coungy General Plan and Dry Creek/West Placer
Community Plan, which designate the proposed project area for urban development. Development outside of the
Community Plan area would not achieve the goals and policies of the Community Plan, and would instead amount
te a reconsideration of the leng range planning decision the Community Plan represents.

CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6(03(2)(A) states that the key question and first step in analysis s whether any of
the stgnificant effects of the project would be avoided or substantially lessened by pulting the project in another
tocation. Only lncations that would avoid or substantially lessen any of the significant effects of the project nacd be
considered for incluston in the EIR. Development of the project at an alternative site would include the same uses
and, therefore, many of same ¢ilects would stll occur. An alternative location would generally displace, but not
necessarily climinate, the impacts identified [or the Project,

The significant and unavoidable environmental impacts of the project on air quality and loss of agricultural land
would not be aveided if the project were located at an alternative location. The Plan Area is located in an area
served by existing regional infrastructure and anerial roadways, and is located adjacent to existing urban
development in Sacramento County, as well as existing and planned urban arcas within Placer County.
Development of the proposed project at an alternative location within Placer County would require the extension of
additional infrastructure and public services compared to the project site, and would not represent an efficient use of
cxisting public investments. In addition, ap offsite alternative would require an expansion of urban uses to areas
within Placer County that are designated under the Gereral Plan for agriculiural use or 1o areas unsuitable for
development compared 1o the project site due to environmental or habitat constramis. For these reasons, an offsite
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alternative was notdentiNned n this Drafl EIR.
B. ALTERNATIVES CONSINDERED IN THE EIR

The EIR prevides a comparative analysis of the merits of aliernatives 1o the proposed project pursuang 10 Section
15120.6 of the stale CEQA Guidelines, as amended. The purpose ol the alternatives analysis is 1o explam
polentially feasible ways to avond or iminimize significant effeats of the project. Accordimg to the CREOQA Guidelines,
the EIR need only cxamine m detail those altematives that could feasibly meet most of the basic objectives of the
project. When addressing feasibility, the CEQA Guidelines Section 13126.6 states that “among the factors that may
be aken into account when addressing the feasibility of alternatives are site suitability, economic viability,
avarlabibty ol infrastructure, general plan consistency, Jurisdictional boundaries, and whether the applicant can
reasonably acquire, controld or otherwise have access to aliernative sites.” The CEQA Guidelines also specify thal
the alternatives discussion should not be remote or speculative, and need not be presented mthe same level of detail
as the assessment of the proposed project.

Therefore, based on the CEQA Guidelines, several factors need to be comsidered in determining the range of
alternatives 1o he analyzed In an FIR and the leve! of analyvtical detail that should be provided for cach altemative.
These factors include: (1) the nature of the significam impacts of the proposed project; {2} the ability of aliernatives
1o avoid or lessen the significant impacts associated with the project; (3} the abifity of the alternatives to meet the
objectives of the project; and (4) the feasibility of the allematives. These factors would be unigque for each project.
These considerations narrowed the allernatives for analysis m the FIR to those described below. This analysis
primarily evaluates alternatives for their ability to climinate or substantially redece residual (post-mitigation)
imipacts or oftects aitributed to the proposed project and the impactls of mitigation measures.

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

s  Alernative 1A; No Development Allemative
¢  Allernative 1B: Comumunity Man Development Alternative

Three additional project alternatives, described below, were selected to represent the range of project options for
purpases of evaluating environmental impacts. In addition 1o the No Project Allernatives, projectaltematives
include the following:

e Alternative 2: Floodplain Encroachment Avoidance Alternative
o Altermnative 3 Reduced Density Aliernative
s Alternative «: Clustered Development Alternative

Alternatives 2, 3, and 4 analvzed in the LIR were considered as potentially feasible scenarios for.different
development at the site, Together with the two No Project sub-alternatives, the analyses capture a reasonable range
of site alternatives, fram continuation of the existing conditions to other development that mught reasonably oceur.

1. Alternative 1A - No Development Alternative
Deseription

CEQA requires the evaluation of the comparative impacts of the "No Project™ ajternative. (CEQA Guidelines
Section 13126.6(e)(1}). The No Development Aliernative describes an alternative in which no development would
oecur on the project site and the uses on the site would remain the same as under existing conditions. Under the No
Development Alternarive, the project site would likely continue 1o be used for agriculiural production and open
space. The site-specific impacts of the No Development alternative are best described by the existing conditions
presented in the environmental setiing sections of the RIR.
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Analvsis ol the Alternative's Ability to Reducee Significant Unaveidable Project inpacts

The No Development altemative would produce no changes on the pigject sate, effectively eliminating those project
impacts discussed in the EIR. Because the site would remain in its current condition, there would be no
environmeutal impacts associated with introducing buildings and people into an area thal 13 curently undeveloped.
There would be no proposed cancelation of a Williamson Act contract. Under the Ne Development Alternative,
theie would be no change in the existing visual environment. No light sources would be created and there would be
no change to the existing visual character of the project site. There would be no increase in air pollutants associated
with project construction nor an merease in pollutants associated with more vehicles accessing the area. The loss of
productive agricultural land would not occur. There would be no increase in noise associated with project
construction and/or any noilse mpacts associated with future operational activities. Greenhouse gas emissions thal
could contnbute 10 global warming would remain the same. Under this altemative, the number of vehicles accessing
the site would not change: therefore, there would be no eperational impacts to the surrounding roadway network er
frecway.

L Alternative 1B - Commaunity Plan Development Alternative

Dreseription

Scction 13126(e) of the CEQA Guidelines also refers 1o anatysis of “what would reasonably be expected to occur
the foveseeable future if the project was not approved based on current plans and consistent with available
infrastruciure and community services.”™ As a result of the existing Dy Creek/West Placer Commuynity Flan land
use designations applicable to the project site, it 1s anticipated that development on the project site would be
reasonably expected 10 oecur in the foresecable future if the proposed project were not approved.

Under this alternative, the Plan Area would be built out under the permitted conditions described in the Community
Plan. The Community Plan designates portions of the project site as Low Density Residential (1. DR}, Open Space,
and Commerciat, and notes the need for cemetery expansion. It identifies about 230 uptand acres for LDR uses.
This altermative assumes that 650 L.DR lots could be developed on approximately 230 upland acres within the Plan
Arca under the existing Community Plan. This alicrnative assumes that the minimum lot size standards and the
density transfer provisions of the Community Plan (sce Community Plan pages 41 and 46) wouid be applied to
development an the project site,

Analysis of the Alternative's Ability to Reduce Sionificant Uinavoidable Project Impacts

This aliernative is environmentally superior o the proposced project in most respects. It would, by definition, meet
the project ohjectives related to implementing the Connty’s Genered Play and Dy Creed/West Plucer Comnnuriiy
Plan. 1t would meet many but not all of the Applicant’s objectives as well. It would not fully meet the [ollowing
abjectives: preservation of agricultural uses, enhancement of trail connectivity, enhancement of smart growth
principles and the Sacramento Area Council of Guvemment’s Blueprint for Regional Growrh, and providing a full
range of housing densities and product choices, including medium and high density residential development.

This Alternative would convert existing land use designated Open Space 1o urban land uses. 1n a similar but less
intense manner than the proposed project. The alternative would devote Jess acreage for residential units (230 acres)
and more acreage for commercial uses (26.1 acres) than the proposed project (265.6 acres for residential units and
7.5 for acres for commercial uses). The combined acreage of both residential and commercial uses for the
Community Plan Development Altemative would be 256.1 acres, which is 7.5 acres less than the combined acreage
of residential and commereial uses for the proposed project (273.1 acres). Impacts related to conversion of land use
from agricultural and open space to urhan uses would be less than significant under this altemative, although
Altemative 1B would not incorporate Agriculiural-10 parcels where agricultural uses would be contnued, as would
the proposed project,
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Under this Alternative, lempuorary and leeng-term visual napacts due 1o constiucthion would be snmilar but hikelv not
Fast as long as undor the proposed project, since the number of dwelling wnits under this Alternative would he
reduced by approximately 30 percent. View obstrugtion and change to tandscape characrer for motonists on adjacent
roadways as well as visual mtrusion and adverse change iy visual character due (o new residences i views from”
Rosewville Cemetery would also be simifar.

This Alernative would generate approximalely 837 fewer weeicday daily wips than the proposed project. Overall,
the impacts o transporiation would be less than the proposed project. However, cven with mitigation similar to that
identified for the proposed project, impacts to transportaton and circulation under this Ahernarive would still hikely
be significant.

Constraction of this Alternative would be expected to generate fewer emisstons over the full duration of the
construction activities and would be expected to generate the same or fewer emissions duning the peak day of
construction. Similar to the proposed project, shor-tenn constroction impacts would likely be significant. During
operations, this Alemnative would generate 837 {fewer inps than the proposed project because, although there would
be approxumately 30 percent fewer lots, the increase in commercial land use would provide additional trips as
compared to the commercial rips generated by the proposed project. This Altermative would generate
approximatcly § pereent fewer criteria pollutant emissions. Assuming these reductions in emission sources, the
aperational emissions of NOX, ROG, and CO would sult be significant.

Allernative 1B would generate 837 fewer trips than the proposed project. Therefore, noise levels due 1o the trips
toffrom the Plan Area can reasonably be expected to he less than for the proposed project, Mitigation measures
identified for the proposed project would be applicable to Alternative 1B. Noise impaets would be less than
significant, unlike the proposed project. With respect to noise, Alternative 113 would regull in a lesser degree of
unpact than the propnsed project.

3. Alternative 2 - Flopdplain Encroachment Avoidance Alternative

Drescription

Under Allernative 2, developinent would not encreach into the Qloodplain. The six Agriculiural Residential parcels
under the proposed project would not be developed, and thus this alternative would not provide tor management of
this portion of the project site for agncultural use. With the exception of the loss of these 6 proposed units and the
Dy Creck Class 1 trail system proposed under the project, the leve] of development would remain the same under
Altemative 2, resulting ina land plan with a greaier density of development on a per-acre basis than under the
praposed project. In addition, Alternative 2 would lunit internal site connectivity by omifuiag the proposed crossing
ol the Sputhern Tributary of Dry Creek.

Analysis of the Alternative’s Ability to Reduce Signilicant Unavoidable Project Tmpacis

Alteruative 2 would convert existing land use designated Open Space to urban land uses, in a sinilar but less
intense ntanner than the proposed project. Compared 1o the proposed project, this aliernative would construct the
same number ot dwelling units on 30 percent fewer acres, resulting in higher density, Alternative 2 would create
58 .5 acres of agricultural Tand use, as compared to 91,1 acres of agricullure and Agricultural-10 land uses under the
proposed project, and would provide a 83 percent increase in land devoted to open space and recreation purposes,
(l.andscape corridor acreages arc not calculated in open space and recreation uses for the proposed project.) This
alternative would be similar to the proposed project with respect to compatibility of the "lan Area with adjacent
uses and would better iImplement the vision of the West Placer Dy Creek Community Plan with respect to allowing
no development in the floodplain, but would not preserve most existing agriculture nor would it provide as much
opportuntties for agricuiture as the proposed project. Permanent toss of {annland, and the Williamson Act Comracl
cancellation, would be signiticant and unavoidable impacts of Altemative 2 {(similar to the proposed project), With
respect o land use, Altemative 2 would result in a greater degree of impact than the proposed project.
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Under Alternative 2, emporary and long-tarm visval impacts due o construction would be similar 1o the praposed
project. View obstrucnion and change to landscape character for motorists on adjacent roadways as well as visnal
intrusion and adverse change in visual characret duc 10 new residences in views from Roseville Cemetery would
alse be similar, assuming thai new public access to open space comparable ro that idenntfied under the proposed
project would be provided.

Alternative 2 would generate approximately 72 fewer weekdav dailv wrips than the proposed project. Due to the
change in connecuvity mternal to this alterpative, there would be approximately 700 more trips using the middle.
half of PFE Road between Watt Avenue and Walerga Road. Some of these trips would be addinonal tuming
movements at the Watt Avepue/PTE Road inmersection. At the Watt Avenue end of PFE Road, there would be
approximately 900 more trips, because vehicles traveling nemb on Watt Avenue would travel along PFE Road 10
enler the site, rather than using a Watt Avenue entrance 10 gel e internal cennector reads. Approximately 200 of
these trips are included in the 700 trips on PFE Road described abowve, and the rest would be entering the western
portion of the site from PFE Road. Other roadway and intersection impacts duning project operation would be
nearly the same as for the proposed project. Overall, the impacts (o transportation would be similar. Even with
mitigation similar to that identified for the proposed project, impacts to transportation and circulation under this
alternative would still be significant, especially under cumulative conditions, similar 1o the proposed project.

Under Allernative 2, the leve] of construction activity weuld Likely be similar 1o the proposed project, since the
same number of units would be constracted. Therefore construction of this allemative would be expected to
gencrale similar emissions over the full duration of the construction aciivities. Similar o the proposed project,
shor-term copstruction impacts would likely be significant. Dunng operations, Alternative 2 would generate 72
fewer trips than the proposed project. This is not substantially different from the proposed projéct (less than |
percent). Since the number of dwelling units, new vehicle trips and area sources would all expected 10 be similar to
the proposed project, Alternative 2 would result in similar emissions as the proposed project during project
operation. '

Atternative 2 would geperale 72 fewer wrips than the propased project. Therefore, noise levels due to the trips
to/from the Plan Arca can reasonably be expecled o be similar. Mitigation measures identified or the proposed
project would be applicable to Alternative 2. Noise impacts would be significant, similar to the proposed project.

4. Alternative 3 - Reduced Density Alternative

Deseription

Alternalive 3 assumes that residenual land uses would be reduced in density as compared to the proposed project,
but that development would occur within the same land arc as propoesed under the project. Residential land uses
would be 62 percent of the proposed project within approximately the same [ootprint. This alternative was
formulated to lessen or avold the significant traftic impacts of the proposed project by reducing the amount of
development. 10 would also reduce several of the project impacts related o air quality and noise. All residential
products would be single-family housing except for the high-density residential area in the southwest comer of the
Plan Arca, which would satisty the County’s affordable housing requirements. The six Agricultural-10 parcels
proposed ender the proposed project would not be allowed, and thus would not be managed for agriculiural use.
Orher features of the proposed project would remain under Altemative 3, although the acreage of inproved park
tacilities within the project site would be reduced as a result of the reduction in population under this altermative.

Analvsis of the Alternative's Ability to Reduce Significant Unavoidable Projcct Impacts

Alternative 3 would convert existing land use designated Open Space to urban uses, In a similar but less intensc and
less dense manner than the proposcd praject. The alternative would result in slightly more land developed for
residential units due 10 a reduction in park acreage and landscape corridors, as cornpared to the proposed project.
[mpacts related 1o pennanent loss of fanmland, and the Williamson Act Contract cancellation would remain
significant under this alternative, and would be more severe than ender the proposed project because of the
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prepased Agricultural- 10 parcels under the proposed project.

Under Alernative 3, temporary and long-term visaal impacts due t construction would be stenilar but likely not iast
as long as under the proposed project, since the number of dwelbing units under this alternative would be reduced by
approximately 30 porcent. View obstruction and change 1o landscape character for motorists on adjacent roadways
as well as visual mtrusion and adverse change in visual character due w new residences in views from Roseville
Cemetery wauld also be similar, assuming comparable open space access, landscape setbacks on adjoining roads,
préeservation of onsile apen space, and other similar features of the proposed project.

Aliernanve 3 would generate approximately 2,515 fewer trips than the proposed project. Constructhion fraffic
irnpacts would be less because there would be less development under this alternative, With approximately 20
percent fewer trips than the proposed project, roadway and intersection imipacts during project operation would be
Jess severe than the propased project, Overall, the impacts to transportation would be less than the proposed project.
However, even with mitigation similar 10 that identihied for the proposcd project, inpacts to iransportation and
circulation under this alternative would still be significant, especially under cumulative conditions. With respect to
transportation and circulation, Alernative 3 would resuit in a lesser degree of impact than the proposed project.
With lewer dwelling units, it would contribute fess to the waffic CIP to make transportation improvements that are
nceded on a cumulative basis with or without the proposed project.

Under Alternative 3, the length of construction activity would likely be less than for the proposed project, This is
hecause lewer units would be constructed. The peak construction period could have the same level of actvity or
lzss than the proposed project. Similar 1o the propesed project, short-term construction impacts would hkely be
significant. uring operations, Altemative 3 would generate 2,313 fewer rips than the proposed project. Allemative
% would generate approximately 20 percent fewer critéria pollutant emissions. Since this alternative would include
30 percent fewer dwelling units, there would be a 30 percent reduction in the sources of non—transportation-related
operational emissions. Assuming these reductions in cmission sources, the operational emissions of NOX, ROG,
and CO would still be significant. The PM, 4 aperational emissions would be less than significant.

Alternalive 3 would generate 2,513 Tewer trips than the propesed project. Therefore, noise levels duc to the trips
w/from the Play Arca can reasonably be expecied to be less than for the proposed project. Mitigation measures
identified for the proposed project would be applicable to Alternative 3, Nowse unpacts would be significant at one
location along Walerga Road and potentially at some locatons along PFE Road, as 1s the case with the proposed
project,

5. Alterpative 4 — Clustered Development Alternative

Deseription

Alternative 4 would include the same number of residential units as the proposed project, resulting in higher
development densities within a reduced development footprind, resulting in more open space. Compared 1o the
proposed project, this alernative would provide increased pumber of medium- and high density residential vpirs,
while reducing the level of low-density, single-Lumnily residences within the project site. This alternauve would
include affordable housing in accordance with County requirements and a tiail system similar 16 the proposed
project, s well as a commercial land use i the somheastern comer of the stte. This alternative would provide for
the expansion of the cemetery, The six Agricultural-1¢ parcels proposed under the proposed project would not be
allowed, and thus would not be managed lor agricultural use. The intent of this alternative is 1o reduce impacts
associated with the conversion of open spaces arcas within the project sile to urban uses.

Analysis of the Alternative's Ability to Reduce Significant Unavoidahle Project Impacts

Alternative 4 would convert existing {and use designated Open Space te urban land vses, in a denser manner on
substanitially fewer acres than the proposed project. The alternative would develop the same number of residential
units as the proposed project on nearly half of the acreage ident:fied under the proposed project. Almost atl of this
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development would be outside of the 1ry Creck flaodplain. This alternative would reduce land designated for
agricultural activities by 27 percent compared 1o the proposed project. Tt would include 114 percent more tand for
open space and recreational uses than the proposed project. Impacts related to permarnent loss of fanmland would be
reduced as compared 10 the proposed project, but would remamn signthicant under this alternative. This alternative
would be different than the proposed project with respect to compatibility of the Plan Area with adjacent uses and
mplementation of the Community Plan, because while i1 would preserve substanuially more open space and land in
agricultural production, . would provide a much more compact, urban feel with a 141 percent increase in density
within the area being developed. This would result in reduced compatibility with adjacent land uses as conpared (o
the proposed project.

Under Altemative 4, temporary and long-term visual impacts due to construction would be simtlar to the proposed
project. View obstruction and change to landscape character for motorists on adjacent roadways would be reduced
as compared to the proposed project. Because less open space would be convented to development, there is the
potential for this allemative to preserve greater scenic resources than the proposed project and thus be visually
superior, assurning that comparable public access were provided, and similar site design standards were

. incorporated.

Alternative 4 would generate approximately 700 fewer weekday daily trips than the proposed project, because
hightr density development generates fewer trips than low-density development on a per-unit basis. Construction
traffic impacts would depend cn phasing in this aiternative. Concentrating development in a smaller area could
reduce constraction traffic because more high-density residential uses could be constructed fasier than the same
number of low-density residential units, With approximately 6 pereent fewer trips than the proposed project,
roadway and intersection impacts during project operation would be less severe than the proposed project.
However, even with mitigation similar to that identified for the proposed preject, impacts to transportation and
circulation vnder this altemative would still be significant. especially under cumulative conditions.

Under Alternative 4, the level of construction activity would likely be simiiar to the proposed project, since the
same number ot units would be constructed. Thercfore construction of this altemative would be expected 1o

- generate similar emisstons over the full duration of the construction activities. Similar 10 the proposed project,
short-term construction impacts would Likely be significant, During operations, Alternative 4 would generate 700
fewer weekday daily trips than the proposed project. Altermative 4 would therefore gencrate approximately 6
percent lewer criteria poliutant emissions than the proposed project. Assuming these reduclions in emission sources,
the operational emissions of NOX, ROG, C0, and PM g would still be significant. The number of dwelling unis
would be similar to the proposed project, so area sources, such as consumer products and landscaping, would be
expecled 1o be sinnlar Lo the proposed project.

Alternative 4 would generate approximately 700 fewer trips than the proposed projeci. Therefore, noise levels-due
1 the trips wlrom the Plan Arca can reasonably bu expected to be less than for the proposed project. Mitigation
measures dentificd or the proposed project would be applicable 1o Alternative 4. Noise impacts would be
significant for one receptor location on Walerga Road-and potentially at some locations along PFE Road, similar to
the proposed project.

6. Comparative Evaluation of the Project and Alterpatives to Satisfy Proposed Project
Objectives

This section of the Findings examines whether (or 1o what extent} each of the Allernatives sclected for more
detailed analysis mects the proposed project’s objectives. As described earlier in these findings, the concept of
"feasibility" encompasses the question of whether a panicular altemative or mitigation measure promotes the
underlying goals and objectives of a project. (Sequoyah Hills Homeowners Assn. v. Ciry of Qakland {1993) 23

Cal. AppAth 704,715.) "[Fleasibility' under CEQA encompasses ‘desirability’ to the extent that desirability is based
on a reasonable balancing of the relevant economic, environmental, social, and technelogical factors.” (City of Del
Mar v, Ciry of San Diego (1982) 133 Cal App 3d 410, 417}
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L. Implement the Couney’s General Phan and Dry Creek/West Placer Community Plan, which designate
the proposed project arca for urban development. Aliernative 1A, the no development alterative, would
not saiisly this objective. The remaining alternatives involve the development of urban uses on the projeci
site, and would achieve this objective in a comparable manner. [0 s recognized that with the exception of
Alternative 18, the Communny Plan Development alternative, the propased project and the remaining
alternatives would require amendments to the vy Crech/West Placer Commumity [lan o be implemented.

2. Preserve the scenic Dy Creck riparian corridor and enhance trail connectivity to complement a
regional recrcation corridor for bicyele, pedestrian, and cquestrian users. Because of the floodplain
topography adjacent to Dry Creek, the riparian comridor would he preserved under all of the altemmatives.
However, under Alternanve 14, the no-development alternative, the objective ol a connected recreational
trail corridor would not implemented. A corridor trail does not currently exist along Dry Creek within the
project arca, and Alternative 14 would maintain the status quo in this regard. [t 1s assumed thal a trail
facility would be constructed under anv of the remaining alternatives, in light of Conunuaity Plan
requirements for this facility.

3. Provide a well-designed community with neighborhood identity in ¢lose proximity to jobs and services

~in Placer and Sacramente Counties. By retaining the project arca as undeveloped land, Allernative 1A
would not achieve this objective. Alternatives 1B and 3 would achieve this objective 1o a reduced exient
when compared to the preposed project. in that fewer residents would be placed in ¢lose proximity 10
extsiing johs and services in Placer and Sacramento Counties. Given the higher population of residents
associaled with the proposed project, Alternatives 2 and 4 would achieve this objective in a comparable
manner. However, Alternatives 2 and 4, by eliminating Agricultural-10 parcels proposed by the project,
represent a greater departure from the existing agricultural tdentity of the area that the project secks to
preserve.

4, Create a high-quality environment containing a mix of residential, open-space, and récreationat land
uses in an overall design that advances “smart growth” principles. By retaining the project area as
undeveloped land, Alternative A would not achicve this objective. Alternatives 113 and 3 would achieve
this objective to a reduced extent when compared o the proposed project. The simalier population associated
with these alternatives would result in a reduced opportunity to capitalize om the location of the project area
in relation to existing developed areas to reduce sprawl, While Alternative 4 could be said to exemplify
“smart growih’” principles among the aliernatives analyzed, the net effect on a yegional level would be the
same as the proposed project, in that the number ol propesed units would be the sume.

5. Design a preject that minimizes encroachment indo the existing 100-vear floodplaip in the plan area
while balancing the bousing needs and densities of the SACOG Blueprint process and the character of
the tocal community. The proposed project proposes minor encroachment and 1ill into the existing 100-year
fleadplain of 1ry Creck. This {ill is necessary in order to facilitate the roadway design of the project
{including imernal connection} and (e provide building sites for residences on Agricultural-10 parcels.
Alterative 1A would maintain the exjsting floedplain bul would not meet any of the housing needs identified
by the Counry General Plan, the Community Plan, or the SACOG Blueprint. Aliernative 113 would avoid fill
in the floodpiain, allowing for a density transfer, but the realization of only 650 units under this alternative
would reduce auamment of housing ehjectives 1o a significant degrec. Alternative 2 would also avotd fill in
floodplain areas but would increase density within developed areas to compensate for the reduction in
developed acreage. This increase in development density would resull in a greater departure {rom the
character of the local community than the propesed project. Allemative 3 would invelve fill in the
floodplain to approximately the same extent as the proposed project (excluding the Agricultural-190 building
pads), but similar 1o Alternative 1B would result in a reduced attainment of housing objectives, Alternative 4
would achieve the howsing objectives to the same degree as the project but, as a result of the increase in
High- and Medium-Density Residential uses, would do so at the expense of connunity character.
Aliernatives 18, 2, 53, and 4 would not provide for Agricultural-10 parcels and would not preserve or
mainiain historical agricultoral vse within the Specific Plan, which is a delining characteristic of the local

Riola Vinevard Specilic Plan 117

Findings of Fac and j Lfﬁ_
Statement of Overmndeg Consideralosn



COMMuUAIyY.

6. Provide for tnereased residential densities in areas presenily planned for wrban growth and
development with accessible infrasiructure, consistent with areawide infrastructure plans and growth
policies identified in SACOG s Blueprint for Regional Growth. The project arca 1s currently planned for
urban growah and development by the Dy Creek/West Placer Communiry Plan. By retaining the project
area as undeveloped land, Alternative 1A would not achieve this abjective. Allernatives 1B and 3 would
achicve this objective 10 a reduced exient when cotnpared w the proposed project, 1n that fewer residents
would be placeéd in close proximity to existing jobs and services and existing accessible infrastructure. Given
the higher popttlation of residents associated with the proposed project, Alternatives 2 and 4 would achicve
this objective in s comparable manner.

7. KHeduce growth pressures on outlying aveas of Placer County by efficiently utilizing the project avea to
accommodate residential growth and development. The project area is currently planned for urban
growth and development by the Dy Creek/West Placer Community Plan. By retaining the project arca as
undeveloped land, Allermative 1A would nof achieve tns objective and would increase growth pressures on
land farther from existing urbanized areas in Placer County. Altematives 1B and 3 would achieve this
ehjective to some extent, but would increase growth pressarcs on outlying areas when compared to the
proposed project. Given the higher population of residents assoctated with the proposed project, Alternatives
2 and 4 would achieve this objective in a comparable manner.

8. Incorporate an appropriate level of medium- and high-density residential-develepment 1o take
advantage of the proximity of the proposed project area to region-serving arterials and support
opportunities for transil to scrve the proposed development. The project sile is located along War
Avenue, Walerga Road, and PFE Road, which are or will become major arterials as development of west
Placer County conlinues. These arterialy are expected to become transit routes, Watt Avenuc is planped to
provide Bus Rapid Transit lanes in each direction, dedicated exclusively to transit use. Alternative 1A would
not provide any development of the site, and would not achieve this objective. Alicmative 1B would retain
the Commercial designation applicable to the parcel on the northeast corner of Wait and PFE Road, but the
size ol this parcel (3.2 gross acres) would not generally be saitable for commercial uses that covld be served
by transit patrons. Instead, it would be expected thai. commercial uses in this location would be in the form
ol a service station, fast food restaurant, or other service uses that would be visited by vehicles instead of
transit users. As a result, Alternative | B would not take advantage of future transit opportunities 1o the same
extent as the project. Alternative 2 proposes lHigh-Density Residential development in the samie amount and
at the samie locaton as the proposed project and would achieve this objective to the same extent. By
reducing the level of High- Density Residential development, Alternative 3 would achieve this objective to &
reduced extent when compared to the proposed project or Alternative 2. Alternative 4 would provide
substantially more High- and Medium-Density Residential devélopment than the proposed project and
would achieve this objective (o a higher extent, albeit at the expense of achugving other project objectives.

9. Provide for a cohesive plan of development that mmaximizes internal connectivity within the project
area for pedestrian, bicvele, and vehicular travel. A goal of the proposed project is (o reduce vehicle trips
on surreunding anterial roadways by crealing intemal connectivity within the Specific Plap arca. Alternative
LA would not provide any development of the site-and would not achieve this shjective. Tt 1s noted thar
Altermative 1A does not contribute additional trips to arterial roadways because it would preserve existing
conditions. Allernatives |B and 2 would not provide a roadway connection over the Southern Tributary;
they would require vebicle trips on PFE Road to connect the east and west development areas on the site,
and would not provide internal connectivity to pedestrians. Altemnatives 3 and 4 would provide this roadway
and sidewalk connecoion, as does the proposed project, and would achieve this objective to a similar degree.

10, Provide for a full range of housing densities and product choices affordable to all income levels.
Alternative 1A would not provide for development of additional housing on the project site and would not
achieve this objective. Alternative 1B would provide for approximately 630 residenual units. However,
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under the existing Community Plan, residential development wanld be exclusively large-lot single family
parcels, which would not result in a range ol densities or housing alfordable to mulliple income lovels,
Altermanve 2 would provide for a mix of residential densities similar 10 the propased project and would
achieve this vbjective to a similar degree, Allermative 3 would provide a similar mix of densites as the
project, hut the reduction in the number of (otal units under this allemative limits the achievement of this
ohjective when compared to the praposed project or Allernative 2. Alternative 4 would significantly increasc
Fligh- and Medium-Density Residential housing on the site, while reducing Low-Density Residenual
development. This altemative would increase atffordable housing opportunitics when corupared to other
alternatives. at the expense ot bewng a substantive departure from the Commumity Plan.

11, Provide a comprehensively planned project that offers maximum feasible protection of sensitive
environmental habitat and resources. As Altemative 1A praposcs to maintain existing conditions on the
site, this allernative would hikely maximze protection and preservation of existing habital resources.
However, it should noted be that this Altemative wouid not preclude intensification ol agricultural
operations on the site, including areas of existing sensitve habitat such as wetlands. Depending on the
nature of future agricultural operations, the existing foraging value of grassland habitat throughout the site
for the Swainson’s Hawk could be reduced under Alternative 1A without the need for agency approvat or
mitigation. The proposed project wounld convert existing grasstand arcas above the flondplain elevation 1o
urban use but would preserve extensive argas of grassland in the floodplain arca in perpuetaity through
dedication as open space or through land use resirictions applicable within the Agnicultural- 10 parcels.
Alternative 1B would provide for development of upland areas at a sumilar extent of acreage, albeit at a
reduced density, but would not necessarity provide for the preservation of foraging habitat values within the
floodplain area through land use restrictions. Alternatives 2 and 3 would result in a slightly greater level of
maintenance of existing habiat conditions within the floodplain area and, in this regard, satisfy this
ohjective to a greater degrec than the proposed project. Altemative 4 would maximize the amount of open
space arca preserved within the site and would achicve this ebjective to a higher degree than the proposed
project, alheit at the expense of achieving other ohjectives.

12. Create a communify that recognizes, respeets, and preserves kistoric agriculiural uses of the project
arca through aclive management within Agricultural Residential parcels. By maintaining existing
condinons, Alternative 1A would achieve this ohjective as a general matter, depending on the level of
agniculteral activity that occurs in the future. Alternatives 10, 2, 3, and 4 would not provide {or active
management of areas within the Specific Plan for agricultural purposecs (with the uceplmn of the Singh

parcel) and would not achicve this objective.

[3. Provide a planned infrastructure system with all public facilities and services necessary to meet the
necds of development with the proposed project area. By muintaining existing conditions on the project
site, Alternative 1A would neither necessitate nor provide for public {acilities or services and would not
contributé toward the achievement of this objective. Alternatives 1B and 3 would reduee development
density and thus would reduce contributions to existing and proposed County fee programs for public
facilitics identified as needed 1o serve cumulative development in West Placer County. Alternative 2, by
proposing a sittular mix and degrec of development as the proposed project, would achieve this objective to
the sume extent as the project. Alternative 4 would provide the same number of units as the proposed project
but would be weighted heavily 1oward Medium- and High-Density Restdential unhs, which typically
maintain a lower property value and assessment on 4 per unit basis than Low-Density units or Agricultural-
1) parcels.

14. Provide a sufficient number of residential unats within the project area to support necessary

improvements to local and regional public facilities. By maintaining existing conditions on the project

sile, Altermative LA would neither necessitate nor provide for public tacilities or services and would not
contribute toward the achievement of this abjective. Alicrnatives 1B and 3 would reduce development
density and thus would reduce contnbuotions to existing and proposed County fee programs for public
facilities identified as needed to serve cumalative development in the West Placer County regron. When
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compared 1o the proposed praject, the public infrastructure demands of Ahernatives 1B ar 3 are not
sigmiicant)y reduced, which resulis o a significantly higher infrastructure cost on a per-umil basis under
these alternauves Alternative 2, by proposing & similar mix and degree of development as the proposed
project, would achieve this obiective to the same extent as the project. Allemative 4 would provide the same
number of units as the proposed project but would be weighted heavily wward Medium and High-Densiry
Reswdential units, which typicatly maintain a lower property value and assessment on a per unit basis than
Low-Density or Agneultural-10 parcels and a reduced ability o spread {acilities and services costsin a
[casible manner.

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

Alternative TA is impractical and unrealistic, in the sense that the permanent preservation of status quo conditions 1s
not consistent with the General Plan and Community Plan as carrently wnitten. Despite the fact that most, 1f not all,
of the significant impacts associaled with implemesntation of the project would be reduced in significance under this
Alternative, the implementation of the No Development Alternative would fail (o achieve any of the project
objectives. The Mo Development Alternative's desirabiiity is not on batance with the project in terms of i3
coonomic, environnental, social and technological elements. The project is the more desivable choice for the
community and the region. The Board finds the No Development Alternative to be infeasible for the above reasons
and rejects it as a viable alternative to the project.

Alemative 1D would, by definition, mect the project objectives related to implementing the County’s General Plan
and Dy CreeksWest Placer Connumity Plan. Tt would not fully meet the following objectives: preservation of
agricultural uses, enhancement ol trail connectivity, enhancement of smart growth principles and the Sacramenlo
Area Council of Government’s Bluepring far Regional Growth, and providing a full range of housing densities and
product choices, including medium and high density residenttal development. The smaller population associaled
with this Alternatives would result in a reduced opportunity to capitalize on the location of the project area in
relation to existing developed arcas to reduce sprawl. Altematives 1B would not extend an internal roadway
connection through the Plan Area from Wan Avenee 10 Walerga Read, which is hecessary (o provide an alternative
means of travel hbetween these two roads m the event that PYE Road is not available, Alternatuve 1B would not
avold or subsrantially decrease-significant and unavandable impacts of the proposed project on visual quality, traffic,
and air guality. The desirability of Alternative 1B is not on balance with the project in terms of its economic,
cnvironmental, social and technological clements. The project is the more desirable choice for the community and
the region. The Board finds the Community Plan Development Alternative o be infeasible {or the above rcasons
and rejects it as a viable allernative to the project. '

Alternative 2 would meet and exceed the project objectives related to implementing the County’s Generad Plan and
Py Creeld/West Placer Companity Plan, Altermnative 4 would not meet the objectives of providing enhanced trail
conneclivity, and preservation of agricubtural uses. Avoidance of all {ill within the floodplain would eliminaie the
ability to exwend an mternal roadway connection through the Plan Arca from Watt Avenuc to Walerga Road, which
1z necessary to provide an alternative incans ol trave] between these two roads in the event that PIE Road is not
avaliable. Altevnative 2 would not avoid or substantially decrease any of the signilicant and unavoidable impacts of
the proposed project. The destrability of Aliernative 2 is not on balance with the project in termns of its economic,
environmental, social and technological elements. The project is the more desirable choice for the community and
the region. The Board finds the Floadplain Avotdance Altermative o be infeasible for the above reasons and rejects
1t as a viable altermative to the project.

Alternative 3 {Reduced Density) would incet most of the project objectives related to implementing the Coumy’s
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General Plan and Dry CreeloWest Placer Comprunity Plan. [0 would meet many but not all of the Applicant’s
abjectives as well IUwould not fully meet the following objectives: enhancement of wait connecthvity, preservalion
of agricultural uses, enhancement of smart growth principles and the Sacramente Arca Councl of Goverriment’™s
Blueprint for Regmonal Growedy, and providing a full range of housing densities and product chotces, specificalty
medium depnsity residential devetopment. U may not provide cnough development 1o create a fiscally responsible
and balanced community, and would pravide a reduced contribution to support necessary iinprovements to local
and regional pibhc facilines. In this case, the cost of the pubtic infrastructure and improvements to local and
reyional public facilitics, both new and upgrades to existing {acilities, need to be spread among a sufficient number
of homes that will be constructied and sold to make the overall project feasible from the cconomic and marketability
standpaoint, The wotal cost burden of backbone mfrastructure and impact foes for the Specific Plan site 1s estumated
1o be approximately $67.4 million, or approximately $72,200 for cach of the 933 umits proposed under the specific
plan. This infrastructure cost is approximately 18 percom of the estimated average sales price ($400,000) for a
dwelling unit 10 the Specific Plan area {Mackay and Somps, 2007). A fec and cost burden to sales price ratio of 20
percent 15 generally regarded as the upper hnit of teasibility Tor development (EPS, 2007). Linder the Reduced
Density Alternattve, backbone infrastrycture cosis would remain rovghly equivalent to the proposed project, but
would be spread over 652 unsis instead of 933, resolting 1o 2 foe and cost burden in excess of the 20 percent
threshold of feasibality. As a result, it would be impracticable to develop this allemative under existing or
loreseeable market conditions. The Board finds the Reduced Density Allernative 1o be infeasible for the above
reasons and rejects it as a viable altemative to the project.

Allernative 4 would incel the project objectives related to implementing the County’s General Plan and Dy
CreefdWest Ploacer Communy Plan, ai least in1erms of unit count. [t would provide enhancement of the following
ohjeclives as compared to the proposed project: enhancement of smart growth principles and the Sacramento Arca
Council of Government’s Rlueprint for Regional Growrh, and providing a more balanced range of housing densities
and product choices. Aftemative 4 would not provide for enhanced trail connectivity, ner would it provide for
preservation of agriculrural uses in the same manner as the proposed project. Development of the site with
substantial mediuni- and high-densiny development would result in a substantial departure [rom the established low-
density character of the Community Plan Area, Alternative 4 would provide the same number of units as the
proposed project but would be weighted heavily toward Medium and High-Density Residential units, which
typically maintain a lower property valuc and assessment on a per unit basis than Tow-Density or Agricultural-10
-parcels and a reduced ability to spread lacilities and services costs 1n a feasible manner. Alternative 4 would
maximize the amount of open space area preserved within the site and would achieve this objective to a higher
degree than the proposed project, at the expense of achicving other important objectives. The desirability ol
Alterpative 4 is not on balance with the project in terms of its economic, environmental, social and weehnologicat
elements. The project is the more desirable choice for the community and the region. The Board finds the Clusiered
Development Alternative 1o be infeasible for the above reasons and rejects it as a viable alternative to the project.

7. Environmentally Superior Alternative

Basis for Fdentifyvine Environmentally Superior Alternative

An EIR 13 required to wdentify the environmentally superior aliernative Irom amonyg the range of reasonable
alteraatives that arc evaluated. Sectign 153126.6(e){2) of the CEQA Guidelines requires that an cnvironmentally
superior alternavve be designated, and states that “if the environmnentally superior altemative is the No Project
Alternative, the EIR shali also identily an environmentally superior alternative among the other alternatives.” Tablc
16-6 1n the Draft EIR compares the five aliematives to the proposed project in terms of the impact arcas that were
-analyzed in the Revised Draflt EIR. The conclusions confained in the table are subjective and required that
Judgments be made on emphasis in some arcas of analysis.

fdentification of Environmentally Superior Alternative

The analysis in the EIR indicates that Altlemalive 1A, the No Development Alternatjve, would be the
Environmentally Superior Allemative. Among the “build™ alternatives, Alternative 3, the Reduced
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Diensity Aliermnative, was determined 1 the EIR to be the Environmemally Superior Alternative, for the reasons
discussed below,

Aldternative 2 and Allernative 4 were chiminated from consideration as the Environmentally Supenor Alternative
because they would introduce a bigher nurnber of new residents than other allernatives, which would have ripple
effects on waffic, air, neise, and public utilities and services. The development patierns in Alternative 2, the
Fioodptain Encroachment Avoidance Alternative, would avond building in the floodplain and decrease associaied
impacts in many resource arcas, including biological resources and hydrology. {ts smaller footprint would also
translate te decreascd impacis to cultural resources, seils and geology, and hazardous matenals. IMowever, as
Alwernative 2 would generate the sume number of new residents as the proposed project, it would therefore not
reduce impacts on traffic. air quality. noise or public uiihties and services as compared to most other allermatives.

Under Altemative 4, the Clustered Densily Alternative, the only developinent in the floedplain would be at the Wau
Avenuc entrance to the Plan Arca, near Walerga Road, at the internal roadway connecuion, with the Rural
Residential flag lot, and with the ultimate widening of PFE Road. This aliermative would allocate the most land for
open space, which would decrease impacts 1o bielogical resources and hydrolegy. Like Allernanive 2. its smaller
tootprint would translate to decreased hmpacts to cultural rescurces, soils and geology, and harardous materials. But
similar to Alernative 2, this alternative would generate nearly the same number of new residents as the proposed
project and Alternative 2. While clustered development tends to reduce vehicle trips and corresponding emissions of
criteria pollutants and noisc, this alernative would neveriheless generate the second highest number of vehicle trips
of all alternatives. Other impacts associated with Alternative 2 would be similar under Alterpative 4.

Allernative 1B, the Compmuamity Plan Development Aliemative, and Alternative 3, the Reduced Density Altemative,
were the strongest candidates for the Environmentally Superior Altemative. Both would gencrate approximately 70
percent of the population of the build alternatives and of the proposed project, resulting in less demand on the
transportation network and on public services. Both aliematives would concentrate most of their development
vutside of the floodplain, with Alternative 1B avolding the loodplain entirely, Alternative 1B and Allemative 3
would ailso have less acreage devoted to fanplands than the propesed project and the other two build alternatives.
This weuld result in loss of more farmland bui would further reduce impacts on hiological resources. Altemative 3
would gencrate substanially fewer vehicle trips than all of the other alternatives. This would reduce but not
eliminate sigmficant impacts of the proposed project and all of the other altematives related o traffic congestion, air
quality, and noise. It would also result in less demand on public utilities and services. For these reasons, Alternative
3, the Reduced Density Allernative, i1s found (o be the Environmentally Superior Allemative.

XL FINDINGS RELATED TO THE RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN LOCAL SHORT-TERM TSES OF
THE ENVIRONMENT AND MAINTENANCE AND ENHANCEMENT OF LONG-TERM
PRODUCTIVITY,

Rased on the LIR and the entire record befare the Board of Supervisors, the Board of Supervisors makes the
following findings with respect to the project’s balancing of local short tenm uses ol the chvironment and the
maintenance of long werm productivity:

a. As the Project is implemented, certaim impacis would cceur on a short-term level. Such short term
impacts are discussed fully above, as well as in the EIR document. Sach short term impacts may
in¢lude, without lonitation, impacts on traffic and circulation, air quality and noise, althoupgh
measares have been and will be incorporated to mitgate these impacts to the extent feasible.

b. The long-term implementation of the project would serve to provide necessary housing, emplovinent
opportunities and recreational/open space uses to the County of Placer. Notwithstanding the
foregoing, some long term impacts would result. These Impacts include, without limitation, impacts
on transportation and circulation and air quality. However, implementation of the Project would
provide many benelits, as set forth i the Statement of Overriding Considerations, below.
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<. Aldhough there are short term adverse impacts frain the Project. the short and leng-termm benefits
Jusnfy s implementation.

RIL. STATEMENT OF OVERRIDING CONSIDERATIONS

As et lorth n the preceding sections, the Placer County Board of Supervisors” approval of the Riole Vineyard
Speetfic Plan Project will resull in significant adverse envirommental effects that cannot be avoided even with the
adoption of all feasible mitigalion measures, and there are no feasible project aliernatives which would mitigate or
substantially icssen the impacts. Despite the occurrence of these effeets, however, the 3oard chooses o approve the
project becanse, in its view, the economic, social, and other benelits that the project will produce will render the
significant elfects acceptable.

In making this Statement of Overnding Considerations i suppant of the findings of fact and the project, the Board
of Supervisors has considered the information contained w the Final EIR for the project as well as the public
testimony and record in proceedings in which the project was considered. The Board has balanced the project’s
benefils against the unavoidable adverse impacts identified in the Final EIR. The Board hereby determines that the
project’s benelils outweigh the significant uninitigated adverse impacts.

Al SIGNIFICANT AND UNAVOIDABLE IMPACTS

As discussed in Section [X above, the Riole Vineyard Specific Plan project will resull in the following significant
“and unavoidable impacts, cven with the implementation of all feasible mitigation:

Project-Specific Impacts

o Permanent loss of farmland
o Williamson Act Contract cancetlation

» Incomsistency with plans and policies, if the Plucer County General Plan and Dy Creek/West Placer
Community Plan Amendments are not adopted

e Temporary and long-term visual impacts due (o construclion

»  Contribute (o trallic volumes on regional roadways and imersections that would excecd their capacicy
with ar without the proposed project

o Additonal transi patrons woutd not be accomniodated by existing transit service
«  Construction activitics wouold increase short-term criteria air polletant emissions

e Operational air quahiny impacts, including significant PM o, ROG, and NOX emissions in the short term
and signiticant PM,g and ROG emissions in the long-term

e Inconsistent with the Flacer County Air Qualiiy Attaimment Plan

o Lmussions of greenhouse gases potentially contributing to global wanﬁjng

s Construction equipment would generate short-tenm noise Jovel increases at noise-scasitive locations

e Transportation poise sources in excess of an Ldn of 60 dDA externally at the pruperty line and in excess

%
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of 45 dB A nternally a second Hoor elevations.

Cumulative impacts

s Permanent loss of farmland

o Loss ol vegelation and wildiife habitai

o Transformation in landscape character from rural to urban
e Increase in ambient night sky Hlumination

e LInacceptable levels of service along somc readway segments and at some intersections within the
transportation analysis study area:

o With PTE Road open, the proposed project would cause PFR Road cast of Watt Avenue to operate at
LOS E. Walerga Road south of PFE Road and Baseline Road west of Locust Road would have an
increased volume 1o capacity ratio of more than 1 percent at an already substandard LOS; '

o With PFE Road closed, the proposed project would cause Watt Avenue south of Baseline Road and
FFE Road, east of Watt Avenue, to operate at LOS E. Walerga Road south of PFE Road and
Baseline Road from Watl Avenue Walerga Road would have an increased volume o capacity ratio
of more than 1 percent at 2 substandard LOS. '

o With PFE Road open or closed, the proposed project would cause the intersection of Watt Avenue at
PFE Road to operale at LOS 12, and the following intersections to have an increase i the volume to
capacity ratjio of maore then | percent at a substandard TOS: Watt Avenue at Bascline Road,
Fiddyment Road/Walcrga Road at Baseline Road, Walerga Road at PI'E Road, and Cook-Rielo Road
. at I'FE Road,

o  With 'L Road closed, the proposed project would cause the intersection of Galleria Boulevard and
Antelope Creek Drive 1o operate bevond acceptable LOS thresholds;

o With PFE Road open, the proposed project would contribute traffic to the frecway segment berween
Ricgo Road and Elkhorn Boulevard on SR 70/99, and berween Watl Avenue and Fureka Road on 1-
80, which would be operating at LOS T - -

o With PFE Road closed, the proposed project would cause the freeway segment of SR 70/99 between
Riego Road and Elkhorn Boulevard, SR 65 betwcen Blue Oaks Boulevard and 1-80, and 1-80
berween Watt Avenue and Bureka Road 10 operate beyond acceptable LOS thresholds,

e Increase in regional eriteria pollutant emissions during construction and operation

= [noreasc in noise levels

B. OVERRIDING CONSIDERATIONS

In the Board’s judgment, the proposcd project and its benelits outweigh its unavoidable significant effects. The
following statcment identifics the reasons why, in the Board's judgment, the benefiis of the project as.approved
ourweigh its unavendable significant effects. Any one of these reasons is sulTicient to justify approval of the project.
Thus, even il a court were (o conclude that tot every reason is supported by substantial cvidence, the Board would
stand by its determination that each individual reason 1g sulficient. The substantial cvidence supporting the various
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benelits can be found in the preceding findings, which are mcarporated by reference tnto this Sectuon (X1, and in
the documents found 1n the Record of Proceedings, as defined in Scetion V. ‘

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

. Ercourage distinctive, attractive communities with quality design. The projeet will create a
distinctive community designed in harmony with the land. Open space is a defining clement of the
Specific Plan, providing a sense of halance with the environment. The riparian area of Iy Creck and
the adjacent floodplain will provide an appealing landscape throughout the Riolo Vineyard community,
enhanced by the preservation of the existing native cak trees and the development of trail cornders for
bicyehists, pedestrians, and equestrians. The Specific Plap community will provide several community
and neighbarhood parks, al! within walking distance from residences. Quality duﬂﬂn 15 defincd by the
project’s adopied Development Standards and Design Guidelines,

1B

Offer housing choices and opportunities. The Specific Plan provide opportunities for single-family
residential developmient, as well as smaller percentages of medium and high-density housing. In this
manner, the Riolo Vineyard plan provides a choice of housing design and community living to meet
diverse housing needs and idividual preterences. The medium and high-density commuanities mvthe
Riclo Vinevard plan respond to the unmel need for such housing in the south Placer County area by
voung families, seniors and others who preter such cormununities to a traditional single {amtly residential
lilestvle. In so doing, the Rioto Vinevard will contribute to Placer County’s efforts o provide alfordable
housing,

Take advantage of compact development. SACOG has recognized thal ereating environments that are
mare compactly bujlt and use space in an effivient but more aesthetic manner can cncourage more
walking, biking, and public ransit use. The Riolo Vineyard plan 1% an important component of
achicving this principle in the south Placer County region. By incorporating medium and high-density
residential communities in an area suitable for these communities, the Riolo Vineyard plan will reduce
future development pressure an ocullying agricultural and open space arcas and assist in preserving such
areis for generations to foliocav. Moreover, the Riodo Vineyard plan will enhance pedesirian and bicyele
access through trailwavs, paths and sidewalks, and bike paths threughout the site.

ad

4. Preservc open space, farmland, and nafural besuty through natural resources conservation. The
Riolo Vineyard site is focated alung the Dry Creek ripanian corridor, and Riolo Vineyard plan will
preserve s unigue resource and 1ts natural beauty, atong with scasonal wetland arcas and grasslands
occurring within the 100-vear flood plain of ey Creek. The Specific Plan will develop trail amenities
throughowt, in order to enhance the scenic and recreational potential of Dry Creek.

Capitalize on Existing Infrastructure Investments. An existing network of roads and infrastructure
serving the area form the foundation of the Riolo Viereyard plan, and additional improvements will be
implemented by the Riolo Vineyard plan to improve access and services. The project sire is located
between two subiregion serving arterials {(Watt Avenue and Walerga Road) and will contribule woward
the widening of these arterials to their ultimate planned width, The Riolo Vineyard property is
surounded by existing and planned development, ncluding the Poyle Ranch and Morgan Creck
residential communities and the approved Placer Vineyard Specific Plan. The Riolo Vincyard plan will
lic into these surrounding developments and contribute to the overall community fabric of the area as it
transitions nte urbanization.

on

6. Support a varicty of trapsportation choices. [t 15 anticipated that future residents ol the Riolo
Vineyard community will primartly rely tpon personai motor vehicles as the means of transportation.
However, by providing a nux ol residential product types, including medium and high density
communities, the Riolo Vineyard plan will support the availabifity of transit to serve the arca. In
addition, the Riolo Vinevard plan is intendad w facilitzale on-site circulation by pedestrians and bicyelists
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through an inviting network of walkways, tails and ke pathe connectng residential communities to
neighborhood parks and (o one another. The Riolo Vineyard plan will capitalize on the unique
opportunites afforded by the adjacent Dy Creek by enhancing trail facilities along the creek to
compliment a regional recreation corridor.

-

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

C. CONCLUSION

The Board has balanced these benefits and considerations against the potentially significant unavoidable
environmenial effects of the project and has concluded that the impacts are outweighed by these benefits, among
others. After balancing environmental costs against project benefils, the Board has concluded that the benchts the
County will derive from the project, as compared 1o existing and planned future conditions, outweigh the risks. The
Board believes the project benefits gutlined above override the significant and vnavoidable environmental costs
assoctaled with the project.

It sum. the Board adopts the mitigation measures in the final Mitigation Monitonng and Reporting Program,
attached to and incorporated by reference into the Kiolo Vineyvard Specific Plan, and linds that any residual or
remaining effects on the envirenmeni resulting from the project, identified as signihicant and unavoidable in the
preceding Findings of Fact, are acceptable due to the benefits set forth in this Statement of Overriding
Considerations.
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Before the Board of Supervisors
County of Placer, State of California

In the matter of: A RESOLUTION AMENDING Resolution No. 2(H)}9-
THE PLACER COUNTY GENERAIL PLAN

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:

Aves:
Noes:
Absent:
Signed by me after its passage.
F. C. Rockholm, Chairman
Artest:

Ann Holman
Clerk of said Board

WHEREAS, on December 18, 2008, the Placer County Plantmung Commmssion (“Planning
Commission”) held a public heanng to consider the Riolo Vinevard Specific Plan ("Specific Plan™),
including certain proposed amendments to the Placer County General Plan (*General Plan™), and the
Planming Commission has made recommendations to the Board of Supervisors (‘Board™) related thereto,
and

WHEREAS, on March 10, 2009 the Board held a public heanng to consider the
recommendations of the Planning Commission and to receive public input regarding the proposed
amendments Lo the General Plan, and the Beard then closed the public heanng, and

WHEREAS, the Board has reviewed the proposed amendments to the General Plan, considered
the recommendations of the Planning Commission, received and considered the written and oral
cotnments submitted by the public thereon, and has adopted Resolution No, 2009-  certifying the
Final Environmental Impaci Report for the Regional University Specific Plan, and

WHEREAS, the Board (inds the proposed amendments will serve to protect and enhance the
health, safely and general welfare of the residents of specific plan areas and the County as a whole, and

WHEREAS, the Board further finds the proposed amendments areAi%sﬁtent év,j the -

- - . : : : ; chmen ﬂi”
provisions of the General Plan and are in compliance with applicable requirements of Sta erﬁlw, an



WHEREAS, notice of all hearings required has been given and all hearings have been held as
required by County ordinance and State law, and '

WHEREAS, the Board finds that the foregoing recitals setting forth the actions of the County
are true and correct,

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED BY THE BOARD OF SUPERVISORS OF THE
COUNTY OF PLACER thalt Policies LH.6, 1.O.1, 3 A7, 3 A8 3AI12 and 7B.1 of the Placer
County General Plan are hereby amended as shown and described in Exhibit A, attached herete and
corporated herein by reference, and

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, that this Resoluton shall take force and become effective
onlv in the event that Resolution 2007-230 adopted by the Board on July 16, 2007, is for any reason
determined to be invahd by a final order issued in the case Sutter County v. Placer County et al,
Sacramento County Supenor Court Casc No. 2007-00883516 or in any related matter.

Resolunon No, ij';
Amending the Placer Counly General Plan



Exhibit A
Proposed General Plan Amendments

Geneéral Plan Policy

Number Proposed Amendment

1.H.6. The Counly shall requHe fgw nomn- agncullural devei()prnen{ |mmed|ately ad}acem to agricull-
ural lands to be designed to prowide a bufter in the form of a setback of sufficiend distance to
|avmd tand use conficls belween the agricultural uses and the non-agricultural uses excepl gs

il may be determined to be unnecessary or_ ingppiopriate within a Specilic Plan as pan of the

Specific Plan approval. Such setback or buffer areas shall be eslabhshed by recorded
reaserment or other inslrument. subject 1o the approval of County Counsel. A method and
mechanism (2.g., a homeaowners association or easemenl dedication to a non-profil
organizalicn or public entily) for guaranteeing the maintenance of this land in a safe and
orderly manner shall be also established al the fime of development approval,

10 Except a5 olherwuse proviged in the Desmn Guldelmes of an anproued Specul’:c F'Ian lhe
Counly shall require all new development to be designed in compliance with apphcable
provis:ons of the Placer COunly Design Guidelhes Marual,

. S_(:rée_!.s-.,an'ﬁi‘H:i_ghw:'ayrs__ '.; o SRR S . o
, 1A 7 The County shall deveiop and manage uts roadway S\,rslem Io maintain the followmg minimum
: levals of serviee (LOS),_or as otherwise specified in_a Communily or Specilic Flan

« LOS"C"on rural roadways, except within one-half mile of state highways where the
standard shallbe LOS D "

= LOS"C" on urban/suburban roadways except within one-hall mie of state hrghways where
the slandard shall be LOS "D

¢ An LOS no worse lhan specified in‘the Placer County Congestion Managerment Program

{CMP) far the state highway system.

The County may allow exceplions Lo these levels of senvice standards where it finds that the
improvements or other measures required 1o achieve the LGS slandards are unacceplable
based on estabhshed criteria. [n aligwing any exception 10 the standards, the County shall
coanzider the following faciors:

¢ The number of hours per day Lhal the inlerseclion of roadway segmenl would operale al
conditions worse than the standard.

S+ The abilily of the reguired improvement Lo significantly reduce peak hour delay and
improve traffic operalions,

¢ The right-of-way needs and lhe physical impacls on 5urr0undmg properies.

a  The visual agsthebics of Ihe required mprovement and its impact on community idenlily
and character.

=  Ervironmental impacts including air qualily and noise impacts.

« Consirugtion and righl-of-way acquisiton costs.

+ The impacts on generg| safely

» The impacts of the required consiruction phasing and Lrafic maintenance,

+« The impacts on qualily of life as perceived by residenls.

» Consideration of other environmental, social, or economic factors on which the Counly
may base finding to allow an exceedance of the slandards, : '

Exceplions lo the standards will only be allowed afler alt feasible measures and oplions are i
explored, including allernative forms of iransporiation.

3 A B A General Plan amendmen! is proposed 1o delele Policy 3 A8 smoe the policy is proposed to l
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General Plan Policy
Mumber
U D

Proposed Amendment

5 o ]

Ibe included in Policy. JAT as described above.
Praposed General Plan Armendment:
The-County'slevelof eervice standardsfor the-State-highway eyslem-shall-beno-worsethan
those-adopled-inlhe Plaser Counly Congeshonbanagement-Program{CME).
3.A12 The County shall require an analysis of the effects of traffic from all land development projects.
Each such projecl shall censtruct or fund improvemenls necessary 1o mitigale Ihe effecls of
traffic from the project consisten! with Policy 3 A 7. Such improvements may include a far
share of improvements (hat provide benelits to others.

f'L-ein'd.u's'e Conflicts .. = . "¢ - F T A A
! 7B | The County shall identify and maintain clear boundaries behween urban/suburban and

: agricultural areas and reguire land use buffers betwaen such usas where feasible, excepl as
may be determined to be unnecessary or inappropdtate within a Specific Plan a5 pani of the

Specific Plan approval.

These buffers shall ocour on lhe parcel for which lhe development permii is sought and shall
favar protechion of the maximom ameount of farmiland.




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

In the matter of: A RESOLUTION AMENDING Resolution No. 2009-
TIIE DRY CREEK/WEST PLACER COMMUNITY PLAN

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:

Aves:

Noes:

Absent:

Signed by me after its passage.

F. C. Rockholm, Chairman

Attest:

Ann Holman
Clerk of said Board

WHEREAS, on December 18, 2008, the Placer County Planming Commission (“Planning
Commission™} held a public hearing to consider the Riolo Vineyard Specific Plan (“Specific Plan™),
including certain proposed amendments to the Placer County General Plan (*General Plan™) and the Dry
Creek/West Placer Community Plan {the “Community Plan™), and the Planning Commission has made
recommendations 1o the Board of Supervisors (“Board”) related thereto, and

WHEREAS, on March 10, 2009, the Board held 2 public hecaring 1o consider the
recommendations of the Planning Commnssien and 1o receive public mput regarding the propesed
amendments 1o the Community Plan, and

WHEREAS, the Board has reviewed the proposed amendments to the Communily Plan,
considercd the recommendations of the Planmng Commission, reccived and considered the written and
oral comments submitted by the public thereon, and has adopled Resolulion No. 2009- certifying
the Final Environmental Impact Report {or the Regional University Specific Plan, and

WHEREAS, the Board finds the proposed amendments will serve to protect and enhance the
health, safety and general welfare of the residents of the Community Plan area and the County as a

whele, and - .
Attachment “C” j 5%



WHEREAS, the Board further finds the proposed amendments are consistent with the
provistons of the General Plan and other provisions of the Community Plan and are m compliance with
applicable requirements of State law, and

WHEREAS, notice of all hearings required has been given and all hearings have been held as
required by County ordinance and State law, and

WHEREAS, the Board finds that the foregoing recitals setting forth the actions of the County
arc truc and correct,

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED BY THE BOARD OF SUPERVISORS OF THE
COUNTY OF PLACER that Goals 2, 25, and the deseription of the Low Densiy Residential (L.DR)
land usc of Section H{B)—Land Use Plan, Goals 4 and 5 of Section II{D}—Public Services, Goal 14 of
Section III{A)—Natural Resources, and Goals 6 and 9 of Section IV{A)—Circulation of the Dry
Creek/West Placer Community Plan are hercby amended to read as shown and described in Exhibil A,
attached hereto and incorporated herein by reference, and

BE 1T FURTHER RESOLVED, that this Resoluiion shall take force and become effective as
to. the amendment of Goals 6 and 9 of Scction [V{A}—Circulation of the Dry Creck/West Placer
Comimunily Plan oaly i the event that Resolution 2007-231 adopted by the Board on July 16, 2007, is
for any rcason determined to be invalid by a final order issued in the case Sutter County v. Placer County
¢t al.. Sacramento County Supcrior Court Case No, 2007-00883516 or in any related matter, and

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, that this Resolution shall take force and become effective
mmediately as to the amendment of Goals 2, 25, and the description of the Low Density Residential
(I.DR} land use of Section [{B)- -Land Use Plan, Goals 4 and 5 of Seciion L{D} - Public Services, and
Geal 14 of Section IN(A)-- Natural Resources, of the Dry Creck/West Placer Community Plan.

Resolution No.

amending the Dry Creck/West Placer Community Plan . j pf" [‘H]



Exhibit A
Proposed Community ’lan Amendments

Folicy
Number

Proposed Amendment

II f_:ommunlty Development ‘Land Use o o W T

2 The Counly shall require new non-agncultural devciopmeni trirmediately ar:i;acent to agncunural
lands o be designed o pravide a buffer in the form ol a setback of suficient distance Lo avoid land
use conflicts between lhe agricultural uses and the non-agncullural uses except as it may be
delermined to be unnecessary or inappropriale within & Spedific Plan as part of the Specific Plan
approval. Such setback or buffer areas shall be established by recorded easement or other
instrument, subject 1o the approval of County Counsel. A melhod and mechanism {e.g., a
homeowners association or easement dedication to a non-proht organization or public enlily) for
guaranieeing 1he maintenance of this land in a safe and orderly manner shall be also established at
the time of developiment approval.

25 Conlinue 1o implement zoning pelicies which minimize potenllal loss of propery and threat to human
life caused by flooding and prohibil the creation of new building sites within the fleodplain. Through
the adoplion of a Spedilic Plan, the Counly may approve alteration of the existing 100-year
fioodplain, based upoi & demgnsiration that such alleration will not resull in an sigaificant increases

_ |in flond fisk under post-development conditions,

Description | The LDR dislrict allows for the greatest number of new dwelling units in the Plan area and,
of Low ;consequently, the grealesl change to the exisling rural environmen!, Approximately 1,128 acres or
Density [12% of the Plan area is encompassed by this land use district. It allows for @ range of densities from | |

Residential | 1-2 dwelting urits per acre or approximately 1/2-1 acre |ol sizes and can accommodate in excess of |

{LDR} 2,000 homes. |t is less than 10% built-out at present.

Land Use | The LDR district is found in two separate areas. Much of the land south of Dry Greek and north of
Districl.  [{he Sacramento County line is meluded in this district as is an area betwaen Roseville Cily limils 2nd
ltem (C), | East Orive in the north-eastern portion of lhe Plan area. In the area adjoining Roseville, this dislrict
Page 32 |l provide a lower density transilion area between the higher densities in Roseville, lower densities

i the wesl, and commercial uses along Baseline Road.

To the south of Dy Creek and wes! of Walerga Road a large area (330x acres) |ncluded in the LOR
i districl aiso has 3 "Developmenl Reserve” (DR} designalicn aflached ta il. For several reasons it is
%belieued that this "D'R" area should be planned as a distinct unit and therefore subject to approval by
-the County of a "Specific Plan” which would address a wide range of issues relalive to development.
: Much of the property in this DR area is encumbered with California Land Conservation Acl

| (Mhlliamson Act) contracts which guarantee that the fand will stay in agricultural use for a period of
years. The landowners have filed “nolicas of nen-renewal” meaning tha the property will nol be so
encumbered afler 1858, {In some cases land in this area will be owt of the Williamson Acl as early
as 1992 Also, the floodplain of Dry Creek in this area is exceplionally broad 1hus rendering a
significant amount of Jand unsuilable for homes but, possibly usefut for parks, golf courses. open
space, or other recreational uses. The only cemelery in the Plan area also lies within this "DR" area.
A need exists lo expand this use and such an expansion should be included in any design for the
area As a lool to ensure the preservalion of the floodplain and assccialed, woodlands, density can
be periitted to be transferred off of the Nloodplain and used on adjoining lands. In this area the
result could be a significant increase in density on the lands which are found to be suitable for
development. And finally, the land remams in relatively {arge parcels {hus increasing lhe opportunity
for cooperalive planning for the ultimate and most appropriale use of the land. The Specilic Plan
process can address the issues of timing of development, provision of infrastruclure, preservation
and appropriale use of Ihe fioodplains, and placemeant of permitted density within the area With a
specific plan, this area should be considered as a whole and permit the relocation of commercial
uses to the best possible location and slill be considerad compatible with the Community Plan. Also,
minimum lot sizes in PUDs within Ihe LOR district should not be less than 12-15,000 sq. ft. A smal
percemtage of ots, up to a maximum of 20%. in any PUD in this district may be as small as 10,000
sq fl. Emaller lol sizes may be permmed wnhln an adopted Sgemfc Plan

H Communlty Develupmeﬁt Publn: Serwces .

4

| Maintain natural conditions wilhin the 100 year ﬂr:rcrdplaun of ali streams except where work £
*regurred 10 mainlain the stream's drainage characieristics and where stch work s done in
| accordance with the Placer County Flood Damage Prevention Ordinance, Department of Fish and

S/
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_FE:Iicy
Number

Proposed Amentdment

—_

|

Game regulations and Clean Water Act provisions adminislered by the U.S. Army Corps of
Engineers, or when facililes for the treatment of urban run-off can be located in the floodplain
prowiding that lhere 1s no destruclion of riparian vegetation. Through the adoption of 3 Specific Plan. :
lhe County may approve alieration of lhe existing 100-year floodplain, based upon a demanstration
that such alleration will not resull in an significanl-increase in flood risk under post-development
condilions. '

DCesignate the 100-year floodplain of Cry Cresk, including the major tribularies as open space, and
provide for some compalible use of thase areas in arder to encourage their preservation. Through
the adoplion of a Specific Plan, the Counly may approve atteration of Ine existing 100-year
ﬂDdealn based upon a demoenstration that such alleralion will not result in an sigrvbeaal ncrease
in flood risk under post develbpment conditions.

i r_m'lentat Res

i.m:es Management Natural Resources

Mo construclion aclivities shall ocour within the Dry Creak ﬂondplaln and anky Frnited alteralion ol il |
tributaries shall be permitted except as part of the devalopment of the fleodplain as a recreational
area, ar {or stream enhancement, or where work is done in accordance with the Placer Counly
Fiood Damage Prevention Chrdinance, Department of Fish and Game Regulations, and Clean Ywaler
Acl Provisions administered by the U 5, Army Corps of Engingers. Through the adoption of a
Specific Plan, the County may approve aliergtion of the existing 100-year fisodplain, based upon g
demonstration that such alteration will nol resull in an signifieand increase in lood risk under post-
development conditions.

V. Transpurtatmn.fClrculatmn Clrculatlon S M

&

The rights-of-way for roads shall be wide enough 10 af;commrJdate roadways tralls bikeways,
drainage, public ulihties, landscapingfvegelalion, and suilable separation between facililies.
Minimuem right-of-way width for Walerga Road shall be 144 feet. Minimum righl-of-way width shall
be 120 feet tor PFE Road, Baseline Road, Cook-Riole Read, Don Juiio Blvd., and Walt Avenue.
Other roads shall have a 60-foct minimum night-of-way width, Through the adeption of a Specific
Plan, the County may modify these right-of-way standards, and may glect to exclude landscaped
argas, sidewalks and ubiitie’s from the defined public right-ci-way,

The level of service (LOS) on roadways and intarsections idemified in the Capital Improvemeant
Program {CIP} shall be a Level C or better. The first priority for available funding shall be the

correclion of potential hazards.
Land-devslopmentprojecteshal-be-approvedany i LOS C canbe

a—tratficirom approvedprojecis-has-been-added-tothe-syslem.
b-treprovementsfunded by.thic program-have-beerconsincled,

The Counly may allow exceptions to lhis level of service (1 OS5 slandard where i finds that tha
improvements or other measures required_to achieve the LOS standard are unacceptable based on
established criteria. In allowing any exception lo the standard, the County shall consider the

; following factors:

v The nurmber of hours per day thal the inlerseclion or roadway segment would operate at
conditions werse than the standard.

s« The ability of the reguired improvement to siqnificantly reduce peak bour delay and improve

i lraffic operations,

+« The righi-of-way needs and the physical impacls on suriounding properies.

» The visual assthetics of the required improvemenl and_its ungact on community identity and
character.

»  Envircnmental impacts ingluding aiw quality and noise impacts.
Construclion and righl-of-way acquisilion costs.

+ The impacts on general safely.

+ The impacts of the required construction phasing and traffic maintenance.

sustained-onibe CIP-roadeand inierseciion-afier !

» The impacts on quality of life as pefceived by residents,
« Consideralion of ather environmental, social, or economic factars on which the County may base |

S



Policy
Number

Proposed Amendment

findings 1o allow an exceedance of the slandards.

Exceplions 10 the standard will only be allowed after all feasible measures and oplions are explored,

including sllernative forms of transportation.
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