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Aftention: Mr. Martin Boone

Subject: THE VINEYARDS AT EL BORDO HILLS

El Dorado Hills, El Dorado County, California
Septic Feasibility Study

Referance: 1} El Dorade County Ordinance Private Sswage Disposal Systems (Ordinance 4542), El

Dorado County Department of Health Environmental Health Branch, 1999,

2) El Dorado County Resolution No. 258-89, Deslign Standards for the Site Evaluation
and Design of Sewage Disposal Systems, El Dorado County Department of Health
Environmental Health Branch, 27 May 1987,

3) Soil Survey of El Dorado Area, California, United Statas Department of Agriculture
Soll Conservation Service and Forest Service, April, 1974,

4) Loyd, R.C., (1984), Minaral Land Classification of the Folsom 13 Minute Quadrangle,
Sacramento, El Dorado, Placer, and Amador Counties, Californiag, DMG Open File
Raport 84-50, California Department of Conservation, Division of Mines and Gealogy.

Deaar Mr. Boone,

With your authorization, Youngdahl Consulting Group, In¢. (Youngdahl) has completed a septic
feasibility study for The Vineyards at El Dorado Hills, a proposed residential development
project located north of Malcolm Dixon Road in El Dorado Hills, El Dorado County, California.
The subject property is assigned the Ef Dorado County Assessors Parcel Number (APN): 126-
100-24-1Q. This report presenis the results of a septic feasibility Investigation performed by
Youngdahl, which includes percolation test data and our recommendations as to the feasibility
of onsite wastewater disposal.

Very truly yours,
Youngdahl Consulting Group, Inc.

4\ EXPIRATION DATE

p"""""""{ ( ,Iegd)u y </ __9-30-18

David C. Sederquist, C.E.G., C.HG.
Senior Engineering Geologist/Hydrogeologist
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THE VINEYARDS AT EL DORADOHILLS
SEPTIC FEASIBILITY STUDY
MALCOLM DIXON ROAD, EL DORADO HILLS, CALIFORNIA

1.0 PURPOSE AND SCOPE

With authorization of Mr. Martin Boone of Omni Financial, Youngdahl Consulting Group, Inc.
{Youngdahl} has completed a septic feasibility study for The Vineyards at El Dorada Hills, El
Dorado County and designated Assessors Parcel Number (APN) 126-100-24-10. The subject
property Is located on the north side of Malcolm Dixon Road approximately 3/4-mile east of the
intersection of Salmon Falls Road and Malcolm Dixon Road in El Dorado Hills, El Dorado
County, California (Figure 1). The property is proposed for subdivision into 42 single-family
residentizl lots situated on approximately 113.11-acres. The purpose of this study was to
evaluate onsite soils, the near surface geology, and the feasibility of an onsite wastewater
disposal. The scope of this study included performing the excavation of ten (10) test pits and
six (6) percolation tests. This study was conducted with adherence to the El Dorado County
Ordinance — Private Sewage Disposal Systems (Ordinance 4542) and El Dorado County
Resolution No. 259-99, Design Sitandards for the Site Evaluation and Design of Sewage
Disposal Systems.

2.0 SITE DESCRIPTION

The site is currently undeveloped land and encompasses approximately 113.11-acres within an
"L" shaped property (Figure 2). This site is accessed off of Malcolm Dixon Road approximately
1-mile east of the intersection of Salmon Falls Road and Malcolm Dixon Road. Vegetation on
the property is predominantly open oak woodland with grassland on gently rolling terrain, The
project Is dominated by three westerly flowing seasonal drainages. Ground elevations range
from approximately 705 feet above mean sea level (MSL) on the southwest corner to 862 feet
above MSL on the northeast corner of ihe property.

3.0 S0ILS AND GEOLOGY

3.1 SOILS

The goils on the project site are derived from the underlying weathered rock formations. The
soils research consisted of accessing the online soils data available from the United States
Department of Agriculture (USDA) Natural Resources Conservation Service (NRCS) for the El
Dorado Area (1974) (Reference 3). The soil and completely weathered rock interface was
encounterad at depths ranging from 1.5 to 2.5-feet below ground surface (bgs) in the test pits.
According to the Soil Survey of the El Dorado Area, the site is underlain mostly by one soil
series, the Auburn very rocky silt loam. This soil type is mapped on the site as three varianis:
mostly Auburn very rocky silt loam, 2 to 30 percent slopes (AXD) and minor amounts of Auburn
very rocky silt loam, 30 to 50 percent slopées (AXE) along with minor amounts of Auburn silt
loam, 2 to 30 percent slopes (AwD).

3.1.1 Auburn Very Rocky Loam, AxD Soils

The Auburn very rocky loam, 2 to 30 percent slopes (AxD) is mapped over the majority of the
site, and is characterized as moderately permeable, occurring on gently sloping to moderately
steap areas with 5 to 25 percent bedrock cover.
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3.1.2 Auburn Very Rocky Silt Loam, AxE Soils

The Auburn very rocky silt loam, 30 to 50 percent slopes (AXE) occurs on the site in a drainage
on the northwest corner of the property and is typically found on slopes that drop into creek
channels and drainage ways.

1.3 Auburn Silt Loam, AwD

The Auburn silt loam, 2 to 30 percent slopes (AwD) is mapped over a small area of the site and
is characterized as well-drained, occurring on gently sloping areas with 3 percent bedrock
cover.

3.2 GEOLOGY

The site is located on the western margin of the Sierra Nevada geomorphic province of
California. The western margin of the Sierra Nevada is characterized by northwest trending,
fault bounded metamorphic belts. The site is underlain by pre-Jurassic age, metavolcanic rocks
of Foothill Mélange-Ophiolite Terrane, which is described as a chaotic assemblage of rocks of
various lithoiogies and ages within the Sierra Nevada foothilis (Reference 4).

3.2.1 Subsurface Exploration

Ten (10) exploratory test pits, designated TP-1 through TP-10, were excavated on 17
Septernber 2015 using a John Deere 410 G backhoe with a 24-inch bucket, under the
supervision of a Youngdahl Professional Geologist. As the excavation proceeded, the sidewalls
were logged using the Standard Practice for Subsurface Characterization of Test Pits for On-
site Septic Systems (ASTM D 5921-96), which primarily follows the USDA, Soil Conservation
Service (SCS) soil classification system. The test pits were backfilled with the native material,
following the completion of the percolation tests, on 21 September 2015.

The test pits completed for this investigation encountered relatively similar soil conditions. Soils
encountered during the exploration included sandy LOAM (sl) to depths of between 1.0 and 1.5
feet below ground surface (bgs). Highly weathered metavolcanic BEDROCK was encountered
from the near surface soil layer to the total depth explored for each test pit. Roots were
observed from depths of approximately 2 to 4 feet bgs. Groundwater was not encountered
during our explorations. A more detailed description of the subsurface conditions encountered
is presented graphically on the “Exploratory Test Pit Logs", Figures 4 through 14.

4.0 PERCOLATION TESTING

Percolation tests for nine (9) of the ten (10) test pits were performed on 18 and 21 of Septernber
2015, and on 15 and 16 of October 2015, Testing was performed with adherence to the El
Dorado County Ordinance - Private Sewage Disposal Systems (Ordinance 4542) and Ei Dorado
County Resolution No. 253-99, Design Standards for the Site Evaluation and Dasign of Sewage
Disposal Systems. Procedures and results for the percolation tests are presented below.

4, 1 Testing Procedures

Four (4) percolation test holes per test pit were dug using a 9-inch diameter auger attachment
on a John Deere 410 G backhoe, following the excavation of the test pits, to depths of
approximately 12- inches below the test pit bottom. A 6-inch diameter perforated Schedule 40
PVC percolation stand was placed in each test hole. The stand was seated in a bed of pea
gravel that was also placed In the annulus between the soil and PVC to stabilize the percolation
stand. A float integrated with a graduated scaie (in inches) was used to measure water-level
drops during the percolation test. Each test hole was filled with water to begin percolation
testing. The depth of the test holes ranged from 24 to 49-inches bgs.
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4.2 Testing Resulis

Percolationtests were conducted-ont8-and-21tSeptember 2015 —Four-(4)-test-holeswere-dug
at each percolation test pit location at depths below ground surface ranging from 24- to 39-
inches. Percolation hole diameters ranged between 9 and 10-inches wide. The percolation
rates (averaged for each test pit) ranged from 12 minutes per inch (mpi) in TP-8 to 77 mpi in TP-
3. Percolation testing data, including individual test hole rates, individual test hole depths, and
averaged test pit rates are presented in Table 1 (below). Percolation test data and graphs for
each percolation test have been included in Appendix A.

Table 1 - Percolation Test Data
The Vineyards at El Dorado Hills Septic Feasibility
Malcolm Dixon Road
El Dorado Hills, California

Test Test Test Navr Lot
Test Pit Hole #1 | Hole #2 | Hole #3 | Test Holze Average Minimum
Test Testing FbE | Rate® Rate® Rate’ #4 Rate Test Pit ; :
. Elevation . ; Disposal
Fit No. Date (feet MSL) {Depth | (Dapth | (Depth | (Depthin Rate Avea® (s
in in in Inches) | (mpl) ) &
Inches) | Inches) | Inches) 2
TP-1 9/21/2015 834 31(24) | 51(24) | 50(29) 105 (33) 59 12,000
TP-2 10/15/2015 803 98 (29) | 22 (27) 16 (27) a8 (28) 43 12,000
TP-3 8/21/2015 848 33(27) | 4B (36) | 55 (36) 174 (39) i g 14,000
TP-4 | 9/18/2015 813 30(24) | 36(27) | 39(28) | 45(28) a7 10,000
TP-5 | 9/21/2015 745 17 (24) | 25 (24) | 24 (25) | 35 (25) 25 10,000
TP-6 | ©/21/2015 785 18 (26) | 25(24) | 19(26) | 29 (28) 23 10,000
TP-8 8/21/2015 740 13(26) | 25(24) | 25(26) 43 (28) 26 10,000
TF-9 10/16/2015 723 13 (25) 5 (30) 17 (24) 11 {36) 12 8,000
TP-10 | 10/16/2015 820 24 (25) 3 (30) 27 (24) 7 (38) 15 8,000
Notes:

1. Elavations are approximale

2. In minutes per inch

3. Disposal area data taken from El Dorado County Land Capability Manual
mpl - Minutes Per Inch

MSL - Mean Sea Level

5.0 CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

Each of the nine (9) percolation tests was successful. Overall, no significant variations in soil
subsurface conditions were found across the site. The weathered bedrock conditions were also
similar in terms of rock type, but varied somewhat in degree of induration. One test pit (TP-9)
had slightly more indurated bedrock conditions and resulted in equipment refusal prior to
reaching the required depth to meet El Dorade County minimum requirements. Hence, this test
pit is not suitable for fully characterizing onsite wastewater disposal areas. However, we
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anticipate that with additional effort, the minimum 8-foot confirmation depth could be reached
and the near surface soils/weathered bedrock appeared to be similar to the other nine test pits,
50 would more than likely be suitable for onsite wastewater disposal.

We anticipate that subsurface conditions and percolation characteristics across the site will be
consistent with those observed in the current study. While each of the test pits for this study
were slted to avoid slope and drainage swale constraints, other constraints and setbacks for
onsite disposal sites were not a part of this scope of work, and should be considered for future
lot layouts.

Parcel map boundaries for the site are being developed based on numerous constraints,
including but not limited to onsite wastewater disposal feasibility. At sorme point in the feasibility
process a definitive map showing potential parcels will be developed. Additional mantle tests
and percolation testing will be required by the El Dorade County Department of Environmerital
Management to validate the parcel layout for a new tentative map.

Based on our study, the additional exploration should be completed prior to filing of the Final
Map to locate suitable disposal areas in order to demonstrate the feasibility of on-site
wastewater disposal for lots not covered during the original exploration. Existing wells may
need to be destroyed to eliminate adverse setbacks. However, it is our opinion that it is most
likely that a significant number of lots using onsite wastewater disposal are feasible for this
project.

6.0 LIMITATIONS AND UNIFORMITY OF CONDITIONS

This report has been prepared for the exclusive use of Omni Financial for specific application to
The Vineyards at El Dorado Hills project. Youngdahi Gonsulting Group, Inc. has endeavaored to
comply with generally accepted environmental geologic practice common to the local area.
Youngdahl Consulting Group, Inc. makes no ather warranty, express or implied.

As of the present date, the findings of this report are valid for the property studied. With the
passage of time, changes in the conditions of a property can occur whether they are due to
natural processes or to the works of man on this or adjacent properties. Legislation or the
broadening of knowledge may resuit in changes in applicable standards. Changes outside of
our control may cause this report to be invalid, wholly or partially. Therefore, this report shouid
not be relied upon after a period of three years without our review nor should it be used or is it
applicable for any properties other than those studied. Note that Youngdahl Consulting Group,
Inc. is not responsible for any claims, damages, or liability associated with any other party's
interpretation of this report's subsurface data or reuse of this report's subsurface data or
environmental geologic analyses without the express written authorization of Youngdahl
Consulting Group, Inc.

The analyses and recommendations contained In this report are based on Emited windows into
the subsurface conditions and data obtained from subsurface exploration. The methods used
only directly indicate subsurface conditions at the specific locations where testing was
performed, only directly at the time they wers tested, and only directly to the depths penelrated.
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Logged By: DCS Date: 17 September 2015 | Lat / Lon: N38.71622 / W121.06156 Pit Na.
Equipment: John Deere 410 G With 24" Bucket Pit Orientation: 0° Elevation: - 834" TP-1
_——
Depth B
(Feet) LSDA Classification Sample Tests & Comments

@ 0- 1.5 | Reddish brown (5YR 4/4) SANDY LOAM, (sl}, no
redoximorphic features, medium granular structure, many
coarse interstitial pores, friable, non-plastic, non-sticky, few
medium roots, diffuse wavy boundary, dry

@ 1.5'- @' | Light gray green, INTENSELY WEATHERED ROCK
(IWRX), highly to completely weathered, few red brown
and black redoximophic concentrations on fractures,
blocky no pores, friable to firm, non-plastic, non-sticky, no
roots, dry. Occasional pockets of olive green CLAY (c},
stiff, plastic, dry

Test pit terminated at 9'
Neo free groundwater encountered
Mo caving noted

o 2 4 &' g 10' 12' 14 16" 18 20 22

24 26' 28"

2]

6+

10

124

164

p———

Scale: 1" = 4 Feet

at tha sampling locations, Note, toe, that the passage of time may affact conditions at the sampling locations.

Note: The test pit log indicates subsurface conditions only at the specific location and time noted. Subsurface conditions, including groundwater
levels, at other localions of the subject site may differ significantly from conditions which, in the apinian of Youngdahl Cansulting Group, Inc., exist
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Logged By: DC3

Date: 17 September 2015

Lat/ Lon: N38.17558 / W121.06322

Pit No.,

Equipment: John Deere 410 G With 24" Bucket

Pit Orientation: 35°

Elevation: ~ 803" TP-2

Depth

(Feet) USDA Classification Sample Tests & Comments
@o-1 Reddish brown (5YR 5/4) SANDY LOAM, (sl), no
redoximorphic features, medium granular structure, many
medium interstitial pores, friable, non-plastic, non-sticky,
common fine roots, gradual wavy boundary, dry
@1-8 Gray brown, INTENSELY WEATHERED ROCK (IWRX),

highly to completely weathered, few red brown and black
redoximorphic concentrations on fractures, blocky, no
pores, friable to firm, non-plastic, non-sticky, no roots, dry

Test pit terminated at 8'
No free groundwater encountered
Nao caving noted

0 2 4 6' 8' 10 12! 14 16' 18' 20 22' 24'

101

12'r

14

16

=t

Scale: 1" =4 Feet

Note: The tesl pil log indicales subsurface condilions only at the specific location and time noted. Subsurface condltions, Including groundwater
levels, at other locations of the subject site may differ significantly from conditions which, in the opinion of Youngdahl Consulting Group, Inc., exist

at the sampling locations, Note, too, that the passage of time may affect conditions al the sampling locations.

OUNGDAH] R EXPLORATORY TEST PIT LOG | rigure
Nodl S R e R - The Vineyards At El Dorado Hills
CONSULTING GROUP, INC. : gy 5
GEOTECHNICAL = ENVIRGHMENTAL = MATLRIALS TESTING October 2015 El Dorado Hills, California




Logged By: DCS Date: 17 September 2015

Lat/ Lon: N38.71751 / W121.06211

Pit No,

Equipment: John Deere 410 G With 24" Bucket Pit Orientation: 67° Elevation: ~ 848’ TP-3
Liepih USDA Classificati Sampl Tests & C t
(Feet) assification ample ests & Comments

@ 0-1.58" | Reddish brown (5YR 4/3) SANDY LOAM, (sl), 10%
gravel, no redoximerphic features, fine granular structure,
few fine interstitial pores, friable, non-plastic, non-sticky,
few fine roots, diffuse irregular boundary, dry to maist

@ 1.5'- 8" | Gray green, INTENSELY WEATHERED ROCK (IWRX),
highly to completely weathered, few red brown and black
redoximarphic concentrations on fractures, blocky, no
pares, friable to firm, non-plastic, non-sticky, no roots, dry
to moist
Test pit terminated at 8’
No free groundwater encountered
No caving noted
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Scale: 1" = 4 Feet

Note: The test pit log indicates subsurface conditions only at the specific location and time noted. Subsurfeca condilions, including groundwatar
levels, at other locations of the subject site may differ significantly from conditlons which, in the oplnion of Youngdahl Consulting Group, Ine., exist

at tha sampling locations, Note, too, that the passage of time may affect conditions at the sampling kocations.
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Logged By: DCS

Date: 17 September 2015

Lat/Lon: N38.71677 / W121.06374

Pit No.

Equipment: John Deere 410 G With 24" Bucket

Pit Orientation; 90°

Elevation: ~ 813" TP-4

Depth

USDA Classification

Tests & Comments

(Feet)

Sample

@o0-1

@1-8

Reddish brown (5YR 4/3) SANDY LOAM, (sl), 20% gravel,
no redoximorphic features, fine granular structure, many
fine interstitial pores, friable, non-plastic, non-sticky,
common fine roots, diffuse irregular boundary, dry

Gray green, INTENSELY WEATHERED ROCK (IWRX),
highly to completely weathered, few red brown and black
redoximorphic concentrations on fractures, blocky, few
medium interstitial pores, friable to firm, non-plastic, non-
sticky, few medium roots, dry to moist

Test pit terminated at &'
No free groundwater encountered
No caving noted

g & 8 10 12 19 18' 18 20

10T

12'4

141

16'

w-#:-—l:

Scale; 1" =4 Feet

Naote: The test pit log Indlcates subsurface conditions only at the specific location and time noted. Subsurface conditions, including groundwater
levels, at other locations of the subject site may differ significantly from conditions which, in the opinion of Youngdahl Consulting Group, Inc., exist
at the sampling locations, Note, too, that the passage of time may affect conditions at the sampling locations.
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Logged By: DCS Date. 17 September 2015 | Lat/ Lon: N38.7160 / W121.06697 Pit No.

Equipment: John Deers 410 G With 24" Bucket

Pit Orientation: 302°

Elevation: ~ 745" TP-5

Dapth

(Feet) USDA Classification Sample Tests & Comments
@ 0-1.5" | Reddish brown (5YR 4/4) SANDY LOAM, (sl), 10%
gravel, no redoximorphic features, medium blocky
structure, comman medium to coarse tubular pores,
friable, non-plastic, non-sticky, few medium roots,
diffuse irregular boundary, dry
@ 1.5'- 8.5 | Gray green, INTENSELY WEATHERED ROCK (IWRX),
highly to completely weathered, few red brown and black
redoximarphic concentrations on fractures, blocky, few
medium interstitial pores, very firm, non-plastic, non-sticky,
few medium roots, dry
Test pit terminated at 8.5'
Mo free groundwater encountered
No caving noted
0 2 4 0§ 0§ o 2  te @ 1  on % o @
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et &
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24
145
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Scale: 1" = 4 Feet

Naote: The test pit log indicates subsurface condilions anly at tha specific logation and time nated. Subsurface conditions, including groundwater
levels, at othar locations of the subject sile may differ significantly from conditlans which, In the oplnlon of Youngdahl Consulling Group, Inc., axist
at the sampling locations, Nole, tag, that the passage of time may affect conditions at the sampling lacations.
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Logged By: DCS Date: 17 September 2015

Lat/ Lon: N38.71815/ W121.,06597

Equipment: John Deere 410 G With 24" Bucket

Pit Orientation; 135°

Elevation: ~ 785"

Pit No.
TP-6

highly to completely weathered, few red brown and black
redoximorphic concentrations on fractures, blocky, few fine
interstitial pores, very firm, non-plastic, non-sticky, few
medium roots, dry

Test pit terminated at 8'
No free groundwater encountered
No caving noted

3:;'::3 USDA Classification Sample Tests & Comments
@ 0-1.5" | Reddish brown (5YR 4/4) SANDY LOAM, (sl), 5%
gravel, no redaximorphic features, medium blocky
structure, common medium to coarse tubular pores,
friable, non-plastic, non-sticky, few medium roots,
diffuse irregular boundary, dry
@ 1.5'- 8" | Gray green, INTENSELY WEATHERED ROCK (IWRX),

4 & g 10 12 14 16 18 20 22' 24/ 26

10T

12

16'<=

NW—*—SE

Scale; 1" =4 Feet

Note: The tesl pil log indlcates subsurface condilions only at lhe specific location and time noted. Subsurface conditlons, including groundwater
levals, gt other lacations of the subject site may differ slgnlficantly fram conditions which, in the opinion of Youngdahl Consulting Group, Inc., exist
at tha sampling loeations, Note, too, thal the passage of time may affect conditions at the sampling locations.

ST T TN T T . Project No.:
DUNGDAHL, E15193.000 E)::LelRATc:RL:F:T :[TH!I-IOG
Gy T4 SYRTY I T T TR T e Vinayards oracao nis
o L NS GROVB IS | october 2015 El Dorado Hills, Calffornia

FIGURE
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Logged By: DCS

Date: 17 September 2015 | Lat / Lon: N38.71849 / W121.06837

Equipment: John Deere 410 G With 24" Bucket

Elgvation; ~ 710"

Pit Orientation: 275°

Pit No.
TP-7

Depth
(Feet)

USDA Classification Sample

Tests & Comments

@o0-1

@1-8

Reddish brown (5YR 4/4) SANDY LOAM, (sl), 5%
gravel, no redoximorphic features, medium blocky
structure, few fine tubular pores, friable, non-plastic,
nan-sticky, few fine roots, diffuse irregular boundary, dry

Gray green, INTENSELY WEATHERED ROCK (IWRX),
highly to completely weathered, few red brown and black
redoximorphic concentrations on fractures, blocky, few fine
interstitial pores, very firm, non-plastic, non-sticky, few
mediurm roots, dry

Test pit terminated at &
No free groundwater encounterad
No caving noled

14! 16' 18' 20 22 24'

26'

28'

107

144

16'4

E-#—W

Scale: 1" = 4 Feat

Nota: Tha test pit log indicates subsurface conditlons anly at the speciflc locatlon and time noted. Subsurface conditions, including groundwater
levels, at other locations of the subject site may differ significantly from conditions which, in the apinian of Youngdahl Consulting Group, Ing,, exist

at the sampling locations, MNote, oo, thal the passage of tima may affect conditions at tha sampling locatlons.
> \T TR TR T ProjectNo.. | EXPLORATORY TEST PIT LOG
K| DUNGDAH L S ‘The Vineyards At El Dorado Hill
e e R AT T TR e Vineyards At oraao -
CONSULTING GROUEF, INC. : ; g
e e T Y ey October 2015 El Dorada Hills, California

FIGURE
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Logged By: DCS Date: 17 September 2015

Lat/Lon: N38.71860 / W121.06758

Pit No.

Equipment: John Deere 410 G With 24" Bucket

Pit Orientation: 355°

TP-8

Elevation: ~ 740"

Depth

(Feet)

USDA Classification

Sample

Tests & Comments

@o-1

@1-8

Reddish brown (5YR 4/4) SANDY LOAM, (sl). 5%
gravel, no redoximorphic features, medium blocky
structure, few fine tubular pores, friable, non-plastic,
non-sticky, few fine roots, diffuse irregular boundary, dry

Gray green, INTENSELY WEATHERED ROCK (IWRX),
highly to completely weathered, few red brown and black
redoximorphic concentrations on fractures, blocky, few fine
interstitial pores, very firm, non-plastic, non-sticky, few
medium roots, dry

Test pit terminated at &'
No free groundwater encountered
No caving noted

28'

10T

1244

141

16'+

N-#—-S

Scale: 1" = 4 Feet

Note: The test pit log indicates subsurface condltions only at the spacifle location and time noted. Subsurface conditions, including groundwater
lavals, at other locations of the subject site may differ significantly from conditlons which, in the opinion of Youngdahl Gonsulting Group, Inc., exist

at the sampling locations, Nota, too, that the passage of time may affect cenditions st the sampling locations.

YN ]'! T —~ A IY1 2205]19;:‘3%30 EXPLORATORY TEST PIT LOG | ricure
s L NAT AL A A R A ' The Vineyards At El Dorado Hills
ROUP INC. 11
mm..nfg I.\Jﬁgnln‘%ﬁﬁ FMAPERHLS INC October 2015 El Dorado Hills, California




Logged By: DCS

Date. 17 September 2015

Lat/Lon: N38.71974 / W121.06766

Pit No.

Equipment: John Deere 410 G With 24" Bucket Pit Orientation: 60° Elevation: ~ 723" TP-9
De pth USDA Classification Sample Tests & Comments
(Feet)

@o-1 Reddish brown (5YR 4/4) SANDY LOAM, (sl), 20%
gravel, 10% cobble, no redoximorphic features, medium
blocky structure, comman medium tubular pores, very
friable, non-plastic, non-sticky, few medium roots, abrupt
irregular boundary, dry

@ 1'-5.5" | Gray green, INTENSELY WEATHERED ROCK (IWRX),
highly ta completely weathered, few red brown and black
redoximerphic concentrations on fractures, blocky, few fine
interstitial pores, very firm, non-plastic, non-gticky, few
medium roots, dry
Test pit terminated at 5.5' (practical refusal)
No free groundwater encountered
No caving noted

0 Z 4 & 8 10 12 14° 16' 18' 20 22 24 26 28

sl |

av L

IWRX

4' T

5! -

3' -

10T

12+

14'

NE aw

16 #

Scale: 1" =4 Feat

Nota: Tha test pit log indigates subsurface condilions only at tha spacific location and time noted. Subsurfaca senditions, including groundwater
levels, at other localions of the subject site may differ significantly from conditions which, in the opinion of Youngdahl Consulting Group, Inc., exlst
at the sampling locations, Note, too, that the passage of time may affect conditions et the sampling locations,

A ST | J—! T TYA LI E;%J?gtahégo EXPLORATCRY TEST PIT LOG | ricure
e A e S - The Vineyards At El Dorado Hills

B W cONSULTING GROUE ING. : i 12

QEO':TEI:HNEAL VIR RENTAL = MATERIALD TESTING October 2015 El Dorado Hills, California




Logged By: DCS

Date: 17 September 2015

Lat/Lon: N38.71904 / W121.06487

Pit No.

Equipment: John Deere 410 G With 24" Bucket

Pit Orientation: 72°

Elevation: ~ 820" TP-10

Depth

(Fest) USDA Classification Sample Tests & Comments
@0-1" | Reddish brown (5YR 4/4) SANDY LOAM, (sl), 10%
gravel, no redoximorphic features, medium blocky
structure, common medium tubular pores, very friable,
rion-plastic, non-sticky, common medium roots, abrupt
irregular boundary, dry
@1-8 Gray green, INTENSELY WEATHERED ROCK (IWRX),
highly to completely weathered, few red brown and black
redoximorphic concentrations on fractures, blocky, few fine
interstitial pores, very firm, non-plastic, non-sticky, few
medium roots, dry
Test pit terminated at 8'
No free groundwater encountered
No caving noted
0 2 4 g 8 10 12 14 W B s Vel oaw | 28
sl
2+ ‘
&+ IWRX
G' s
8' -+
101
12'¢ f =
14+
yad ; NE—*— sw
' Scale: 1" = 4 Fest

Note; The test pit log indicates subsurface conditions only at the spacific location and time noted. Subsurface conditions, Including groundwater
levels, at ather |acations of the subject site may differ significantly from conditions which, in the opinion of Youngdahl Cansulting Group, Inc., exist
at the sampling locations, Nota, too, thal the passage of lime may affect conditions at the sampling locations.

LY j’ ‘| JOOTYA EIT E;%]%yggﬂ EXPLORATORY TEST PIT LOG | ricure
- A 4 YLA "J'" L x ¢
re o e The Vineyards At El Dorado Hills
GROUP, INC. ; st 13
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"~ USDA CLASSIFICATION SYSTEM

TEXTURE STRUCTURE STICKINESS
3 = sand granular/plaly blockviprigmatic ng non-sticky
1o = sandy clay fine <1/8 inch (<2mm) <3/8 inch (10mm) ] slightly sticky
© = clay medium  1/8-3/16 in (2-5mm) 3/8-3/4 inch {10-20mm} ms modaralaly sticky
sicl = gilty clay loam coars®  >3/16 Inch (»5mm)  *3/4 inch (*20mm) va very shicky
Is = loamy sand
acl = zandy clay loam SOIL PORES CONSISTENCE
<l = clay loam fine <1/8 inch (2mm) ] = loose
sil = silly loam mediuvm  1/8-3/16 inch (2-5mm) vir = yary friabla
sl = sandy loam coarse  =3/16 inch (*Gmm) i = fiiable
! = loam inters  interstitial f = firm
ale = silty clay ubular  twbular ui = very firm
4l = Al ef = gxiremely firm
e e PLASTICITY
IWRX  =intensely weatherad rock ROOTS
MWRX, = modarately weathered rock np non-plastlc ]
DG = dacomposed granile 5p slighily plaatic i <1{16 inch (1mm)
mp mederalely plastic { 1/168-1/8 inch (1-2mm)
ROCK FRAGMENTS vp vary plastic m 1/8-3/16 inch (2-5mm)
gravel {avg. diamelar: 0,078 inches[2mm] to 3 inches) c =3/15 Inch (=5mm)
cobbels (avg. diamatar: 3 inchas lo 10 inchas)
slones and bouldars {avg. diameter: = 10 inchos) BOUNDARY DISTINCTNESS
a = abrupt =1 inch
COLOR [ = clear 1-2 Inchag
Colar of 8 moist soll matrik, broken ped face, using g = gradual 2-6 inches
Munsell Soll Color Chart or other standard sail d = diffuse =8 inches
lor bawks, '
L BOUNDARY TOPOGRAPHY

REDOXYMORPHIC FEATURES

th

lew < 2% common 2-20% many >20% a, : ir:‘?:

RC = Redox concenlrations; noted using Munsell chart or olher slandard soll color books. i = irregular

RD = Redox daplations; naded using Munsell charl or other standard soil color books, b = broken

RM = Redox matricas; noted using Munsall chart or other standard soil color books,

SOIL GRAIN SIZE
U.5. STANDARD SIEVE Y 3 W 4 i0 40 200
GRAVEL SAND
BOULDER COBBLE . - SILT CLAY
coarse | Fine | coarse | mMEDwM | Fine

S0IL
GRAIN SIZE IN MILLIMETERS 150 75 19 4.75 20 425 0.075 0.op2

KEY TO TEST DATA

E Standard Panetration tesl Q__\ Watar Seepags
[[| 2.5" 0.0, Modified California Sampler Maisture Density Test
[[[| 3" 0.D. Maodified Callfornia Samplar NFWE No Free Water Encountered
FWE Free Water Encountered
I] Shelby Tube Sampler REF Sampling Refusal
= ; . oo Dry Density (pcf)
@ 2.5" Hand Driven Liner o Gkt cod
& Bulk Sample LL Liguid Limit
Pl Plastivity Index
= Water Level Al Tima Of Drilling PP Pocket Panetromatar
uce Uneonfined Compression (ASTM D2166)
% Watar Lavel After Time Of Drilling TVE Pocket Torvane Shear
P El Expansion Index (ASTM D4829
b Perched Water a ( }
- Vi J ICDA BT Project No.: SOIL CLASSIFICATION FIGURE
u \ U LN A U E15193.000 CHART & LOG EXPLANATIONG 14
CONSULTING GROUE INC. . The Vineyards At El Dorado Hills
CEOQTECHMICAL = ENVIRDMMEMTAL = MATERIALS TESTING ctober 2015 El Dorado Hills, California




APPENDIX A
Report of Percolation Tests



REPORT OF PERCOLATION TEST

PROPERTY INFORMATION SOW. PROFILE
Project Mame: Vineyards al El Dorado Hils Depth (R [SOfL TYPE AND WOTES
Project Locaban: —__El Dorada Hils - _Surace oo | B =
Project Mo E15953 000 000 In ISee o tar TP-1
Lod Nov.: I
Dials of Tost: W2NE018
AP (13
Phiase No.. 0o
PERCOLATION DATA DATA GRAPH
Test Mo.1 [Dapth finch): 24 JTestNo.z b {Aachl: T —=
Time R ‘"’ Rone Time e _RN‘B —o—TewMa| —i—Tcsifo? —s—Temlald Tesi koA
Stz Ed Bep. | Siar End | {mininy | Slar End Elap. Siari End =
10p | _i40p ] 3.3 [ [ 110p | 120p [ 1090 580 21
143p | 213p ) a.an 740 i5 143p | 2t3p [ 950 &40 33
20p | 2a4p 7.40 520 25 2:4p | 284p &80 750 38
2:4Sp ItEp 8.20 530 33 245p 315p B0 720 50
317p 347 p 970 780 L] 317p 347 p 20 [-E-] 43
34Bp | 41Ep 760 &40 5 34Bp | 418p 50 600 &0 =
4:18p | 448p 5.40 540 38 41Bp | 428p [ 6.00 540 Ei] e
448p | 5:18p S50 4.30 a3 448p | 5:18p [ 540 480 50
12.00a 0.00 1200 a
Last Fhve Averaged] 3t Lus| Fove Averaged:| 51 8,
Test No.J P!E"' [lnchj: 23 Tast No.4 5 33 £
Time Readings Rats Time Readings (in] Rale g
Slar End | Bep. Siarl End | {minfinj | Stan End Elap. Stant End | (eninén) 3
1Cp | 1abp 930 820 27 110p | 140p i 880 &0 38 ; F
143 p Hip 30 570 50 143p | 213p [ 300 =] 00 - /f
24p A p .70 210 50 2dp | 2%4p 80 5] 75 gu P -
| 2:45p RET ] 5.10 7.50 50 245p | 345p 50 ¥ 100 i /
ATp | 3aip ] .50 [3) 38 3M7p | 341p 20 ] 75 i /
AaEp 41Ep i 70 5,00 &3 J48p 418 p 20 = 100 | s
4Bp | 44Bp ] &.00 5,50 61 418p | 448p 750 7.20 100 /// /
448p | Step | 0 550 500 &0 d4Bp | SBp | @ | TR | TOO | 150 4 ]
1200 a ] 1200 5 a /’//
[astFive Averaged| 50 Las| Fwve Averaged:| 105
== /
Al e Percgiadion Rate = 59 ralmutes par inch
e B E 3 E 3 g
Elapead Time imincies]




REPORT OF PERCOLATION TEST

PROFERTY INFORMATION SOM. PROFILE

| Project Mame: The Vineyards Depth {11] SOIL TYPE AND NOTES

Project Location: El Doraco Hills Suriace S2e 1est pil fog or TP-2

Project Mo.; E15193.000 o

Lot No.: P2 L3

Date of Test: 101152015

APN:

Phase No.:

PERCOLATION DATA DATA GRAPH

Test No.1 |Depin fineb): 25 [[Testnoz Depth finch): 27 [ Tamier —o—Teaia =i 2o T
Time Readings (in) | Rate | Time Readings | Rate

Slan | End | Elap. | Start [ End I(lr‘-'u'in Slant | End | Elap. | Starl | End |{mini

1221 p[1251p| 30 11.20 | 890 13 p1z221p12sip| 30 w0.a8e | 7.50 9
1251p[ 1215 60 | 800 | 750 | 21 |1zSip|raip| 60 | 7S50 | 500 | 19
12tp | 151p| 80 | 750 | 640 121pf151p| 90 | 520 | 480 | =
15ip | 22t p | 120 | 648 | 500 151p|221p| 120 [ 1000 730 | M

251p | 321p| 180 450 | 420 251p32ip| 180 | 580 | 470 25

=~

323p | 3530 | 210 | 1010 | a0 323p | 353p| 210 | 820 | 650 | 18
353p | 423p | 240 | BED | 7.50 381p | 423p| 240 | 650 | 520 | 23 /

27
21
221p|251p| 150 | S00 | 490 | 300 f221p |25 1p| 150 | 720 | 590 21 /
= |
20
27

N

]
E
; < /
Last Five Averaged:| 98 Last Five Averaged:| 22 5
Test No.d Depth finch): 27 ||TestNo.d Depth finch): 20 3 /
Time Readings Rale Time Aeadings () | Aate E f'
Starl | End | Elap. | Start | End |{minin|{ Slan | End | Elap. | Start | End [{mirvin)| § ‘,.-"
12z1plizs1p| 30 [1000| s70| 7 fz2iplizsip| 30 | 990 | 770 L S
i281p|121p| 64 10.00 | 660 9 J1z81p|l121p| 60 770 | 650 / /
12ip | 151p| SO | 1000 680 3 121p | 151p| 90 9.00 | 8.20
I5tp|220p | 120 | 10.00 | 670 q 1Sip|22tp| 120 820 | 7.0 i /

221p | 25tp | 150 | 670 | 490 17 | 22ip|251p | 150 | 7.00 | 6.50
251p |321p | 180 | 480 | 350 21 251p|321p| 180 | 6.0 | 550

323p | 353p| 210 | 9.20 | 570 §2 §321p|353p| 210 | 840 | 750
353p [423p | 240 | B.TD | 460 $4 | 3:53p | 423p| 240 | T.EQ | 6.60

8|8 8\ 8RB |RBY

NS T

- = 2 )

E ]

Last Five Averaged:| 18 Last Five Avaraged:] 38

Elypsad Tims (minckas)

(l Average Percolation Rate= 43 minwlesperinch |




REPORT OF PERCOLATION TEST

PROPERTY INFORMATION SOIL PROFILE
Project Name: Vineyards at El Dorado Hills Depih (ft) SOIL TYPE AND NOTES
Projact Location; El Dorado Hills Surface
Projact No.: E15195.000 to See hog for TP-3
Lot Mo.,: by
Drafe of Test: W22015
AP
Phase MNo.!
PERCOLATION DATA DATA GRAPH
Test No.7 Depth (inch): T |Test Mo.2 Depth (inch): 36 [ e S s 3 it |
Time Readings (in) | Rale Time Readings Rate
Start End | Elap. | Stant | End |(mintin}] Start | End I Elap. | Start | End [{minfin) s
1181 a| 122 p 30 9.00 | 75D 20 J1usial1221p 9.20 | B.20 30 1
12:22p|12:52p 6O 7.50 | 6.00 20 ||1z22pl1252p| 60 8.20 | V.30 33 l
12:84p) 1:24p | 890 G.00 | 4.80 25 |[1254p| 1:24p | S0 | 730 | 600 23 i
1:2Tp| 1:57Tp ' 120 | 800 | 7.10 3% | 1:2Fp | 1:57p | 120 | 600 | 5.30 43
156p| 228p 150 | 710 | 580 23 || 1:58p | 228p | 150 | 5.30 | 470 50 L]
2Xp| 2:58p 180 | 560 | 4.580 30 | 229p | 259p| 1B0 | 470 | 420 &0
2889p| 329p 210 | 480 | 380 33 | 259p | 329p| 210 | 420 | 360 £ 1] =
23p|401p 240 | 770 | 7o0 | 43 Ja33ip|amp| 240 | 700 | 620 | 38 T / //‘
H 1
:, / -
Last Five Averaged:| 33 Lasi Five Averaged:| 48 § ‘%‘/-/!/
Test Mo.3 \Depth finch): 36 |TestNod Depth {Inch): 39 f 5
Time Readings | Rale Time Readings (in} | Rate i “ / /
Start End Elap. | Stanr End |[{minfin}} Siari End Elap. | Starl End [{mirink E 2 | ﬁ /
M51a1221p, 30 G680 | B.30 23 j11:51a(12:21p| 30 9.00 | 830 43 E | o /
22 p1252p &0 830 | 710 25 [12:22p|12:52p| 60 830 | 7EO 43 /f{/
1254p) 1:24p | W 710 | 5.80 23 1254 p| 124p| S0 TED | 6890 43 4 //
1:27p| 157p | 120 | 580 | 460 25 | 1:27p| 057Tp| 120 | €30 | 520 18 ///
1:58p | 228p | 150 | 4.60 | 4.00 50 f1:58p|228p| 150 | 520 | 500 | 150 2 £
229p l! 253p 180 | 400 | 360 75 | 229p|2:59p | 180 | 500 | 490 ( 300 ‘// /i
259 p i F2%p 210 | 360 | 3.00 50 J2:59p | 329p | 210 | 490 | 460 | 100 3 :/I
3A1p| &0tp 240 | 580 | 520 TS5 J3p|a0ip| 240 | 500 | 490 | 300
|
W i = g E g z E
Las! Five Averaged:| 55 Lasi Five Averaged:| 174
Elapsed Time [minutes)
i Average Percofotion Rate= 77 minutes per inch |




REPORT OF PERCOLATION TEST

FROPERTY INFORMATION SOIL PROFILE
Project Name: Vineyards at El Dorado Hills Depth {ft) SOIL TYPE AND NOTES
Project Location: El Dorado Hills Surface
Project No.: E15195.000 e See log for TP
Lal Mo.: o
Datle of Test: 1812015
AP
Phase No.:
PERCOLATION DATA DATA GRAPH
Tesi No.T Depth (inch): 24 ||Test No.2 Depth (inch): 7 CTRET —e—TelE —e—TheWan T ]
Time Readings {in) | Rate Time Readings Rate
Start | End = Elap. | Start | End |(minfn}j| Start | End | Elap. | Start | End |(minvin) -
127Tp| 1:57Tp 30 10,10 | 7.80 12 | 127p| 1:557Tp| 30 10.40 | 9.00 21
200p | 2:30p 60 | 10.00 | 840 19 || 200p| 230p| 60 | 10.00| 9.00 30
2¥p|301p| 90 840 | TA0 | 23 [[231p| 301p 90 9.00 | 8.00 an
Z02p| 332p| 120 | 710 | 610 | 30 |[302p|332p| 120 | BOO | 720 | 38 10 /
333p | 403p | 150 6.10 | 530 38 [|333p|403p | 150 T.20 | 650 43 /
406p | 436p 180 | 1000 | 890 | 27 | 406p|436p| 180 | 10.00 | S.00 30 /
437p| 507p| 210 | B0 | 780 | 27 [437p|507p| 210 | 900 | 810 [ 23 / -/'I
508p | 5:38p| 240 | 780 | 670 | 27 [|508p|538p| 240 | 810 | 730 | 38 T —
Last Five Averaged:| 30 Last Five Averaged:| 36 é- P
Test No.3 \Depth {inch): 2B fTestNod Depth finch): 28 § 5 v . Z
Time Readings | Rate Time Readings (in) | Rate 2 /
Stat | End | Elap. | Stet | End |(minfin§ Start | End | Etap. | Stant | End {(minfin) E /
1:27p | 1:57p| 30 | 980 | 600 | 97 J1:27p|1:57p| 30 | 960 | B4D | 25 4 / /
200p | 230p | 60 1000 | 8.00 i5 | 200p 230p| 60 10,00 | 8.90 27 a /_ 7o
231p|30Mp| 9 | 800 | 720 38 [ 231p|301p| 90 | 890 | B0 | 33 / o~
302p| 332p | 120 | ¥.20 | BTO 60 || 3:02p| 3:32p| 120 8.10 | 7.50 50
3:33p| 403p| 150 | 670 | 570 | 30 |[3:33p|4:03p| 150 | 7.50 | 670 | a8
406p| 436p | 180 | 1000 | B.80 25 || 4:06p| 4:36p| 180 | 10.00 | 9.30 43 z i
437p| S07p | 210 8.60 | 8.10 43 ((4:37p | 507Tp| 210 930 | 8860 43 /
508p| 538p 240 810 | 7.30 338 [|S0ep|53Bp| 240 B&0 | 8.00 50
1 .
! 2 g 2 8 2
Lasl Five Averaged:( 39 Lasl Five Averaged:( 48
Elapsed Time [mimtes)
fl Average Percolation Rate= 37 minutes per inch [




REPORT OF PERCOLATION TEST

PROPERTY IFORMATION SOIL PROFILE
Project Mame: Vineyards al El Dorada Hills Depth (f) SOIL TYPE AND NOTES
Project Location: El Dorado Hils Surface _
Project No.: E15195.000 fo See log for TP-5
Lot Mo: ]
Date of Test: 9/2112015
APN.:
Phase No.:
FPERCOLATION DATA DATA GRAPH
Test No.1 Depth (inch): 24 |TestNe.2 |pepth finch): 24 (P e e
Tirme Readings [in) | Rate Time Readings Rate
Start | End | Elap. | Start | End [{mimin}l Starl | End | Elap. | Start | End |{minin) ”
(11:39a(12:08p 30 |1000| 680 | 9 |[11:39a|1209p| 30 | 650 | 430 | 14 |
|1z10p|1z40p 60 | 680 | 430 | 12 [[1210p|1240p| e | 430 | 300 | = | /o
1243p| 1:13p| 90 | 870 | 670 | 15 |1243p| 1:13p| 90 | 600 | 47O | 23 ta ‘
144p | t44p| 120 | 670 | 450 | 44 [ 914p|t@4p| 120 | 470 | 320 | 20 /
149p | 219p| 150 | 820 | 660 | 19 [ 145p|219p| 150 | 580 | 450 | 23 /
220p | 250p| 180 | 660 | 430 | 13 |z2op|2s0p| 180 | 450 | 310 | 21 J
250p | 320p | 210 | 430 | 290 | 21 [ 250p|320p| 210 | 340 | 220 | 33
322p|352p| 240 | 830 | 680 | 20 |[322p|3:S2p| 240 | 570 | 480 | 27 T T
‘ I [ / \
Ee . \
Las! Five Averaged:| 17 Last Five Averaged:| 25 -_E / :.5/ ‘
Test No.3 Depth (inch}: 25 |[Test No.s |Pepth finek): 25 = /a/
Time Readings Rate Time Readings (in) | Rate E = A | /
Start | End | Etap. | Start | End |{minin} Stari | End | Elsp. | Start | End |(minin) E /'
11:39al12:09p| 30 | 770 | 620 | 20 |[11:39a|1209p| 30 | 760 | 600 | 19 < /l
1210p|1240p| 60 | 620 | 470 | 20 |1210p|1240p| 6D | 6.OD | 500 [ 30 g /{ 7 /
12:43p| 113p | 90 620 | 550 43 1243 p| 1:13p| 90 6.00 | 5.10 x I
114p| 1:84p| 120 | 550 | 410 | 21 [ 14p|tap| 120 | 520 | 40| 30 / //
149p | 219p| 150 | 760 | 590 | 18 |[t48p|219p| 150 | 740 | 640 | a0 X / /
220p|250p| 180 | 590 | 490 | 30 [ 220p|250p| 180 | 640 | 560 | 33 / /
250p | 320p| 210 | 490 | 360 | 23 [ 2s50p|320p| 260 | 560 | 480 | 43 4 f.f"
¥22p|352p| 240 | 630 | 520 | 27 | m22p|352p| 240 | 660 | 570 | 33 v
J |
| s 3 s
g ] ; 2 2
Lasl Five Averaged:| 24 Lasl Five Averaged:| 35
Elapsed Time [minwles)
fl Average Percofation Rate= 25  minutes per inch |




REPORT OF PERCOLATION TEST

PROPERTY INFORMATION SOIL PROFILE
[Project Name: Wineyards at Bl Dorade Hils Depth [ft) SOIL TYPE AND NOTES
| Project Localion: El Dorado Hils Surface oo
| Progect Ma.: . E15193.000 000 o See log for TP-6 .
Lot Now: in
Data of Test: HZ112015
APN.: 0.0
Phasa No.. 6.0
PERCOLATION DATA DATA GRAPH
et a1 Tima m%‘?ﬂg}; Ty '—l.:a:e I‘-ﬂ"az Tene LE_MR:;? E o Rz:h —o—Tat Kol —e—Testbnl —s—Tosito] —— TesiMod
Slan End Elap. Stari End {minfin} § Start Enrd _Elap. Slan End mindin
11:36a | 12:06p 0 830 550 11 11:36a | 1206p 1] 870 f.40 13 =
12179 | 107p [ 300 450 16 1217p | w07 g [ 820 580 21
1:10p | 140p [ 810 £.10 15 i90p | 140p 1] 7.50 630 25
1:40p | 240p a 6.10 3.00 19 140p | 240p ] 5.30 4.00 26
240p | 310p a 8.80 6.80 15 Z40p | 30 0 9.20 7.60 18
312p | 342p a 5.80 450 13 312p | 342p 0 7.50 .30 23 =
342p | 4i2p 0 4.50 330 25 342p | 412p (1] 5.40 540 33 Faall
[ 1]
1200 a i 0.00 12008 0
L Last Five Averaged: 18 Last Five Avsrﬁat 25 l
Test No.3 Depth finch): 26 ||Test Nod |Depth fimch): 28 A
Time Readn Rale Time Readings (in) Rale g
Stan End Etap. Statt End | (minin) || Star End Ep. | Start End | {minfin) i~
11:38a | 1208p 1 8.40 5.50 10 11:36a | 1206 p i 7.50 5.50 15 ] -/5
1Z217g | 107p a 7.10 450 19 1Z17p | 1:07p 0 5.80 4.30 3 A
1:10p | 140p a 7.60 5.00 19 1:10p | 1400 0 5.80 5.10 43 o o] (/f..
140p | ZADp a 500 | 240 7 140p | 240p 0 510 | 280 26 / = >l
240p | 3iop 0 830 8.80 20 240p | 3i0p 0 750 | 65D i 75/
312p | a4zp 0 6.80 5.50 23 a12p | 342p 0 6.50 5.40 ) o
342p | &12p 0 550 3.40 18 3tzp | 4d2p 0 540 .50 EX] /
[i] o ¥
12:00 2 0 12002 [i] i Ly &
- =k : l//
Lasl Five Averaged:| 18 Lasl Five fveraged:] 29 ¥
I A Percolation Rate= 23 ___minutes per inch
; a 8 5 !! o

Elapsed Tiave (minutes]




REPORT OF PERCOLATION TEST

PROPERTY INFORMATION S0IL PROFILE
Project Narma: ‘Vineyards at El Doradao Hills Depth (i) S0iL TYPE AND NOTES
Projec! Location: E! Dorado Hills Surface
Profect No.: E15183.000 e See tog for TP-8
Laf No.: to
Drafe of Tast: 8212035
AP
Phase No.:
PERCOLATION DATA DATA GRAFPH
Test No.7 Depth finch): 26 ||Test o2 \Depth fincly): 24 e T T e
Time Readings {in) | Rale Time Readings Rate
Start End Elap. | Siart | End |{minfin}ly Siart i End | Etap. | Start | End |{minfin) -
1240 p| 1:00p 50 830 | 370 i1 f1210p| 1:00p | 50 G40 | 6.80 19
10p| 1:30p 80 7.30 | 50 4 { 1:00p | 1:30p | 80 750 | 640 27
1:3p| 230p 140 510 | 1.80 18 | 1:30p | 2230p | 140 | G40 | 3.30 19
238p| 3:08p 170 850 | G670 7 | 239p | 309p | 170 | 940 | 8.20 25
309p| 339p 200 6.0 | 3.80 0 §309p | X39p| 200 | 820 | v.00 25 n
3:39p|409p 230 | 1000 770 13 §339p | 409p| 230 | 7.00 | 580 27 f
4:10p | 4:40p | 260 Y70 | 4.BO 1 j4:10p | 440p | 2600 | 590 ( 450 21
3w 3
E |
Lasl Five Averaged:] 13 Lasi Five Averaged:| 25 E
Tesi No.3 Depth (inch): 26 |TestNod Depth (inch): 28 f | =
Tima Readings | Rate Time Readings (in} | Rate 3 |
Stat | End | Elap. | Stat | End |(mininll Stan | End | Elap. | Start | End |{minin} E | o /:,.7
12:10p 1:00p | 50 | 800 | 510 | 17 [1z10p| 1cop| 50 |1mi0| sie | 25 i | / [
1:00p|130p| 80 | 700 | 590 | 27 |toep|130p| BO | 850 | 800 | 6O /
1:30p | 2:30p | 140 | 590 | 250 18 1:30p | 230p | 140 | 800 | 610 32
2-39p | 308p| 170 | 670 | 580 | 33 [23%p|30ep| 170 | 920 | 840 | 28 /
309p| 33%p | 200 | 580 | 450 23 ||309p | ¥39p | 200 | BAQ | 72O B0 ] pog L
3:39p | 4:09p | 230 | ¥.90 | 6.50 21 33%p | 409p | 230 | 780 | 70 38 !
410p | 4&40p | 260 | 650 | 520 23 | 410p | 440p| 2680 | 710 | 6.30 3a .
]
l | . g g 3 2 2 :
Last Five Averaged:| 25 Las1 Five Averaged:| 43
Efapsed Time [minutes)
| Average Percolation Rate = 26  minufes per inch I




REPORT OF PERCOLATION TEST

PROPERTY INFORMATION SOL PROFILE
Project Name: The Vineyards Depth (11} SOIL TYPE AND NOTES
Project Location: El Dorado Hills Surtace See test pé log log for TP-9
Project No.: E15193.000 to
Lot Mo, to
Date of Test: 10M62015
APN:
Phase No.:
PERCOLATION DATA DATA GRAPH
Test No.1 Depth gnct): 25 [Test No.2 Depth (inchj: _ 30 T T
Time Headings {in} Rate Time Readings Rate
Stan End Elap. | Start | End | (minin) | Stant End | Elap. | Start | End |{minin) -
10:18a | 10482 30 7.80 | 5.20 12 10:18a | 10482 | 30 | 7.30 | 250 | B
10482 | 111193 B0 B70 | 5.40 9 10492 | 11:19a | 60 | 7.80 | 270 | & /
11:20a | 11508 an 820 | 6.00 9 1i:20a | 1150a | 90 | 770 270 | B -
108p | 128p | 120 | 8BS0 | 530 g 109p | 1@8p | 120 | 910 270 | 5 /
1:40p | 210p 150 530 | 3.50 17 140p | Z10p | 150 | BOOG | 270 | & 3 )
242p | zazp 180 800 | 5.0 1" 212p | 242p | 180 | BOO | 280 | &
242p | 312p 210 530 | 470 19 242p | 312p | 210 (870 | 300 | 5
aM2p | 342p 240 800 | 540 12 312p | 342p | 24D | 8DC | 270 | & T
F
g, /
Last Five Averaged: 13 Last Five Averaged:| 5 8
Test No.3 Depth inch): 24  |TestNo.d Depth (inch): 36 E:
Time Readings Rale Time Readings (in} | Rale Em ¥
Start End Elap. | Start | End | (minfin) | Stan End | Elap. | Start | End |{minsin)| E / / .
10183 | 10:48a an 8.10 | 580 12 10:18a | 1048a | 230 | 860 | 450 | 7 < / / ,,/
1049a | 11:18a 60 8.40 | 6.10 13 10:49a | 11:1%a| & | 910 | 520 | @8 ‘ ® 7 L
11:20a | 1150a 90 8.90 | 620 11 | 1120a | 11:50a| o0 | 950 | 570 | @ /
108p | 1@3p 120 9.60 | &.10 9 1:09p | 1:39p | 120 | 1080 | 580 | & = /‘/ //;é
140p | 20p 150 .10 | 470 21 140p | 210p | 150 | 500 [ 570 | g /;/ //
242p | 242p 180 900 | 650 12 2:2p | 242p | B0 [10.00 650 | g / o
z242p | 3m2p 210 550 | 510 21 242p | 312p | 210 | 650 | 460 | 18 s al ,/
312p 342p 240 510 | 3.60 20 312p | 342p | 240 | 4580 260 15 y/
| ‘e s g 3 8
Last Five Averaged: 17 Last Five Averagad:{ 11
Elopsed Time {minulea)
[ Average Percolatfon Hale= 12 minutes per Inch I




REPORT OF PERCOLATION TEST

PROPERTY INFORMATION S0IL PROFILE
Project Name: Tha Vineyards Depth (1) SOIL TYPE AND NOTES
Profect Localion: [E1 Dorado Hills Surface See lest pit bog for TP-10
Project Mo.: E15193.000 1o
Lot Mo le
Date of Test: 1062015
APM:
Phase No..
PERCOLATION DATA DATA GRAPH
Tes! No. 1 Depth {Tnchj: 25  |[TestNo.2 Depih {Tnch): an L“" Tl —d—Toite2 ——TeAtod e~ Temid]
Time Readings {in) Hate Time Readings RAate
Stat | End Elap. Start | End | [minfin) Sian End Elap. | Stat | End | (minfn) i
10:08a | 10:384 an 530 | 3.90 21 10082 | 10:38a | 30 #DIvIOI '
1038a | 1108a 60 550 | 4.40 7 10:38a | 11:08a | B0 | 10.10 a | /
10a | 11:40a 90 G40 | 4,90 20 11:10& | 1140 a a0 8,40 4 m
Mdta | 1211p | 120 | 480 | 370 | 25 [11a1a|1211p| 120 | 580 5 |
1Z57p | 127p 150 700 | 550 20 12:57p | 127p | 150 | 16.00 2
128p | 15Bp 180 5.50 | 4.20 z3 128p | 156p | 180 | 1350 2 " ¥,
1:58p | 228p 210 420 | 290 = 1:59p | 229p | 210 | 11.00 3
Za1p | 301p 240 560 | 4.80 30 2alp | 30tp | 240 | 11.00 | T
| E,“‘
g
Las! Five Avergged: 24 Last Five Averaged: | E
Test No.3 Depth (inch): 24 |TestNo.# Depth (inchj: 36 2o
Time Readings Rate Time: Readings {in) Rale §
Stant End Elap. | Stan | End | (minfin) | Stan | End | Elap. | Starl [ End | (minsin) | 5 /
10082 | 10:38a ag 860 | 6.00 12 1082 | 10:38a | 30 | 800 | 3.90 7 <0
10:38a | 11:06a 60 7.00 | 550 20 10:38a | 14:08a | 60 | 880 | 440 7
11:t0a | 11:40a ag 550 | 4.50 30 1110a | 104da | 20 | 950 | 450 B |
14t1a | 12101p 120 450 | 370 as fi41a | 1211p| 120 | 550 | 3.20 13 @
1257p | 1=27p 150 8.80 | G40 13 12:57p | 127p | 150 | 1050 | 4.80 5 //
t2dp | 158p | 180 | 640 | 480 | 20 | 1esp | 158p | 180 | 950 | 450 | 8 2 R
15ap | 229p | 210 | 490 | 380 | 27 | 159p | 228p | 210 | 890 | 460 | 7 w0 ;(/ S e
2a1p | a0ip 240 .60 | 2.00 a8 231p | 301p | 240 | 980 | 480 B % — %w’—o’"
w V
]
- g 7 3 3
Last Five Averaged: 27 Last Five Averaged: 7

Elapsed Time {minwies)

" Average Percolation Rate = 15 minutes per inch I
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€l Dorado lrrigation District o, — ;.\ 504, | e
Letter No.: EEO 2016-0308 EXEG SECRETARY

March 21, 2016
VIA FIRST-CLASS MAIL
Martin Boone
Omni Financial
1260 41* Avenue. Suite O
Capitola. CA 95010

Subject: Facility Improvement Letter (FIL). Vineyards -Annexation
Assessor’s Parcel No. 126-100-24 (Outside)

Dear Mr. Boone:

This letter is in response to your request dated February 4. 2016 and is valid for a period of three
years. If a Facility Plan Report (FPR) for your project is not submitted to El Dorado lrrigation
District (EID or District) within three years of the date of this letter. a new FIL will be required.

Design drawings for your project must be in conformance with the District’s Warer. Sewer and
Recycled Water Design and Construction Standards.

This project is a 42-lot residential subdivision on 113.11 acres. Water service and fire hydrants are
requested. The property is not within the District boundary and will require annexation before
service can be obtained.

This letter is not a commitment to serve, but does address the location and approximate capacity of
existing facilities that may be available to serve your project.

Water Supply

As of January 1, 2015, there were approximately 5,094 equivalent dwelling units (EDUs) of water
supply available in the El Dorado Hills Water Supply Region. Your project as proposed on this date
would require 44 EDUs of water supply.

Water Facilities

The Salmon Falls Tank and an 18-inch water line are located in the northern portion of this project.
An 8-inch water line is located south of the property to be developed in Alta Vista Court. A 12-inch
water line is located in Green Valley Road. The El Dorado Hills Fire Department has determined that
the minimum fire flow for this project is 1,000 GPM for a 2-hour duration while maintaining a 20-psi
residual pressure.

The hydraulic grade line for the Salmon Falls Tank and associated 18-inch water line is 800 feet
above mean sea level at static conditions. In order to provide fire flow and domestic service from this
tank. a new booster pump station would be required near the tank site. Any adjacent lands that would
need to be served by the pump station must be identified and included in the sizing of the station.

EXHIBIT I - EL DORADO IRRIGATION DISTRICT
FACILITY IMPROVEMENT LETTER

2890 Mosquito Road, Placerville CA, 95667 (530) 622-4513
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Teo: Martin Boone s Page 2 of 4
€l Dorado Irrigotian Disteict

The-hydraulic-grade-line-ofthe B-inch-waterline-in-Alla Visia Court is 886 feet above mean sea level

at static conditions and 816 teet above mean sea level during fire flow and maximum day demands.
This water line as it is currently configured is not able to serve the development without additional
connections and looping.

As stated above, these facilities have different hydraulic grade lines that will nced to be evaluated in
the FPR. The flow and pressures predicted above were developed using a computer model and is not
an actual field flow test,

Sewer Facilities
The project, as proposed, would be served by individual septic systems permitied by the County.
District sewer service is not being requested.

Facility Plan Report

An FPR will be required [ar this project. The FPR shali address the expansion of the water facilities
and the specific fire laow requirements for all phases of the project. A meeting to discuss the content
of the report will be required. Please contact this office to arrange the meeting. A preliminary utility
plan, prepared by vour engineer. must be brought o the meeting.

Two copies af the FPR will be required along with a $2.000.00 deposit. You will be billed for actual
time spent in review and processing of your FPR. Please submit the FPR and fee to our Customer and
Development Services Department. Enclosed is the FPR description and transmintal form for your
use. The items listed under ~content™ in the description and the completed transmittal form must be
bound in each copy of the FPR.

Eascment Requirements

Proposed water lines and related facilities must be located within an easement accessible by
canventional maintenance vehicles, When the water lines are within streets. they shall be located
within the paved section of the roadway. No structures will be permitted within the casements of any
existing or proposed facilities. The District must have unobstructed access (o these casernents at all
times. and does not generally allow water facilitics along 1ot lines.

Fasements for any new Chsteict faeilities constructed by this project must be granted to the District
prior to MHstrict approval of water improvement plans, whether on-site or off-site. In addition, due to
¢ither nonexistent or prescriptive easements for any pre-existing facilities located on or near the
property subject to this FIL, any existing District acilitics that will remain in place atier the
development of this property must also have an casermnent granted to the District.

Environmeotal

The County is the lead agency for environmental review ol this project per Sceetion 15051 of the
California Environmental Quality Act Guidelines (CEQA). The County’s environmental document
should include a review of both off-site and on-site water and sewer facilitics that imay be constructed
by this project. You may be requested to submiit a copy of the County’s environmental document to
the District if vour project involves significant ofi=site [acilities. If the County’s environmental
document does not address all water and waste walter facilities and they are not exempt from
environmental review, a supplemental environmental document will be required. This document
would be prepared by a consultant. It could require several months to prepare and you would be
responsible for its cost.

23490 Mosquito Road, Placervilie A, 45667 (530) 622 4513
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Annexation

The applicant is charged for all costs associated with the annexation process. On January 25,2016
the District’s Board of Directors conditionally approved the annexation of the subject property
(formally known as Diamante Estates). The Local Agency Formation Commission (LAFCO)
conditionally approved the annexation on August 27, 2014. The United States Burcau of Reclamation
is currently reviewing the annexation package. The annexation process is not complete as of the date
of this letter.

Summary
Service to this proposed development is contingent upon the following:

e Annexation approval from the District’s Board of Directors and El Dorado County Local
Agency Formation Commission;

* Payment of District Annexation Impact Fee (Contact Development Services for fee
calculation);

* Inclusion of lands into the District’s service area from the United States Department of the
Interior Bureau of Reclamation (Contact Development Services for more information);

s The availability of uncommitted water supplies at the time service is requested;

» Approval of the County’s environmental document by the District (if requested);

» Approval of a Facility Plan Report by the District;

* Approval of an extension of facilities application by the District;

= Approval of facility improvement plans by the District:

» Construction by the developer of all on-site and off-site proposed water and sewer facilities:

¢ Acceptance of these facilities by the District; and.

e Payment of all District connection costs.

Services shall be provided in accordance with El Dorado Irrigation District Board Policies and
Administrative Regulations. as amended from time to time. As they relate to conditions of and fees
for extension of service, District Administrative Regulations will apply as of the date of a fully
executed Extension of Facilities Agreement.

If you have any questions, please contact Marc Mackay at (530) 642-4135.

Sincerely,

Michael 1. Brink, P.E. -
Supervising Civil Engineer

MB/MM:at

Enclosures: System Map
FPR guidelines and transmittal

2890 Mosquito Road, Placerville CA, 95667 (530) 622-4513
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—cew/System-Map:

Marshall Cox — Fire Marshal
El Dorado Hills Fire Depariment
Via email - mcox@edhfire.com

Roger Trout, Director
I3l Dorado County Development Services Department
Via email - roger.trout/eicdcpav.us

Olga Sciorelli

CTA Engineering & Surveying
3233 Momier Cirele

Rancho Cordova, CA 93742

José C. Henriquez, Executive Officer
El Dorado County LAFCO

350 Main Street, Suite E

Placerville. CA 93667

2890 Moszguito Road, Placerville CA, 85686/ (530) 22 45413
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€l Dorado Irrigation District

ENGINEERING FACIEITY PEAN-REPORT-(FPR)
GUIDELINES

PURPOSE

The District requires the submittal of an engineering Facility Plan Report (FPR) for the extension of
District facilities for subdivisions, commercial projects and industrial developments. The purpose of the
report is to establish an understanding between the developer and the District on what system
improvemenis the developer must construct prior to receiving service. This will help avoid
misunderstandings and costly revisions in the plan review process, and will help the developer determine
the costs that will be incwrred for water and wastewater service.

For most development projects, the FPR includes a detailed analysis of all proposed water, sewer and
recycled water facilities. However, a Master Plan FPR is ofien appropriate for large, multi-phased
developments. Master Plan FPRs focus on major trunk sewers and water transmission facilities and do
not include minor subdivision and collection facilities. One or more subsequent detailed FPRs would be
required after the overall master plan has been approved.

PROCEDURE

1. The developer's engineer will submit a packet containing a completed EID FPR Transmittal Form
(template attached), two copies of a Draft FPR, an additional electronic copy (pdf format) of the
report on CD, and a deposit of $2,000.00, to an EID Development Services Section representative.

All FPRs must be bound and conform to the outline describe in the FPR. CONTENT section of this
document. If the project is to be constructed in phases, the number of parcels and the number of
EDUs for each phase must be indicated in the FPR.

2. An initial screening for completeness will be conducted by the Development Engineer. If the report
is found to be unacceptable because it is not substantially complete, it will be returned to the
developer’s engincer without a review,

3. Complete FPRs will be reviewed by the Development Engineer within approximately six weeks and
returned with comments, if necessary. If there are no comments, the Final FPR will be approved and
returned to the engineer along with a review letter. The FPR must be approved prior to the first
submittal of facility improvement plans for District review. Any re-submittal of an FPR. must ¢ontain
two hardcopies and one .pdf electronic copy of the revised report and also include a copy of the
previous review letter(s) in the FPR appendix.

4, After approval of the FPR, the developer’s engineer may submit the facility improvement plans for
review. If significant changes are required to the improvement plans during the review process, which
affect the Final FPR, such changes must be reflected in an addendum to the Final FPR.

Any questions regarding FPRs or facility improvement plan reviews should be directed to the District’s

Development Engineer,

EXPIRATION

The approved FPR is valid for two years from the date of approval.



€l Dorado Irrigation District

FPR CONTENT

The complexity of the report will depend upon the size of the project, the number of phases and the extent
of improvements that are required. The report must conform to the following outline, which is based on
Section 2 of the District’s Water Design and Construction Standards (Design Standards). All FPR's will
be bound and, at a minimum, include:

Section I — General

* ® ¥ @

Completed EID FPR Transmittal Form (A hardcopy is attached, and electronic copies are
available on request. Pleage use this form as a master for future transmittals.)
Cover page containing the project name; the name, address and telephone number of the engineer
and owner/developer; the date of submittal and the Assessor’s Parcel Number(s)
Introduction
Background including:
a. Statement of whether or not the property is within the District’s service area boundary
b. Existing County zoning designation(s)
c. Identification of the CEQA document prepared for the project and a statement regarding
whether the entire project, including offsite water and/or sewer lines, are addressed
Project description
Vicinity map
Project phasing (if applicable)
A general project boundary map, showing adjacent developments and their existing or proposed
EDL’s
Description of adjacent developments impacting or having the potential to impact this project
Typical street cross section showing all utilities and separations

Section IT — Water

Contour map showing the location and size of all water facilities, including pressure reducing
stations and pump stations (if applicable)

Contour map showing proposed pressure zone boundaries (if applicable)

Proposed sources(s) of water (existing District facilities, individual wells)

Description of water demands based upon the equivalent dwelling unit (EDU) concept and
maximum demand criteria as provided in the Design Standards

Description of any storage requirements and proposed pressure zones

Description of pumping and pressure reducing facilities (if applicable)

Demand table with average day, peak hour, and maximum day demands detailed by junction node

Section 1II - Sewer

Proposed sewage treatment location (such as El Dorado Hills WWTP, Deer Creek WWTF,
Camino Heights)

Description of average dry weather flow (ADWT) sewage generation, based upon the equivalent
dwelling unit (EDU) concept; and peak wet weather flow (PWWF) sewage generation, based
upon criteria as provided in the Design Standards

Contour map showing all sewer facilities, including the size and slope of sewer mains, the
location of sewage lift stations, pumped lots and offsite contributions (if applicable)

Description of sewage lift station facilities, including capacity and head, and any proposed
individual hours pump installations (if applicable)

Table showing proposed sewer hydraulics, such as capacities, flows, velocities, depth of flow



Section TV—Reeycled Water

£l Dorado lrrigotion District

Contour map showing the location and size of all reclaim water facilities, including pressure
reducing stations and pump stations (if applicable)

Proposed source(s) of water (such as existing District facilities, trigation wells)

Description of reclaimed water demands based upon the equivalent dwelling unit (EDU) concept
and maximum demand ¢riteria a5 provided in the Design Standards

» Descriptions of any reclaimed water storage requirements and proposed pressure zones
¢ Degcription of pumping and pressure reducing facilities (if applicable)
« Demand table with average day, peak hour, and maximum day demands detailed by junction node
»  Preliminary irrigation plan
Appendix
= Copy of Facility Improvement Letter(s)
s Letter from appropriate Fire Department stating required fire flow and duration for the project
s Copy of the tentative map (if applicable)
» Copy of pertinent caleulations and hydraulic modeling analysis
*  Water, sewer and recycled water exhibits



€l Dorade Irrigation District
Facility Plan Report (FPR) Transmittal Form

Submittal Requirements: Two (2) copies of Facility Plan Report (FPR) and one (1) electronic copy in
pdf format and a $2,000 deposit must be submitted along with this completed Transmittal Form.

Project Name:
Contact Person:

Address:

Telephone Number: FAX Number:;

I. Assessor's Parcel No(s):

2. Location:

3. This development will be constructed in phases.

4. The property requires Annexation to EID Yes, No.

5. The total acreage of the development is acres.

6. The number of parcels proposed is

7. The number of water EDU’s requested is

8. The number of sewer EDU’s requested is N

9. The estimated maximum day water demand is gpm and peak hour demand of gpm.

10. The fire flow requirement is gpm for hours duration at psi.

11. Pressure reducing stations are required? Yes, Nao,

12, The estimated average dry weather sewer flow is gpm.

13. The estimated peak wet weather sewer flow is gpm.

14. Recycled water proposed for irrigation Yes, No. Number of EDU’s A

15. Estimated maximum day reeycled demand is gpm and peak hour demand of gpm.

16. The engineer's cost estimates for all facilities to be built is attached  Yes,  No.

17. Are any lift stations, pump stations or water tanks proposed? If so provide the following for each:
latitude: longitude: elevation:

Exceptions:

FPR submitted by: Final FPR approved by:

Developer's Engineer EID Development Engineer

RCE# RCE# :

Date Date

Form DE-001

Created: 06-29-08
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This document is the Mitigation Menitoring and Reporting Program (MMRP) for the Vineyards at El
Dorado Hills Project (Project). This MMRP has been prepared pursuant to Section 21081.6 of the
California Public Resources Code, which requires public agencies to “adept a reporting and
monitoring pragram for the changes made to the project or conditions of project approval,
adopted in order to mitigate or avold significant effects on the environment.,” A MMRP is required
for the proposed Project because the EIR has identified significant adverse impacts, and measures
have been identified to mitigate those impacts.

The numbering of the individual mitigation measures follows the numbering sequence as found in
the Draft EIR, some of which were revised after the Draft EIR were prepared. These revisions are
shown in Chapter 3.0 of the Final EIR. All revisions to mitigation measures that were necessary as a
result of responding to public comments and incorporating staff-initiated revisions have been
incorporated into this MMRP.

4.1 MITIGATION MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM

The MMRP, as outlined in the following table, describes mitigation timing, monitoring
responsibilities, and compliance verification responsibility for all mitigation measures identified in
this Final EIR.

The MMRP is presented in tabular form on the following pages. The components of the MMRP are
described briefly below:

* Mitigation Measures: The mitigation measures are taken from the Draft EIR in the same
order that they appear in that document.

Mitigation Timing: Identifies at which stage of the Project mitigation must be completed.

* Monitoring Responsibility: Identifies the agency that is responsible for mitigation
monitoring.

Compliance Verification: This is a space that is available for the monitor to date and initial
when the monitoring or mitigation implementation took place.

IMPLEMENTATION AND MONITORING RESPONSIBILITIES

The County of El Dorado will be the primary agency responsible for implementing the mitigation
measures and will continue to monitor mitigation measures that are required to be implemented
during the operation of the Project. The El Dorade County Planning Services department, through
the Director of Planning (Director), and his/her duly appointed subordinates shall have the primary
responsibility for implementation, compliance, and enforcement of this MMRP. If the Director
finds that there is reasonable cause to believe that non-compliance with this Program exists, he or
she shall take such measures as necessary or expedient, pursuant to existing enforcement
provisions of the El Dorado County Code, to enforce and secure compliance with the provisions of
this Program.

ExHIBIT P MITTG ATTON MONTTORING AND  **
REPORTING PROGRAM



4.0 MITIGATION MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM

PROGEDURES-TO-ENSURE-IMPLEMENTATION

As a condition of project approval, the project applicant shall agree to enter into an Agreement to
Implement the Mitigation Monitoring and Reparting Program. This Agreement shall be executed
and recorded by the applicant no later than sixty (60) days after project approval or prior to the
issuance of the first permit, plan approval, or commencement of construction on the project,
whichever event occurs first. In no event shall an applicant be deemed to have fully satisfied all
conditions of approval of a project unless this Agreement has been executed and recorded.

NONCOMPLIANCE

A. Any person or agency may file a complaint asserting noncompliance with the mitigation
measures assoclated with the project. The complaint shall be directed to the Town of
Portola Valley in written form providing specific infarmation on the asserted violation. The
Town of Portola Valley shall initiate an Investigation and determine the validity of the
complaint; if noncompliance with a mitigation measure has occurred, the Town shall
initiate appropriate actions to remedy any violation. The complainant shall receive written
confirmation indicating the results of the investigation or the final action corresponding to
the particular noncompliance issue.

B. If the applicant fails to comply with any adopted mitigation measure in the MMRP, County
Planning Services staff shall [ssue a "Stop Work Order," a "Notice of Violation," or a notice
of County's intent to pursue a Code Enforcement action. An applicant who desires to
remedy the non-compliance shall be given an opportunity to consult with the Planning
Services to determine the extent of the violation and to take any necessary remedial
action.

€. The project applicant shall consult with Planning Services within 15 days of the issuance of
a "Stop Work Order," a "Notice of Violation," or a notice of County's intent to pursue a
Code Enforcement action. Failure of the applicant to take remedial action to the
satisfaction of the Director shall result in Code Enforcement action through the
appropriate County Department or through any appropriate County law enforcement

agency.

4.0-2 Final Environmental Impact Report — Vineyards at El Dorado Hills
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4.0

| TABLE 4.0-1: MITIGATION MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM

- MONITORING VERIFICATION
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT MITIGATION MEASURE RESPONSIRILITY TIMING (DATE/INITIALS)
AR QUALITY
Impact 3.2-3: Project | Mitigation Measure 3.2-1: The project proponent shall ensure that no more | El Dorado During all
construction has the potential to | than 12 acres of ground are worked on ot any one time during ell proposed | County Air proposed
cause a violation of any air | project construction activities, or, prior to construction octivities, the project | Quality construction
quality standard or contribute | applicant shall pay mitigation fees in accordance with the established | Management activities, ar
substantially to an existing or | mitigation fee program provided by the Bl Dorade County AQMD [or such | District pricr to
projected air quality viclation program in another district that is acceptable to the District). construction
activities
Mitigation Measure 3.2-2: At least one of the following measures must be | El Dorado During all
implemented during afl project construction activities, fncluding grading, site | County project
improvements, and development of all profect components {residential and | Planning construction
vineyard}: Department activities,
including
*  Require the prime contractor to provide an approved plan grading, site
demanstrating that heavy-duty {ie, greater thon 50 horsepower) improvements,
off-road vehicles to be wused in the construction project, and and
operated by gither the prime conltroctor or any subcontractor, wil development of
achieve, at @ minfinum, a fleet-averaged 15 percent NOx reduction all project
compered to the most recent CARB fleet average. Successful components
frmplementation of this measure requires the prime contractor to {residential and
submit 0 comprehensive inventory of afl off-road construction vineyard)
equipment, equal to or greater than 50 horsepower, thot will be
used an aggregate of 40 or mere hours during the construction
project. Usually the inventory includes the horsepower rating,
) engine production year, and hours of use or fuel throughput for
ench piece of equipment. fa addition, the inventory list is updated
and submitted monthly throughout the duration of when the
construction activity eccurs.
*  Require the prime contracter ta use an alternative fuel, other than
diesel, verified by the Colifornia Air Resources Board or etherwise
documented through emissions testing to have the greatest NOx
and PMy reduction benefit avoilable, provided each polfutant is
Final Environmental Impact Report - Vineyards at El Dorado Hills 4.0-3
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MITIGATION MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM

MONITORING VERIFICATION
ENVIRONMENTAL IMBACT MiTicATION MEASURE BereaLETy TIMING (DATE/INITIALS)
reduced by ot least 15%.
|
*  Require the prime contractor to use agueous emulsified fuel verified \
by the California Air Resources Board or otherwise documented \
through emissions testing to have the greatest NOx and PMio
reduction benefit available, provided each pollutant is reduced by ‘
ot least 15%. \
Mitigation Measure 3.2-3: During construction activities, the project | El Dorado During
applicant shall implement the following Best Available Fugitive Dust Control | County ‘ con_sfm{:tion
Measures os outfined in the CEQA Guide to Air Quality Assessment, | Planning activities
Determining Significance of Afr Quality Impacts Under the California | Department

Environmental Qualtity Act (El Dorado County AGMD. 2002).

1a.

ih.

Ie.

Maintain soil moisture content ot @ minimum of 12 percent, as
determined by ASTM method D-2216, or ather equivafent method
approved by the District; two soif moisture evaluations must be
conducted during the first three hours of active eperations during a
calendar day, ond two such evalvations each subseguent four-hour
period of active operations; OR 1a-1. For any earth-moving which is
more then 100 feet frem all property lines, conduct watering as
necessary to prevent visible dust emissions from exceeding 100 feet
in fength in any direction.

Maintain seil moisture cantent at a minimum of 12 percent, as
determined by ASTM method D-2216, or other eguivalent method
approved by the District; for areas which have an optimum
maoisture content for compaction of less than 12 perceni, as
determined by ASTM method 1557 or other eguivalent method
approved by the District, complete the compaction process as
expeditiously as possible after achieving at least 70 percent of the
oplimum seif moisture content; two soil moisture evoluations must
be conducted during the first three hours of active operations
during a calendar dey, and twe such evaluations during each
subsequent four-hour perfod of active operntions.

Conduct watering as necessory to prevent visible emissions from
extending more than 100 feet beyand the active cut or mining areas

4.0-4 Final Environmental Impact Report - Vineyards at El Dorado Hills
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4.0

ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT

MITIGATION MEASURE

MONITORING
RESPONSIBILITY

TIMING

VERIFICATION
{DATE/INITIALS]

unless the area is fnaccessible to watering vehicles due to slope
conditions or other safety factors,

2a/b. Apply dust suppressian in a sufficient quantity and frequency to

2¢c.

3a.

4a.

Sa.

6a,

maintain a stabilized surface; any areas which cannot be stabilized,
as evidencerd by wind driven dust, must have an epplication of water
at least twice per day to at least 80 percent of the unstabilized area.

Apply chemical stabilizers within 5 working days or grading
completion; OR 2d. Take action 3a or 3¢ specified for inactive
disturbed surface areas.

Apply water to at least 80 percent of all inactive disturbed surface
ereas on a daily basis when there is evidence of wind driven fugitive
dust, excluding any areas which are inaccessible due to excessive
slape or other safety conditions; OR 3b. Apply dust suppressants in
sufficient quantity and frequency to maintain ¢ stabilized surface;
OR 3. Establish a vegetative ground cover within 21 days after
active operations have ceased; ground cover must be of sufficient
density to expose less than 30 percent of unstabilized ground within
98 days of planting, and at ell times thereafter; OR 3d. Utifize any
combination of controf actions 3a, 3b and 3c such that, in total, they
apply to all inactive disturbed surface areas,

Water all roads used for any vehicular traffic at least once per every
two hours of active operations; OR 4b. Water all roads used for any
vehicalar traffic once daily and restrict vehicle speed to 15 mph; OR
4c. Apply chemical stobilizer to all unpaved road surfaces in
sufficient quantity end frequency to maintain a stabilized surface.

Apply chemical stabilizers; OR 5b. Apply water to at least 80
percent of the surface areas of all open storage piles on a daily basis
when there is evidence of wind driven fugitive dust; OR 5c. Install a
three-sided enclosure with walls with no more than 50 percent
parosity that extend, at a minimum, to the top of the pife.

Pave or apply chemical stabilization at sufficient concentration and
frequency to maintain a stebilized surface starting from the point of

Final Environmental Impact Report - Vineyards at El Dorado Hills
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ENYIRONMENTAL IMPACT

MiTicaTion MEASURE

MoNITORING
RESPONSIBILITY

TIMING

VERIFICATION
(DATE/INITIALS)

intersection with the public paved surface, and extending for a
centeriine distance of at least 100 feet and width of at least 20 feet;
OR &6b. Pave from the point of intersection with the public paved
road surfoce, and extending for a centerline distance of at least 25
feet and a width of at least 201 feet, and install a track-out control
device immediately odjacent to the paved surface such that exiting
vehicles do not travel on any unpaved read surface after passing
through the treck-out control device.

7a. Any other control measures approved by the District.

Mitigation Measure 3.2-4: During construction activities in high wind
conditions, the project applicant shall implement the following Best Available
Fugitive Dust Centrol Measures as outlined in the CEQA Guide to Air Quality
Assessment, Determining Significance of Air Quality Impacts Under the
California Environmental Quality Act (El Dorado County AQMD, 2002).

1a.

ih,

Te

Cease all active gperations, OR 2A. Apply water to soil not more
than 15 minutes priar to moving such soif.

On the fast day of active operations prier to o weekend, hofiday, or
any other period when active operations will not eccur for not more
than four consecutive days: apply water with @ mixture of chemical
stabilizer diluted to not fless than 1/20 of the concentration
required to maintain a stabilized surface for a peried of six months;
QR 1B. Apply chemical stabilizers prigr to a wind event; OR 2B.
Apply water to alf unstobilized disturbed arens 3 times per day; if
there is any evidence of wind driven fugitive dust, watering
frequency is increased to a minimum of four times per day; OR 3B,
Take the actions specified in Table 8.6, ftem 3c; OR 4B. Utilize any
combination of control actions specified in Table 1, ftems 1B, 2B
and 3B, such that, in total they apply to all disturbed surfaced
areos.

Apply chemicol stabilizers prior to a wind event; OR 2C Apply water
twice per hour during active operation; OR 3C. Stop all vehicular
traffic.

El Dorado
County
Planning
Department

During
construction
activities in
high wind
conditions
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4.0

MONITORING VERIFICATION
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT MITIGATION MEASURE RN TN TiMiNG (DATE/INITIALS)
1d. Apply water twice per hour; OR 2D. Install temporary coverings.
Ie. Cover all haul vehicles; OR 2E. Comply with the vehicle freeboard
requfrements of Section 23114 of the California Vehicle Code for
aperation on both public and private roads.
If. Any other control measures appraved by the District. El Dorado
County During
Mitigation Measure 3.2-5: During construction activities, including during | Planning construction
the architectural coatings phase, the project applicant shail project ensure | Department activities,
compliance with the most recent version of Ef Dorade County AQMD Rule 215 including
{effective beginning Jenuary 1, 2018), which limits VOC content for during the
architectural coatings. architectural
coatings phase
BioLocical RESOURCES
[mpact 3.3-1: Project | Mitigation Measure 3.3-1: The project preponent shall implement the | El Dorado Prior to
implementation may result in | following measures to aveid or minimize impacts an valley efderberry | County construction,
direct or indirect effects on | longhorn beetfe: Planning during
special-status invertebrate Department construction,
species = All on-site elderberry shrubs shall be avoided and preserved an-site and during the
through site design, as feasible. lifetime of the
project
*  All elderberry shrubs that are located adjacent to construction
areas shall be fenced and designated as environmentally sensitive
areas. These areas shall be avoided by all construction personnel.
Fencing shall be placed at least 100 feet from each shrub, unless
otherwise approved by USFWS.
*  No insecticides, herbicides, or other chemicals that might harm the
beetle or its host plant shall be used within 100 feet of the
elderberry shrubs.
*  Ifthe shrub(s) cannot be avoided thraugh design, as determined by
the £1 Dorade County Planning Department in conjunction with the
project applicant, the praject epplicant shall mitigate for potential
impacts to the shrubfs) by either (1) purchasing VELB conservation
Final Environmental Impact Report - Vineyards at El Dorado Hills 4.0-7
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|
VERIFICATION

MoNIToRING
ENVIRGNMENTAL IMPACT MITIGATION MEASURE RS TIMING (DATE/INIT! 11 15)
credits from a USFWS-approved conservation bank, or (2]
transplanting the individual shrubfs] that is not avoided to a
suitable mitigation site in a manner consistent with the USFWS'
1999 Conservation Guidelines for the VELB. The mitigation shall be
everseen by a qualified biologist, approved by the Ef Dorado County
Plarning Department and USFWS.
Impact 3.3-2; Project | Mitigation Measure 3.3-2: Prior to construction activities for any phase of | El Dorado Prior to
implementation may result in | the project, o focused survey for western pond turtle shall be conducted by a | County construction
direct or indirect effects on | quolified Biologist no more than 24 hours prior to onset of construction. Ifne | Planning activities for
special-status reptile and | western pond turtles are observed, ne further mitigation would be necessary. | Department any phase of
amphibian species If this species is vhserved on or adjacent to the project site, a qualified the project
biologist, in coordination with the COFW, will capture ond relocate the turtle | California
to appropriate hobitat at a safe distance from the construction site. Department of
Fish and
Wildlife
Mitigation Measure 3.3-3: Prior to construction activities for any phase of | El Dorado Prior to
the project, conduct a preconstruction CRLF survey a minimum of 48 hours | County construction
{but no more than twa weeks) before the onset of work activities, if any life | Planning activities for
stage of the CRLF is found on the project site, the USFWS and CDFW shall be | Department any phase of
contacted and the regutatory agency shall provide the appropriate course of the project
action. California
Department of
Fish and
Wildlife
LL.5. Fishand
Wildlife
Impact 3.3-4: Project | Mitigation Measure 3.3-4: The project proponent shall implement the | El Dorado Prior to
implementation may result in | following measure to oveid or minimize impacts on other protected bird | County construction
direct or indirect effects on | species thot may occur on the site: Planning activities for
special-status bird species Department any phase of

*  Preconstruction surveys for active nests of special-stotus birds shall
be conducted by a qualified biologist in all areas of suitable habitat

the project

4.0-8
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ENVIRONMENTAL [MPACT MrTiGATION MEASURE Oy TiMING el it
& Sl il RESPONSIBILITY {DATEAIRITIALS]
within 500 feet of project disturbance. Surveys shall be conducted
within 14 days before commencement of any construction activities
that eccur during the nesting season (February 15 to August 31} in
« given area.
* If any active nests, or behaviors indicating that octive nests are
present, are observed, eppropriate buffers around the nest sites
shall be determined by a qualified biologist to avaid nest failure
resufting from project activities. The size of the buffer shall depend
# on the species, nest location, nest stage, and specific construction
activities to be performed while the nest is active. The buffers may
be adjusted if @ qualified biologist determines it would not be likely
to adversely affect the nest. If buffers ore adjusted, monitoring will
be conducted to confirm that project activity is not resulting in
detectable ndverse effects on nesting birds or their young. No
project activity shall commence within the buffer arear until a
qualified biologist has determined that the young have fledged or
the nest site is otherwise no longer in use,
Impact 3.3-5: Project | Mitigation Measure 3.3-5: The project proponent shall implement the | El Dorado If removal of
implementation may result in | following measures to avoid or minimize impacts on special-status bats: County trees with
direct or indirect effects on Planning suitable roost
special-status mammal species *  [f removal of trees with suitable roost cavities and/or dense foliage | Departiment cavities andfor
must accur during the bat pupping season (April 1 through July 31), dense foliage
surveys for active maternity roosts shall be conducted by a qualified must occur
biolagist in trees designated for removal. The surveys shall be during the bat
conducted from dusk until darfe pupping season
(April 1
* If a special-stotus bat maternity roost is locoted, approprimte through July
buffers around the roost sites shall be determined by a qualified 31}, andifa
biologist and implemented to avoid destruction or abandorment of special-status
the roast resuiting from tree removal or other project activities. bat maternity
The size of the buffer shall depend on the species, roost location, roost is [ocated
and specific construction activities to be performed in the vicinity. on-site during
Na praject activity shall commence within the buffer areas until the the surveys
end of the pupping season (August 1] or until o qualified biologist
conforms the materaity roest is no longer active.
Final Environmental Impact Report - Vineyards at El Dorado Hills 4.0-9
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NVIRONMENTAL [MPACT ITIGATION MEASURE RESPONSIBILITY IMING [B.*ITE/INFTJ'ALSJ
Impact 3.3-6: Project | Mitigation Measure 3.3-6: The project proponent shall implement the | El Dorado Before the
implementation may resuit in | following measure to avoid or minimize impacts on special-status plant | County commence-
direct or indirect effects on | species: Planning ment of
candidate, sensitive, or special- Department ground-
status plant species Before the commencement of ground-disturbing activities, a preconstruction disturbing
plant survey shail be conducted during the appropriate floristic period. If activities
special-status plant species are found on the site that cannot be avoided
during project construction ar operation, the County and the appropriate
regulatory agency sholl be notified to determine the approprinte course of
action, which may include transplanting the plants and/or seed bank that
would be affected by the project to open space areas withia Lots A through E.
If the survey{s} do not reveal the presence of these plants, then the project is
free to mave forword with ground disturbonce octivities, subject to all
permits and other Project mitigation requirements.
Impact 3.3-7: The proposed | Mitigotion Measure 3.3-7: Prior to any construction activities that wouwld | El Dorado Prior to any
project has the potential to effect | disturb any portion of the 1.57-acres of an-site “other waters of the U.5." or | County construction
protected wetlands and | any off-site improvements thot would disturb any waters of the IL.5. feg, | Planning activities that
jurisdictional waters transportation mitigation measures), the project epplicant shall obtain | Department would disturb
authorization and the eppropriate permits from the applicable regulatory any portion of
agencies (USACE-404 permit, RWQCB-401 certification, 1602 Streambed the 1.57-acres
Alteration Agreement]). Al requirements of @ permit shall be odhered to aof on-site
thraughout the construction phase. "other waters
ofthe US."
Mitigation Measure 3.3-8: The project shall be designed in accordance with | El Dorado Prior to
Section 130.30.030.G.3.d of the County's Site Planning and Project Design | County approval of site
Stendards, which states that "ministerial development, including single | Planning plans, during
family dwellings and accessory structures, shall be set back a distance of 25 | Department construction,

feet of any intermittent stream, wetland or sensitive riparian habitat, or 50
feet from any perennial loke, river or stream. This standardized setback may
be reduced, or grading within the setback may be allowed, if a biological
resource eveluation is prepared which indicates that a reduced setback
would be sufficient to protect the resources.” By employing proper best
manogement practices (BMP), the biolegical resource evaluation prepared
far the project has determined that patentiol encroaching development can
be implemented without affecting aquatic resources. The project shall

and during the
lifetime of the
project
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ENVIRONMENTAL [MPACT

MITIGATION MEASURE

MoNITORING
RESPONSIBILITY

TIMING

VERIFICATION
{DATE/INITIALS])

implement the following BMPs during construction and operation:

-

The use of nutrients, pesticides, fuel, ar other potertial poiffutonts
shall be prohibited within 50 feet of any agquatic resource.

A quolified biologist shall monitor all construction to ensure that no
respurce violations related to the U.S. Clean Water Act {CWA), the
California Porter- Cafogne Act (PCA}, or California Fish and Game
Code (FGC) accur.

Mo grading, site construction, or other disturbance shall occur
within 10 feet of any aquatic feaiure at any time.

Disturbance within, but more than 10 feet from, the above-
mentioned sethocks shall not occur until sift fencing, fiber rofls, or
other siimflar BMP is installed at least 10 feet away and along the
perimeter of the encroached feature.

No machinery shall operate closer than 15 feet from an aguatic
resource. Required groding between 10 and 15 feet from the
resource sholl use only hand tools.

Machinery operating between 15 and 25 feet from an intermittent
drainage, or between 25 and 50 feet from a perennial droincge,
shall be checked daily for fuel or oil discharge and moved outside
these setbacks if discharge fs found.

No grading shall eccur within aquatic resources setbacks for after
14 days fellowing a storm event or 14 days before the mext
enticipated storm event

Graded areas shafl be covered with straw, mats, or naturel wood
chips with no artificial dyes or preservatives, or other erosion
control measure within 72 hours of exposure.

Grading that increases existing slope by mare than 18 percent shail
include o means for diffusing water velocity at the toe of slope such

Final Environmental Impact Report - Vineyards at El Dorado Hills
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ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT

MiTicATION MEASURE

MonNiToRING
RESPONSIBILITY

TIMING

VERIFICATION
{DATE/INITIALS)

as a water bar.

Any site construction that increases the overland runoff coefficient
{e.5. pavement] shall incorporate a water bar or other velocity
reducing detention solution before runoff can enter an agquatic
resgurce.

On completion of construction, disturbed areas shall be replanted
with focally native seed mix distributed through a hydroseed
applicator and mized with a tackifier.

Instolled landscaping shall be irrigated with above-ground
temporary irrigation equipment and removed once plantings have
established. frrigation timing and flow should be gradually reduced
to natwrally oeccurring rainfall after the first three months
Landscaping shall be conducted under the direction of e qualified
landscape designer or landscape architect,

All construction and erosion control materials shall be removed
from the construction site after weork is completed unless needed for
temporary stobifization. If materials are necessory after
construction, contractor or owner’s representative shall designate a
future removal time.

Mitigation Measure 3.3-9: Deed restrictions shall be placed on the parcels
of residential lots 1, 9, 20, and 21 to ensure that private residential use of the
property does not impact the nearby wetland, as follows:

A fence shall be installed along the property fines of each of these
parcels capable of preventing access tv the aquatic features by
hameowners, or other individuols.

A bioswale with a three-foot minimum width and French drafn or
similar structure shall be installed inside the residential property
elong the entire length of fencing in o manner that ersures capture
end detention of any irrigation or storm runcff.

Mitigation Measure 3.3-10: The on-site open space areas shall be effectively

El Dorado
County
Planning
Department

El Dorado
County

Prior to
approval of
improvement
plans

Prior to
approval of
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MONITORING VERIFICATION
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT MITIGATION MEASURE RESPONSIBILITY | TIMinG (DATE/INITIALS)
managed by ¢ Homeowner's Association (HOA) that is capable of creating | Planning improvement
and enforcing the following conditions, covenants, and restrictions (CC&Rs) | Department plans, and
in perpetuity and without an option to arbitrarily and uniloterally dilute during the
these CC&Rs in the future. The HOA shall also be required to provide ongoing lifetime of the
funding for management and maintenance of wetlands end riparian areas, project
The following shall be employved in order to protect resources while also
installing these amenities in a controlled fashion:
*  The HOA shall prepare an approval process for special uses that
includes preparation and review af improvement plans.
*  Plans for proposed special uses shall include perimeter buffer zones
such as bioswales or hedge plantings that impede, detxin, and fifter
surface runoff.
*  Any use of o potential pollutant within designoted open space shall
be set back from aquatic resources by a minimum of 50 feet and be
reviewed by El Dorado County or a qualified professional capable of
understanding potentiel pollutent fmpacts ond  reviewing
improvement plans. Quatified professionals include licensed civil
engineers or landscape architects.
+  Any ground disturbance within open space, regufated under the
Courty's grading ordinance, shall reguire @ permit prior to grading.
*  Any agricuftural use of open space, such as vineyards regulated by
the Regional Water Quality Controf Board under the irrigated lands
program, shall first obtein approval from the agency and abide by
any associated requirements, including additional setbacks prior to
installation and operotior,
Additienally, the HOA shalf be the designated manager of the open space
areas and as such shall be vltimately responsible for ensuring thet passive
uses are carried oul in hormony with adjocent aquatic resources. The
following meosures shall be implemented in order to provide the HOA with
the tools it needs to carry out its long-term responsibilities related to these
Final Environmental Impact Report - Vineyards at El Dorado Hills 4.0-13
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resgurces:

Prior to the public use/access of open space areas, a formal Open
Space Management Plan shall be prepared by a qualified
professional and included with management and maintenance
schedules in the HOA CC&Rs.

A qualified biologist shall be annuafly engeged to monitor the
ecological health of these on-site aquatic resources and direct
specific maintenance activities to minimize estabfishment of
invasive or nonnotive species. The biclogist shalf afso ensure that
activities in Open Space areas have not accasioned to affect any
wetland or ripariar orea.

Impact 3.3-10: Project
implementation may result in
conflicts with local policies or
ardinances protecting biological
resources, such as a tree
preservation policy or crdinance

Mitigation Measure 3.3-11: Pursuant to El Dorado County’s General Plan
Policy 7.4.4.4, the project shall mitigate on-site for removed oak woodlond
canepy using the County’s required ratio of 200 one-gallon oak trees per acre
af canopy impacted or 600 locally-sourced ecorns per acre of canopy
impacted. Replanting shall be consistent with the Woodland Canopy Analysis,
Preservation, and Replacement Plan for Vinevards at ET Dorado Hifls and
shall include the following measures:

Replacement Planting Location: Tree Replacement Area A shall be
given priority for replocement planting.

Installation Manitoring: The monitoring process will include
meeting with the installation staff and verifiing the planting plans
and plant material, the steps to be follewed during the installation,
irrigation design and instaliation, and the site maintenance. Tree
or acorn selection ard placement shall be in occordance with
Appendix B of the Woodfand Canopy Anolysis, Preservation, and
Replacement Plan for Vineyards at El Dorado Hills. Installation of
trees or acorns shall be in accordance with the Tree Planting
Specifications established in Appendix A of the Woodland Canopy
Anelysis, Preservation, and Replacement Plan for Vineyards at £l
Dorade Hifls.

Acorn Monitoring - Years 1 through 15: The replacement acorns

El Dorada
County
Planning
Department

Prior to

| approval of
improvement
plans
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shall be maintained to achieve oak canopy coverage at o density
and acreage equal to the canopy coveruge removed within 15 years
from the date of planting. If the project plants replacement acorns,
the project shall be monitored regulerly by a qualified professional,
with quarterly monitoring for the first year, hi-annual monftoring
the second year, and aanual monitoring the third yeor through
fifteenth years.

*  Tree Monitoring — Years 1 through 15: The replacement trees shall
be maintained to achieve ook canopy coverage at a densily and
acreage equel to the conopy coverage removed within 10 years
from the date of planting. If the project plants replacement
saplings or trees, the profect shalf be monftared regularly by a
qualified professional, with quarterly monitoring for the first year,
bi-annual monitaring the second year, and annual menitoring the
third year through tenth years.

*  Manitoring - Significant Events: If any significant events such as a
significant storm with farge hail, heavy snow, or fire accur occur
during the I0-year (replacement tree} or 15-year {replacement
acorn] manitoring period, the site shall be monitored within two
weeks of the significant event to check for severity of damage and
to implement appropriate measures to maintain or replace trees, if
necessary.

*  Maintenance: Maintenance shall be performed in accordance with
Appendix A, Paragraph 10, and Appendix C of the Woodland
Canopy Analysis, Preservation, and Replacement Plan for Vineyairds
at £ Dorado Hills.

Mitigation Measure 3.3-12 Prior to any construction activities, the profect
applicant shall develop o detailed tree preservation plan that identifies trees
to be retained that incorporates and addresses the tree protection measures
identified in Appendices C and D of the Ok Woodland Conopy Analysis,
Preservation, and Replacement Plan for Vineyards at El Derade Hills dated
February 28, 2818.

El Darado
County
Planning
Department

Prior toany
construction
activities
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CULTURAL AND TRIBAL RESOURCES

Impact 3.4-1: Project
implementation has the potential
to cause a substantial adverse
change to a significant historical
resource, as defined in CEQA
Guidelines §15064.5

Mitigation Measure 3.4-1: Prior te site disturbance, the Live Oak School
resouree, including Live Oak School and associated features, shall be further
examined and fully documented with a historic building report. This effort
shall include any data retrieval from areas in the vicinity of the resource that
will not be within Lot C (permanent open space), updated site forms
prepared to address any additional features identified in association with the
resource, and preparation of @ map identifying the focation of features
associated with this resource. The historic building report shall identify the
steps necessary to stabilize and preserve the school building by an engineer
who speciatizes in the evalugtion and preservation techniques for historic
buildings. The historic building report sholl be submitted to the County
Planning Department for review and approvel.

if the County determines, based on the historic buwilding report, that the
school building can be feasibly stabilized and preserved, o monagement plan
shall be developed for the resource to address both short-term and long-term
effects of the project, including: providing for initiel funding to stobilize or
restore the building and ongoing funding te maintain the building;
identifying methods to secure the building to address potential impacts
created by development of the project and from persons in the vicinity of this
resgurce; and estoblishing a mechanism to monage and oversee the
continved maintenance and preservation of the school building. The
management plan shall be submitted to the County Planning Department for
review and approval.

If the County determines, based on the historic building report, that the
school building cannot be feasibly stabilized and preserved, the resource shalf
be fully documented with the preparation of a Historic Amerfcan Building
Survey report, which shall include large scale photography. The Historic
American Building Survey report shall be submitted to the County Planning
Department for review and approval,

Mitigation Measure 3.4-2: Prior te site disturbance, the Coloma Road
resource shall be further examined and fully documented with a complete
California Department of Parks and Resources site form. This effort shail
inciude re-surveying the old Coloma Road route by qualified archaeolagists

El Dorado
County
Planning
Department

Ei Derado
County
Planning
Department

Qualified

Prior to site
disturbance

Prior to site
disturbance
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including use of & metal detector to check for related artifacts or features, | archaeologist
preparation of o field mop decumenting the route and features of the
roadway, and large-scale photographs of any physical evidence found of the
route.

El Dorado Prior to any
Mitigation Measure 3.4-3: Prior to any ground-disturbing activities on the | County ground-
project site, a qualified archaealogist shall conduct pre-construction worker | Planning disturbing
cultural and peleontological resources sensitivity trainfng. The training | Department activities on the
session shall focus on the recognition of the types of historical, cuftural, preject site
tncluding Native American, and paleontofogicel resources that could be | Represent-
encountered on the project site, procedures to be followed if resources are | atives from the
found, and pertinent laws pratecting these resources. Representatives from | Shingle Springs
the Shingle Springs Band of Miwok Indians and the United Auburn Indiar | Band of Miwak
Communrity shafl be fnvited to ottend the training. Representatives from the | Indians and the
Shingle Springs Band of Miwok Indians and the United Auburn Indian | United Auburn
Community shall be invited to monitor ground-disturbing activities during | Indian
construction and shall be provided with any safety requirements that shall be | Community
followed during any ground-disturbing and construction activities.

El Dorado
Mitigation Measure 3.4-#: If any cultural resources, including historic or | County
Native American artifacts, or other indications of archaeologico! resources | Planning If any cultural
are found during site preparation, grading, and construction activities, oll | Department PRERIELE™
work shall be holted immediately within a 200-foot radius of the discovery including
until an archaeologist meeting the Secretary of the Interior's Professionol | Qualified historic or
Qualifications Standards in prehistoric or historical archaeology, as | archaeologist | Native
appropriate, has evalvated the find(s) and untif the Shingle Springs Band of American
Miwok Indians and the United Aubwrn Indion Community have been | Represent- artifacts, or
contacted and invited to review and docement the find. atives from the | other

Shingle Springs | indications of
Work skall not continue at the discovery site until the archaeologist conducts | Band of Miwok | archaeological
sufficient research and data coflection to make a determination that the | Indians and the | resourcesare
resource fs either 1) not culturel in arigin; or 2] not potentially significant or | United Auburn ﬁf“““d during
eligible far listing on the NRHP or CRHRE; 3) not a significant Public Trust | Indian site
Resource; 4) adequate information has been collected to document the | Community preparation,
resource and the resource may be avoided and preserved in place or removed grading, and
or reburied wnder the supervision of a qualified archaeologist; or 5} for construction
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Native American finds, that the resource has been reburied (hased on the activities
recommendation of the Shingfe Springs Band of Miwok Indians durfng AB 52
consuitation) within the permonent open space lot (Lot 4. B, C, D, or E} that is
clasest in location to the find under the supervision of a qualified Native
Americon monitor at the profect applicant’s expense.
Impact 3.4-2: Project | fmplement Mitigation Measure 3.4-3 and 3.4-4. See Mitigation | See Mitigation
implementation would not cause BMeasures 3.4-3 | Measures 3.4-3
a substantial adverse change toa and 3.4-4 and 3.4-4
significant archaeclogical
resource, as defined in CEQA
Guidelines §15064.5, a
significant tribal cultural
resource, as defined in Public
Rescurces Code §21074
Impact 3.4-3: Project | Mitigation Measure 3.4-5: If paleontological resources are discovered | El Dorado If
implementatian has the potential | during the course of construction, work shall be halted immediately within | County palecntological
ta directly or indirectly destroy a | 50 meters (165 feet] of the discovery, El Dorado County sheil be notified, and | Planning resources are
unique paleontological resource | a qualified paleontologist shall be reteined to determine the significance of | Department discovered
the discovery. If the paleontolegical resource is considered significant, it during the
should be excaveted by a qualified paleontologist and given to a local agency, | Qualified course of
State University, or ather applicable institution, where they could be curated | paleontclogist | construction
and displayed for public education purposes,
Impact 3.4-4: Project | Mitigation Measure 3.4-6: If human remains are discovered during the | El Dorado If human
implementation has the potential | course of construction during any phase of the project, work shall be halted | County remains are
to disturbh human remains, | 2t the site and at any nearby area reasonably suspected to overlie adjacent | Planning discovered
including those interred outside | human remains until the Ef Dorade County Coroner has been informed and | Department during the
of formal cemeteries has determined that no investigation of the cause of death is required. If the course of
remains ore of Native American origin, either of the following steps wilf be | El Dorado construction
taken: County Coroner
= The coroner shall contact the Native American Heritnge | Native
Commissian in order to ascertain the proper descendants from the | American
deceased individual. The corener shall make a recommendation to | Heritage
the landowner or the person responsible for the excavation work, | Commission

for means of treating or disposing of, with appropriate dignity, the
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human remains and any associated grave goads, which may include |
obraining a qualified archeeologist or team of archaeologists to
properly excavate the human remains.
=  The landewner shall retain a Native American menitor, and an
archaeologist, if recommended by the Native American monitor,
and rebury the Native American fuman remains and any
asseciated grave goods, with appropriate dignity, on the property
and ifr ¢ focation that is not subject to further subsurfoce
disturbance when any of the following conditions occurs:
o The Nuotive American Heritage Commission s unable (o
identify a descendent.
o The descendant identified fails to rmake o
recommendation.
o Ef Dorade County or its authorized representative refects
the recommendation of the descendant, and the
mediation by the Native American Heritage Commission
fails to provide measures acceptable to the landowner.
GECGLOGY AND SOILS
Impact 3.5-2: Implementation | Mitigation Measure 3.5-1: Prior to cleoring, grading, and disturbances to | El Dorado Prior to
and construction of the proposed | the ground such os stockpiling, or excavation, the profect proponent shall | County clearing,
project may result in substantial | submit a Notice of Intent {NOI) and Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan | Planning grading, and
soil erosion or the loss of tapsoil | (SWPPP} to the RWQCE to obtain coverage under the General Permit for | Department disturbances to
Discharges of Storm Water Associated with Construction Activity | - the ground
{Canstruction General Permit Order 2009-0009-DW{] amended by 2010- | Regional Water | suchas
2014-DWQ & 2012-0006-DWQ). The SWPPP shall be designed with Best | Quality Control | stockpiling, or
Management Practices (BMPs) that the RWQCE has deemed as effective at | Board excavation
reducing erasion, controlling sediment, and managing runoff. These include:
covering disturbed oreas with mulch, temporary seeding, soil stabilizers,
binders, fiber rolls or blankets, temporary vegetation, and permanent
seeding. Sedfment contral BMPs, instafling silt fences or placing straw
wattles below siopes, instafling berms and other temporary run-on and
runoff diversions. Final selection of BMPs will be subject to approval by El
Final Environmental Impact Report — Vineyards at El Dorado Hills 4.0-19
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Darado County and the RWQCB. The SWPPP shall be kept on site during
construction activity and shall be made available upon request to
represeatalives of the RWQCB.
Impact  3.5-5: Have soils | Mitigation Measure 3.5-3a: The project applicant shall comply with the | El Dorado Prior to
incapable of adequately | folfowing to ensure that the septic system proposed for each residential lot is | County approval and
supporting the use of seplic | adequate and can be accommodated on the proposed fot: Environment recommend-
tanks or alternative waste water Health ation of the
disposal systems where sewers *  Prior to approval and recommendetion of the Final Map, the | Department Final Map; and
are not available for the disposal project proponent shall demonstrate to the satisfaction of the
of waste water County  Environmertal  Heolth  Department thaet the Prior to the
recommendations of the Septic Feasibility Study are implemented, issuance ofa
inctuding additional exploration to be conducted to demonstrate building permit
the feasibifity of the on-site sewage disposal for each lot in the
proposed project ares. The profect proponent shafl demonstrate |
that the disposal area for each lot is consistent with the sizing
requirements identiffed in the subsequent exploration and that
each lot size is odequate to comply with the County’s requirements,
including setbacks, for an an-site septic system.
*  Prior to the issuance of a building permit the project proponent
shall demonstrate to the setisfoction of the County Environment
Health Department that the requirements of the County, including
conformance with the County Code and the County’s Design
Standards for the Site Evaluation end Design of Sewnge Dispasal
Systems are met.
HAZARDS AND HAZARDOUS MATERIALS
Impact 3.7-1: The project may | Mitigation Measure 3.7-1: If any underground septic tanks, fuel tanks, or | El Dorado If any
have the potential to create a | wells are uncovered from past site uses during construction, the project | County underground
significant hazard through the | proponent shall retein an environmental professional to assist with the | Environmental | septic tanks,
routine  transport, use, or | removal consistent with the El Dorado County Environmental Menagemenl | Management fuel tanks, or
disposal of hazardous materials | Department reguletions, including the Underground Storage Tank | Department wells are
or through the reasonably | Ordinance, Underground Storage Tonk Closure Application requirements and uncovered
foreseeable upset and accident | Well Permit Application requirements. Any well abandonrment work shall be from past site
conditions Involving the release | completed by a £-57 State licensed well contractor. uses during

of hazardous materials into the
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Mitigation Measure 3.7-2: The applicant shall hire o qualified consultant to

perform additional testing prior to the issugnce of gredirg permits or | El Dorado Priorto

demolition permits for construction activities fn areas that hove been deemed | County issuance of

to have potential hazardeus conditions present, which include the | Planning grading

schoofhouse, barn, pumphouse, and essociated outbuildings located in the Department permits of

southwest area of the site, and the residence and outbuildings in the demolition

southeast area of the site. permits for
construction

The fatent of the additional testing is to investigate whether any of the activities in

buildings, facilities, or soils contain hazardous materiols. ff asbestos- areas that have

centaiming materials and/er lead are found in the buildings, o Cal-OSHA been deemed to

certified ACBM and lead based paint contractor shall be retained to remove have potential

the asbestos-conteining materials and lead in accordance with EPA and hazardous

Cofifarnia  Occupationaf Safety and Health Administration (CalfOSHA) conditions

standerds. In addition, all activities (construction or demolition) in the present, which

vicinity of these materials shall comply with Cal/OSHA asbestos and leod include the

werker construction standards. The ACEM and lead shall be disposed of schoolhouse,

properly at an appropriate offsite disposal facility. If surface staining is found barn,

on the profect site, a hazardous waste specialist shall be engaged to further pumphouse,

assess the stained area. and associated
outbuildings
located in the
southwest area
of the site, and
the residence
and
cutbuildings in
the southeast
area of the site

Mitigatiecn Measure 3.7-3: The applicant shall wark with the Home Owners’

Association (HOA) or its designee to create a plan for operation of the on-site El Dorado

vineyard which specifies, amang other topics, who would be responsible for Coanty Priorto
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ensuring that operation of the vineyard complies with alf applicable County | Planning operation of
end State regulations regarding pesticide ond herbicide control and | Department the praject

application, pest control, runoff management, and any other relevant topics.
Potentially applicable regulations, forms, and/or permits which the opplicant
and/or HOA may need to comply with include: Agricuftural Grading
Application, Restricted Materials Pesticide Permit, Small Farm frrigation
Rate Application, Agricuftural Pest Control Adviser Couniy Registration
Form, and Registration and Fieldworker Safety Requirements for Farm Labor
Contract. The applicable regulations would depend on the ultimate design
and use of the en-site vineyard (i.e, the uitimate size of the vineyord, and the
uftimate use of the harvested materials). The operation plan shafl be
subrmitted to the £l Dorade and Alpine Counties Department of Agriculture
Weights and Measures for review and approval. The operation plar may be
amended from time to time ond shall be submitted to the Agricufture
Department for review and approval of eny substantive emendments. The
HOA formation decuments shall require the HOA to implement and abide by
the aperations plam,

Impact 3.7-5: The project has the
potential to expose people or
structures to a risk of loss, injury
or death from wildiand fires

Mitigation Measure 3.7-4: The Wildland Fire Safe Plan [Vineyards at EI
Dorade Hills Draft EIR, Appendix 6.1.] shelf be adhered to throughout alf
phases of profect construction, development, end operatian.

All improvement plans submitted for the preject shall incorporate the
applicable measures of the Wildland Fire Safe Plan as described below.

Groding Plans (site preparation) - All grading plans shall incorporate the
requirements of the Wildland Fire Safe Plan. It is noted that the Wildiond
Fire Safe Plan improvements may be phased and completed in conjunction
with grading and site preparation efforts far individual phases of the project,
but shall be completed for all open space areas abutting residential lots
associated with an individual phase.

Grading and Improvement Plans findividual residential lots). Al
grading ond improvement plans shall be consistent with the Wildland Fire
Safe Plan and applicable state and local regulations and shall be submitted
to the Ef Dorado Hilis Fire Department and El Dorade County for review and
approval.

El Derado Hills
Fire
Department
and El Dorado
County

Throughout all
phases of
project
construction,
development,
and operation
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Individual Homeowner Responsibility. All purchasers of residential lots
shall be provided with a copy of the Wildland Fire Safe Plan and shall sign en
agreement to comply with the requirements of the Wildiand Fire Safe Plan
end applicable requirements of federal, state, and local regulations. This
requirement skall be recorded against the property ond sholl apply to all
subseguent praperty ewners and shall include the following specifications.

A, Property shall be lgndscaped and maintained in perpetuity
consistent with the fuel clearonce and maintenance requirements
described in the Wildiand Fire Safe Plan.

B.  All improvement plaas, building permits, grading permits, and any
fencing and access improvements (driveways, gates, etc.) shall be
consistent with the the Wildiond Fire Safe Plan and any applicable
laws and regulations. Such permits and plans shall be submitted to
El Dorado Hifls Fire Department and El Doradoe County for review
far compliance with the Wildland Fire Safe Plan and applicable laws
and regulatiens.

Homeowner Assaciation Responsibility. The Homeowner Association, or
ather entity identified to the satisfoction of the County of £l Dorade, shall be
responsible for maintaining the fuel hozard reduction zones in the common
open space areas and along the road. The common open space lots shall be
maintained annually consistent with the Wildlard Fire Safe Plan and any
epplicable requirements of state and local law. Maintenance sholl include,
but not be limited to:

A.  Arnnually by june 1=, cut or remove all grass and brush to a 2"
stubble within 50° afong the inrer property lines adjacent to the
residential lots and 10" afong streets/trails end 100" along Malcolm
Dixon Road adjacent to the project perimeter.

B.  Remeve all gray pines, all dead trees, and all fallen dead trees and
dead tree limbs within 100" of all property fines.

C.  Remaove all dead limbs from live trees that are within 10" af the
graund.
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D.  Limb oll trees within 30" of the inner property lines at least 8' above
the ground as measured on the uphill side of the tree.

E. Open space oreas may be landscoped and irrigated. Natural areas
will fallow the open space guidelines for fuel treatment.

F.  Maintain the oaks in the open space areas as te the following
specifications: (a}) remove all dead limbs and stems and (b) cut off
green stems at 8' above the ground thot orch over and are growing
down towards the ground. Measure from the uphifl side of the tree to
determine the appropriate height.

. Permanent wet arees within the open space lats may be allowed to
have a variety of vegetation provided the wet areas are fsolated with
e fiel hozard reduction zore if outside of an existing fuel hazard
reduction zone,

H. The Homeowner Association shell coordinate with the El Dorado
Hills Fire Department for review af the Wildland Fire Safe Plan
within five years to determine its adequacy. Any modifications
required hy the E! Dorade Hills Fire Department shall be
implemented as necessary.

HyoRoLOGY AND WATER QUALITY

Impact 3.8-1: The proposed
project has the potential to
violate water quality standards
or waste discharge requirements
during construction

Implement Mitigation Measure 3.5-1 {from Section 3.5 Geology and Soils).

See Mitigation
Measure 3.5-1

See Mitigation
Measure 3.5-1

impact 3.8-5 The proposed
project has the potential to
otherwise substantially degrade
water quality

Implement Mitigation Measure 3.5-1 (from Section 3.5 Geology and Sofls)
and Mitigation Measure 3.3-7, 3.3-8, and 3.3-9 (from Section 3.3
HAiological Resources).

See Mitigation
Measures 3.5-1,
3.3-7,3.3-8,
and 3.3-9

See Mitigation
Measures 3.5-1,
3.3-7,3.3-8,
and 3.3-9
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Noise

Impact 3.9-2: Construction of the
preposed project may generate
unacceptable noise levels at
existing receptors

Mitigation Measure 3.9-1: The construction contractor shall employ
noise-reducing construction practices so that construction noise does not
exceed construction noise standards specified in County General Plan Table
6-5, to the extent feasible.

Measures that may be used to fimit noise fnciude, but are not
limited to, the following:

Prahibiting noise-generating construction aclivity between the
hours of 7:00 p.m, and 7:00 a.m. on weekdays and 5:00 p.m. to 8:00
a.m. on weekends and federally recognized holidays.

Locating equipment as far as feasible from noise sensitive uses.

Requiring that all construction equipment pawered by gasofine or
diesel engines have sound-contro! devices that are at least as
effective as those originaflly provided Dy the manufacturer and that
all equipment be operated and maintained to minimize noise
generalion.

Not idling inactive construction equipment for prolonged periods
{i.e, more than 2 minutes).

Prohibiting gasofine or diesel engines from having unmuffied
exhaust.

Scheduling construction activities and material houling that may
affect traffic flow to off-peak hours and using routes that would
affect the fewest number of people.

Using noise-reducing  enclosures  around  noise-genereting
equipment {minimum 15 dB insertion loss).

Constructing temporary barriers between noise sources ond
ngise-sensitive land uses or taking advantage of existing barrier

El Dorado
County
Planning
Department

During
construction
activities
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features (terrain, structures) to block sound transmission.

The use af these noise-reducing construction practices shall be noted on the

praofect improvement Flans.
TRANSPORTATION AND CIRCULATION
Impact 3.11-1: The proposed | Mitigation Measure 3.11-1: Prior to issuance of building permits for the | El Dorado Priorto
project could conflict with an | project, the project applicant shall pay the epplicable TIM fees towards the | County issuance of
applicable plan, ordinance or | improvement of the Green Valley Road at Ef Doredo Hills Boulevard/Salmon | Planning building
policy establishing measures of | Falls Road intersection (Capital Improvement Program Project #73151). Department permits for the
effectiveness for the project
performance of the circulation
system for intersections

Mitigation Measure 3.11-2: Prior to approval-ef-tmprevement—Plans the | El Dorado Prior to

start of construction of residential units (e.q. isswance of building permits] | County issuance of the

associated with the_tentative subdivision map phase contgining the 1ie | Planning building perm

single family residence, the project proponent shall construct a two-way | DePartment it for the 11

feft-turn fane sheil-be-constructior along Green Velley Road in the immediate smgie tmily

Y . 2 s residence

vicinfty of the Green Valley Road at Loch Way intersection. The addition of a

two-way left-turn lone would provide a lgft-turn lone for westbound

left-turning traffic and would aflow for vehicles making e northbound

left-turn movement to clear eastbound traffic and weit for @ gap in

westbound traffic. This improvement shall be reflected on the Improvement

Plans, subject to review by the Counly Henning—Department_of

Transportation. The profect sholl cause plans fo be prepared, subject to

review and approval by the County Engineer, and enter into o Rood

Impravement Agreement with County for such work.

fmplementation of this measure shall comply with all applicable mitigation

measures for construction and ground-disturbing activities, including but not

limited to Mitigation Measure 3.3-7, Mitigation Measures 3.2-2, 3.2-3, and | El Dorado Prior to

3.2-4, Mitigation Megsures 3.3-4,_3.3-5, ond Mitigntion Measure 3.3-7, and | County issuance of the

Mitigation Measure 3.3-11, and shall be consistent with the County’s Design | T1anning building perm

and improvements Standards Monual and the Draingge Manuaf standards. Department it for the 9t

single family
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4.0

ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT

MiTicATION MEASURE

MONITORING
RESPONSIBILITY

TIMING

VERIFICATION
{DATE/INITIALS)

Mitigation Measure 3.11-3: Prior to epprovel-ef-tmprovementPlans the
start of construction of residential units {e.q. issuance of buildin rinits,
associated with the tentative subdivision map phase contatning the 3 single
family residence, the project proponent shall fully fund improvements that
restrict the southbound left-turn movement at the Green Valley Rond at
Chertraw Road intersection—sheli-be—estricted, Theis—restriction—shati-be
aehieved by funding shall be gdequate to either 1} constructing a median
curb along Green Valley Road, 21 _#y constructing an island along the
Chartraw Road approach. As a result of this turn restrictian, those vehicles
originally making the subject southbound left-turn would be rerouted to the
Green Valley Road/Malcom Dixen Road intersection.

This improvement shall be included in the Capital Improvement ram as
a funded project. The County shall monitor this intersection and construct
the improvements ot such time that the intersection triggers the following

delays: 2.8 seconds in the AM peak hour (48.3 seconds southbound] or 1.5
seconds in the PM peak hour {71.2 seconds southbound].

Implementation of this measure shall comply with all applicable mitigation
measures for canstruction and ground-disturbing activities, including but not
fimited te Mitigation Measures 3.2-2, 3.2-3 and 3.2-4 and Mitigation
Measures 3.3-4 and 3.3-5 end shall be cansistent with the County's Design

and Improvements Standaords Manual aad the Drainage Manual standards.

residence
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EXHIBIT Q

FINDINGS OF FACT AND STATEMENT OF OVERRIDING CONSIDERATION

FINDINGS OF FACT AND STATEMENT OF OVERRIDING

ASEROVED CONSIDERATION
EL DORADO COUNTY e
Baar A'ﬁ%‘ % ‘~'-P‘!f e FOR THE

DATE Eepria i 25 9090

BY _ffaiy i.if.*.fimfrff;/f% VINEYARDS AT EL DORADO HILLS PROJECT

13 -’ g

HITINVE SFEC
B{E&" FIVE SECRETARY REQUIRED UNDER THE CALIFORNIA ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY ACT
{Public Resources Code, Section 21000 et seq)

I INTRODUCTION

The California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) requires the County of El Dorado (County), as the
CEQA lead agency to: 1) make written findings when it approves a project for which an
environmental impact report (EIR) was certified, and 2) identify overriding considerations for
significant and unavoidable impacts identified in the EIR.

Thesze findings explain how the County, as the lead agency, approached the significant and
potentially significant impacts identified in the EIR prepared for the Vineyards at El Dorado Hills
Project (project). The statement of overriding considerations identifies economic, social,
technological, and other benefits of the project that override any significant environmental
impacts that would result from the project.

As required under CEQA, the Final EIR describes the project, adverse environmental impacts of the
project, and mitigation measures and alternatives that would substantially reduce or avoid those
impacts. The information and conclusions contained in the EIR reflect the County’s independent
judgment regarding the potential adverse environmental impacts of the project.

The Final EIR (which includes the Draft EIR, comments on the Draft EIR, responses to comments on
the Draft EIR, and revisions to the Draft EIR) for the project examined several alternatives to the
project that are not chosen as part of the approved project (the No Project (Diamante Estates)
Alternative and the Revised Project B Alternative) and examines the alternative that is selected as
part of the approved project.

The Findings of Fact and Statement of Overriding Considerations set forth below (“Findings”) are
presented for adoption by the County Board of Supervisors (Board) as the County’s findings under
CEQA (Public Resources Code, §21000 et seq.) and the CEQA Guidelines (California Code of
Regulations, Title 14, § 15000 et seq.) relating to the project. The Findings provide the written
analysis and conclusions of this Board regarding the project’s environmental impacts, mitigation
measures, alternatives to the project, and the overriding considerations, which in this Board’s
view, justify approval of the project, despite its environmental effects.

CEQA Findings — Vineyards at El Dorado Hills 1
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GENERAL FINDINGS AND QVERVIEW

ot
o
.

Procedural Background

The County of El Dorado circulated a Notice of Preparation (NOP) of an EIR for the proposed
project and an Initial Study on October 11, 2017 to trustee agencies, the State Clearinghouse (5CH
# 2017102026) and the public. A scoping meeting was held on October 28, 2017 In the County of El
Dorado. Those present at the scoping meeting included representatives from the County of El
Dorado and De Novo Planning Group. The NOP and comments received during the NOP comment
period are presented in Appendix A of the Draft EIR.

The County of El Dorado published a public Notice of Availability (NOA) for the Draft EIR on
November 7, 2018 inviting comment from the general public, agencies, organizations, and other
interested parties. The NOA was filed with the State Clearinghouse (SCH # 2017102026) and the
County Clerk and was published in a local newspaper pursuant to the public noticing requirements
of CEQA. The Draft EIR was available for public review and comment from November 7, 2018
through February 5, 2019, allowing a 90-day public review.

The Draft EIR contains @ description of the project, description of the environmental setting,
identification of project impacts and mitigation measures for impacts found to be significant, as
well as an analysis of project alternatives, identification of significant Irreversible environmental
changes, growth-inducing impacts and cumulative Impacts. The Draft EIR identifies issues
determined to have no impact or a less-than-significant impact and provides detailed analysis of
potentially significant and significant impacts. Comments received in response to the NOP were
considered in preparing the analysis in the Draft EIR.

The County received 1% comment letters regarding the Draft EIR from public agencies,
organizations and members of the public during the public comment period. In accordance with
CEQA Guidelines Section 15088, a Final EIR was prepared that responded to the written comments
received, as required by CEQA. The Final EIR document and the Draft EIR, a5 amended by the Final
EIR, constitute the Final EIR.

Record of Proceedings and Custodian of Record

For purposes of CEQA and the findings set forth herein, the record of proceedings for the County's
findings and determinations consists of the following documents and testimony, at a minimum:

e The NOP, comments received on the NOP, NOA, and all ather public notices issued by the
County in relation to the Vineyards at El Dorado Hills Project Draft EIR.

# The Vineyards at El Dorado Hills Project Final EIR, inciuding comment letters and technical
materials cited In the document.

« All non-draft and/or non-confidential reports and memaoranda prepared by the County of
El Dorado and consuitants in relation to the EIR.

=  Minutes of the discussions regarding the project and/or project components at public
hearings held by the County.
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« Staff reports associated with Planning Commission and Board meetings on the project.
= Those categories of materials identified in Public Resources Code Section 21167.6.

The County Clerk is the custodian of the administrative record. The documents and materials that
constitute the administrative record are available for review at the El Dorado County Recorder
Clerk office at: 360 Fair Lane, Placerville, CA 55667.

Consideration of the Environmental Impact Report

In adopting these Findings, this Board finds that the Final EIR was presented to this Board, the
decision-making body of the lead agency, which reviewed and considered the information in the
Final EIR prior to approving the Vineyards at El Dorado Hills Project. By these findings, this Board
ratifies, adopts, and incorporates the analysis, explanation, findings, responses to comments, and
conclusions of the Final EIR. The Board finds that the Final EIR was completed in compliance with
the California Environmental Quality Act. The Final EIR represents the independent judgment and
analysis of the County.

SEVERABILITY -

If any term, provision, or portion of these Findings or the application of these Findings to a
particular situation is held by a court to be invalid, void, or unenforceable, the remaining
provisions of these Findings, or their application to other actions related to the Vineyards at El
Dorado Hills Project, shall continue in full force and effect unless amended or modified by the
County,

III. FINDINGS AND RECOMMENDATIONS REGARDING SIGNIFICANT
AND UNAVOIDABLE IMPACTS

A. AESTHETICS AND VISUAL RESOURCES

et

PROJECT IMPLEMENTATION MAY SUBSTANTIALLY DEGRADE THE EXISTING VISUAL CHARACTER
QUALITY OF THE SITE AND ITS SURROUNDINGS (EIR IMPACT 3.1-2)

(a) Potential Impact. The potential for the project to substantially degrade the existing
visual character quality of the site and its surroundings is discussed on pages 3.1-5 and
3.1-6 of the Draft EIR.

(b) Mitigation Measures. No feasible mitigation measures have been adopted for this
impact.

(c) Findings. Based upon the EIR and the entire record before this Board, this Board finds
that:

(1) Effects of Mitigation and Remaining Impacts. No feasible mitigation measures
have been adopted for this impact. While the project would be consistent with
and implements General Plan policies intended to reduce visual impacts, the
conversion of the existing undeveloped grasslands and cak woodlands on the site
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to—residential—uses—willchange—the—visual-character—of—the—project—area—in
perpetuity. The project has been designed to reduce visual impacts to the
maximum extent feasible, through provision of extensive areas of open space that
would provide for views of open space, oak woodlands, and the project’s natural
features from public vantage points, while accommodating allowed residential
units in a clustered fashion designed to minimize impacts to natural aquatic and
riparian features, oak woodland canopy, and areas of the site with steeper slopes.
Compliance with the County's General Plan policies and compliance with Zoning
Ordinance standards, including those addressing density, height, bulk, setbacks,
and open space requirements, would reduce visual impacts to the greatest extent
feasible; however, the project would permanently convert the current
undeveloped uses to urbanized uses. This would represent a significant and
unavoidable impact of the project.

(2) Overriding Considerations. The environmental, economic, social and other benefits
of the project override any remaining significant adverse Impact of the project
associated with impacts related to aesthetics and visual resources, as more fully
stated in the Statement of Overriding Considerations in Section Vi, below.

THE PROJECT MAY CONTRIBUTE TO THE CUMULATIVE DEGRADATION OF THE EXISTING VISUAL
CHARACTER OF THE REGION (EIR IMPACT 4.1)

{a) Potential Impact. The potential for the project to contribute to the cumulative
degradation of the existing visual character of the reglon is discussed on pages 4.0-3
and 4.0-4 of the Draft EIR,

{b) Mitigation Measures. No feasible mitigation measures have been adopted for this
impact.

{¢) Findings. Based upon the EIR and the entire record before this Board, this Board finds
that:

(1) Effects of Mitigation and Remaining Impacts, Development of the proposed
project would convert the site from its existing condition of primarily grassland
and oak woodland to developed single family residential uses, and will Include
recreation trail, open space areas, and developed vineyard areas. Implementation
of the proposed project would change the visual character of the project site by
introducing new residential uses to a generally undeveloped site. The project has
been designed to reduce visual impacts to the maximum extent feasible, through
provision of extensive areas of open space that would provide for views of open
space, oak woodlands, and the project’s natural features from public vantage
points, while accommodating allowed residential units in a clustered fashion
designed to minimize impacts to natural aguatic and riparian features, oak
woodland canopy, and areas of the site with steeper slopes. Project
implementation would contribute to cumulatively significant adverse impacts to

CEQA Findings - Vineyards at El Dorado Hills




FINDINGS OF FACT AND STATEMENT OF OVERRIDING CONSIDERATION

{2)

the visual character or quality of the site. Development of the proposed project, in
addition to other future projects in the area, would change the existing visual and
scenic qualities of the County. There are no mitlgation measures that could reduce
this cumulative impact except a ceasing of, or extreme limitations on, all future
development, which is not a feasible option. This would represent a significant and
unavaidable impact of the project.

Qverriding Considerations. The environmental, economic, social and other
benefits of the project override any remaining significant adverse impact of the
project associated with impacts related to aesthetics and visual resources, as more
fully stated in the Statement of Overriding Conslderations in Section VI, below.

CULTURAL AND TRIBAL RESOURCES

PROJECT IMPLEMENTATION HAS THE POTENTIAL TO CAUSE A SUBSTANTIAL ADVERSE CHANGE
TO A SIGNIFICANT HISTORICAL RESOURCE, AS DEFINED IN CEQA GUIDELINES §15064.5 (EIR
IMPACT 3.4-1)

{a) Potential Impact. The potential for the project to cause a substantial adverse change
to a significant historical resource, as defined in CEQA Guidelines §15064.5, is
discussed on pages 3.4-16 through 3.4-20 of the Draft EIR.

(b} Mitigation Measures. The following mitigation measures are hereby adopted and will
be implemented as provided by the Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program:
Mitigation Measures 3.4-1 through 3.4-4.

(c} Findings. Based upon the EIR and the entire record before this Board, this Board finds
that:

(1)

Effects of Mitigation and Remaining Impacts. Mitigation Measure 3.4-1 has been
included to address potential impacts to resource P-09-1657 (CA-ELD-1246H), the
Live Qak School and associated historical features. Mitigation Measure 3.4-1
requires that prior to development of the proposed project, the Live Qak School
building and associated features of P-09-1657 be fully documented with a historic
bullding report, which shall address the steps and cost necessary to stabilize and
preserve the school building. Mitigation Measure 3.4-1 further requires that if the
school building can be feasibly preserved and stabilized, that a management plan
be developed to ensure the long-term preservation and management of the
resource. [f the school building cannot be feasibly preserved and stabilized,
Mitigation Measure 3.4-1 requires the Live Oak School bullding and asscciated
features to be fully documented, including a Historic American Building Survey
report and large-scale photography. While preservation of the Live Oak School
building and associated documented resources, further data retrieval, and
implementation of the management plan would ensure that impacts to the
resource are less than significant, there is the potential for the determination that
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'8

(2)

the—schooi—building—cannot—be—feasibly—stabilized—and—preserved—This—would

represent a significant and unavoidable impact of the project. It is recognized that
loss of the Live Qak School resource has the potential to occur in the long-term
without implementation of the project due to the dilapidated condition of the
building and lack of maintenance as the structure has already exhibited signs of
collapse; the poor condition of the building, including signs of collapse and
damage, is documented in the Clarksville Region Historical Society letter, dated
December 7, 2017 and the Historic Resources Associates report prepared for the
Live Qak School in 2016, However, the project could speed up the potential loss of
this resource.

Mitigation Measure 3.4-2 has been included to address potential impacts to the
old Coloma Road segment on the project site. Implementation of Mitigation
Measure 3.4-2 would ensure the full documentation of the resource, including
identification of any physical features associated with the resource, and would
reduce potential impacts to less than significant. Further, Mitigation Measure 3.4-
2 would provide for signage of this resource, increasing public awareness and
education regarding the old Coloma Road route. Implementation of Mitigation
Measure 3.4-2 would reduce potential impacts to the old Coloma Road route to
less than significant.

Mitigation Measure 3.4-3 would ensure that construction workers are educated
regarding resources that could be encountered on the project site and appropriate
procedures to follow if a resource is found. Mitigation Measure 3.4-4 would
ensure that if a previously undiscovered historic resource is encountered,
appropriate steps will be taken to identify the significance of the resource and
mitigate any potential impacts. With implementation of Mitigation Measures MM
3.4-3 and 3.4-4, impacts to previously undiscovered historic resources will be less
than significant.

Overriding Considerations. The environmental, economic, social and other
benefits of the project override any remaining significant adverse impact of the
project associated with impacts related to historic resources, as more fully stated
in the Statement of Overriding Considerations in Section VI, below.

FINDINGS AND RECOMMENDATIONS REGARDING SIGNIFICANT

IMPACTS WHICH ARE MITIGATED TO A LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT

LEVEL
AIR QUALITY

p—

PROJECT CONSTRUCTION HAS THE POTENTIAL TO CAUSE A VIOLATION OF ANY AIR QUALITY
STANDARD OR CONTRIBUTE SUBSTANTIALLY TO AN EXISTING OR PROJECTED AIR QUALITY

VIOLATION (EIR IMPACT 3.2-3)

6
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(a)

(b)

(c)

Potential Impact. The potential for the project implementation to cause a violation of
any air quality standard or contribute substantially to an existing or projected air
quality violation is discussed on pages 3.2-19 through 3.2-23 of the Draft EIR.

Mitigation Measures. The followlng mitigation measures are hereby adopted and will
be Implemented as provided hy the Mitigation Monitoring Program: Mitigation
Measures 3.2-1 through 3.2-5.

Findings. Based upon the EIR and the entire record before this Board, this Board finds
that implementation of Mitigation Measure 3.2-1 (which ensures that the project
applicant would comply with at least one of the ahove-listed options) and Mitigation
Measures 3.2-2 through 3.2-5 would further reduce canstruction-related emissions
through adherence to El Dorado County Air Quality Management District (AQMD)
recommended measures and best management practices, the proposed project wouid
not result in violations of the ambient air quality standards during project
construction.

As authorized hy Puhblic Resources Code Section 21081(a)(1) and Title 14, California
Code of Regulations Section 15091(a)(1), the County finds that changes or alterations
have been required herein, incorporated into the project, or required as a condition of
project approval, which mitigate or avoid the significant environmental impact listed
above, and as identified in the Final EIR. The County further finds that the change or
alteration in the project or the requirement to Impose the mitigation as a condition of
project approval is within the jurisdiction of the County to require, and that this
mitigation is appropriate and feasible.

BI1OLOGICAL RESOURCES

PROJECT IMPLEMENTATION MAY RESULT IN DIRECT OR INDIRECT EFFECTS ON SPECIAL-STATUS
INVERTEBRATE SPECIES (EIR IMPACT 3.3-1)

(a)

(b)

(c)

Potential Impact. The potential for the project to have a direct or indirect impact on
special-status invertebrate species is discussed on pages 3.3-27 and 3,3-28 of the Draft
EIR.

Mitigation Measures, The following mitigation measure is hereby adopted and will be
implemented as provided by the Mitigation Monitoring Program: Mitigation Measure
3-3_1'

Findings. Based upon the EIR and the entire record hefore this Board, this Board finds
that the impacts to speclal-status invertebrate species will be mitigated to 2 less than
significant level as Mitigation Measure 3.3-1 would first require the on-site elderberry
shrub(s) to be avoided and preserved on-site through site design, as feasible. All
elderberry shrub(s) that are located adjacent to construction areas, but can be
avoided, would be fenced and designated as environmentally sensitive areas. These
areas would be avoided by all construction personnel. Fencing would also be placed at
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least-20-feet-fram-the-dripline-af-each-shrub-unless-etherwise-approved-by-the U5

Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS). The use of insecticides, herbicides, or other
chemicals that might harm the beetle or its host plant would be prohibited within 100
feet of the shrubs. If the elderberry shrub(s} cannot be avoided, as determined by the
County of El Dorado Public Works Department in conjunction with the project
applicant, then the project applicant would be required to mitigate for potential
impacts to the shrub(s) by either (1) purchasing VELB conservation credits from a
USFWS-approved conservation bank, or (2) transplanting the individual shrub(s) that is
not avoided to a suitable mitigation site In a manner consistent with the USFWS’ 1999
Conservation Guidelines for the Valley Elderberry Longhorn Beetle. Any remaining
impacts related to special-status invertebrate species after implementation of
Mitigation Measure 3.3-1 would not be significant.

As authorized by Public Resources Code Section 21081{(a{1) and Title 14, California
Code of Reguiations Section 15091(a){1), the County finds that changes or alterations
have been required herein, incorporated into the project, or required as a condition of
project approval, which mitigate or avoid the significant environmental impact listed
above, and as identified in the Final EIR. The County further finds that the change or
alteration in the project or the requirement to impose the mitigation as a condition of
project approval is within the jurisdiction of the County to require, and that this
mitigation is appropriate and feasible.

PROJECT IMPLEMENTATION MAY RESULT IN DIRECT OR INDIRECT EFFECTS ON SPECIAL-STATUS
REPTILE AND AMPHIBIAN SPECIES (EIR IMPACT 3.3-2)

(a)

(b)

(c)

Potential Impact. The potential for the project to have a direct or indirect impact on
special-status reptile and amphibian species is discussed on pages 3.3-28 through 3.3-
30 of the Draft EIR.

Mitigation Measures. The following mitigation measures are hereby adopted and will
be implemented as provided by the Mitigation Monitoring Program: Mitigation
Measure 3.3-2 and 3.3-3,

Findings. Based upon the EIR and the entire record before this Board, this Board finds
that the impacts to special-status reptile and amphibian species will be mitigated to a
less than significant level as Mitigation Measure 3.3-2 would require a focused survey
for western pond turtle. If it is determined from the survey that there are western
pond turtles present, then a gualified biologist, in coordination with the California
Department of Fish and Wildlife ({CDFW), would capture and relocate the turtle to
appropriate habitat at a safe distance from the construction site. Further, pursuant to
Mitigation Measure 3.3-3, a preconstruction California red-legged frog survey would
be completed. if it is determined from the survey that there are California red-legged
frog present, then the USFWS and CDFW would be contacted and the regulatory
agency shall provide the appropriate course of action, Any remaining impacts related

8
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to special-status invertebrate species after implementation of Mitigation Measures
3.3-2 and 3.3-3 would not be significant.

As authorized by Public Resources Code Section 21081(a)(1) and Title 14, California
Code of Regulations Section 15091({a)(1), the County finds that changes or alterations
have been required herein, incorporated into the project, or required as a condition of
project approval, which mitigate or avold the significant environmental impact listed
above, and as identified in the Final EIR. The County further finds that the change or
alteration in the project or the requirement to impose the mitigation as a condition of
project approval is within the jurisdiction of the County to require, and that this
mitigation is appropriate and feasible.

3. PROJECT IMPLEMENTATION MAY RESULT IN DIRECT OR INDIRECT EFFECTS ON SPECIAL-STATUS
BIRD SPECIES (EIR IMPACT 3.3-4)

(a) Potential Impact. The potential for the project to have a direct or indirect impact on
special-status bird species is discussed on pages 3.3-30 through 3.3-35 of the Draft EIR,

(b} Mitigation Measures. The following mitigation measure is hereby adopted and will be
implemented as provided by the Mitigation Monitoring Program: Mitigation Measure
3.3-4.

(¢} Findings. Based upon the EIR and the entire record before this Board, this Board finds
that the impacts to special-status bird species will be mitigated to a less than
significant level as Mitigation Measure 3.3-4 would first require preconstruction
surveys for active nests of special-status birds in all areas of suitable hahitat within 500
feet of project disturbance. If any active nests, or behaviors indicating that active nests
are present, are observed, appropriate buffers around the nest sites would be
determined by a qualified biologist to avoid nest failure resulting from project
actlvities.

Any remaining impacts related to special-status bird species after implementation of
Mitigation Measure 3.3-4 would not be significant. As authorized by Public Resources
Code Sectlon 21081{a)(1) and Title 14, California Code of Regulations Section
15091(a)(1), the County finds that changes or alterations have been required herein,
incorporated into the project, or required as a condition of project approval, which
mitigate or avoid the significant environmental impact listed above, and as identified
in the Final EIR. The County further finds that the change or alteration in the project
or the requirement to impose the mitigation as a condition of project approval is
within the jurisdiction of the County to require, and that this mitigation is appropriate
and feasible.

4, PROJECT IMPLEMENTATION MAY RESULT IN DIRECT OR INDIRECT EFFECTS ON $PECIAL-STATUS
MAMMAL SPECIES (EIR IMPACT 3.3-5)
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{b)

(¢)

{a)—Potential- mpaet—TFhe-petential-for-the-project-to-have-a-direct-or-indirect-impact-on

special-status mammal species s discussed on pages 3.3-35 through 3.3-37 of the
Draft EIR.

Mitigation Measures. The following mitigation measure Is hereby adopted and will he
implemented as provided by the Mitigation Monitoring Program: Mitigation Measure
3.3-5.

Findings. Based upon the EIR and the entire record before this Board, this Board finds
that the impacts to special-status mammal species will be mitigated to a less than
significant level as Mitigation Measure 3.3-5 would first reguire preconstruction
surveys to ensure that there are no active maternity bat roosts if removal of any on-
site trees with suitable roost cavities {as determined by a gualified biologist) and/or
dense foliage must occur during the bat pupping season (April 1 through July 31). If it
is determined from the prei:nnstruction survey that there are special-status bat
maternity roosts, then appropriate buffers around the roost sites would be
determined by a gqualified biologist and implemented to avoid destruction or
abandonment of the roost resulting from tree removal or other project activities. Any
remaining impacts related to special-status mammal species after implementation of
Mitigation Measure 3.3-5 would not be significant.

As authorized by Public Resources Code Section 21081(a){1) and Title 14, California
Code of Regulations Section 15091(a)}{1}, the County finds that changes or alterations
have been required hereln, Incarporated into the project, or required as a condition of
project approval, which mitigate or avoid the significant environmental impact listed
above, and as identified in the Final EIR. The County further finds that the change or
alteration in the project or the requirement to impose the mitigation as a condition of
project approval is within the jurisdiction of the County to require, and that this
mitigation is appropriate and feasible.

PROJECT IMPLEMENTATION MAY RESULT IN DIRECT OR INDIRECT EFFECTS ON CANDIDATE,
SENSITIVE, OR SPECIAL-STATUS PLANT $PECIES (EIR IMPACT 3.3-6)

(a)

(b)

(c)

Potential Impact. The potential for the project to have a direct or indirect impact on
candidate, sensitive, or special-status plant species Is discussed on pages 3.3-37 and
3.2-38 of the Draft EIR.

Mitigation Measures. The following mitigation measure is hereby adopted and will be
implemented as provided by the Mitigation Monitoring Program: Mitigation Measure
3.3-6.

Findings. Based upon the EIR and the entire record before this Board, this Board finds
that the impacts to candidate, sensitive, or special-status plant species will be
mitigated to a less than significant level as Mitigation Measure 3.3-6 would first
require the project to retain a qualified biologist to perform a preconstruction plant
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survey during the appropriate floristic period. If any special-status plants are found
during the focused survey and cannot be avoided during the project construction or
operation, the project proponent would be required to contact the County and the
appropriate regulatory agency to determine the appropriate course of action. Any
remaining impacts related to candidate, sensitive, or special-status plant species after
implementation of Mitigation Measure 3.3-6 would not be significant.

As authorized by Public Resources Code Section 21081(a)(1) and Title 14, California
Code of Regulations Section 15091(a)(1), the County finds that changes or alterations
have been required herein, incorporated into the project, or required as a condition of
project approval, which mitigate or avoid the significant environmental impact listed
above, and as identified in the Final EIR. The County further finds that the change or
alteration in the project or the requirement to impose the mitigation as a condition of
project approval is within the jurisdiction of the County to require, and that this
mitigation is appropriate and feasible.

THE PROPOSED PROJECT HAS THE POTENTIAL TO AFFECT PROTECTED WETLANDS AND
JURISDICTIONAL WATERS (EIR IMPACT 3.3-7)

(a)

(b)

(c)

Potential Impact. The potential for the project to affect protected wetlands and
jurisdictional waters is discussed on pages 3.3-38 through 3.3-43 of the Draft EIR.

Mitigation Measures, The following mitigation measures are hereby adopted and will
be implemented as provided by the Mitigation Monitoring Program: Mitigation
Measures 3.3-7 through 3.3-10.

Findings. Based upon the EIR and the entire record before this Board, this Board finds
that the impacts to protected wetlands and jurisdictional waters will be mitigated to a
less than significant level as Mitigation Measure 3.3-7 requires the applicant to abtain
authorization and the appropriate permits from the applicable regulatory agencies.
Mitigation Measure 3.3-8 requires the project to be designed in accordance with
Section 130.30.030.G.3.d of the County’s Site Planning and Project Design Standards,
which states that “ministerial development, including single family dweliings and
accessory structures, shall be set back a distance of 25 feet of any intermittent stream,
wetland or sensitive riparian habitat, or 50 feet from any perennial lake, river or
stream. This standardized setback may be reduced, or grading within the setback ray
be allowed, if a biological resource evaluation is prepared which indicates that a
reduced setback would be sufficient to protect the resources.” Mitigation Measure
3.3-9 requires deed restrictions on the parcels of residential lots 1, 9, 20, and 21 to
ensure that private residential use of the property does not impact the nearby
wetland. Mitigation Measure 3.3-10 requires management of the on-site open space
areas by a Homeowner's Association (HOA). The HOA would also be required to
provide ongoing funding for management and maintenance of wetlands and riparian
areas. Any remalning impacts related to protected wetlands and jurisdictional waters
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after-implementation-of-Mitigation—-Measures—3.3-7-through—3.3-10-would—not_be

significant.

As authorized by Public Resources Code Section 21081(a)(1) and Title 14, California
Code of Regulations Section 15091(a)(1), the County finds that changes or alterations
have been required herein, incorporated into the project, or required as a condition of
project approval, which mitigate or avoid the significant environmental impact listed
above, and as identified in the Final EIR. The County further finds that the change or
alteration in the project or the requirement to impose the mitigation as a condition of
project approval is within the jurisdiction of the County to require, and that this
mitigation is appropriate and feasible.
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PROJECT IMPLEMENTATION MAY RESULT IN CONFLICTS WITH LOCAL POLICIES OR ORDINANCES
PROTECTING BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES, SUCH AS A TREE PRESERVATION POLICY OR ORDINANCE
(EIR IMpACT 3.3-10)

(a)

(b)

(c)

Potential Impact. The potential for the project to result in conflicts with local policies
or ordinances protecting biological resources, such as a tree preservation policy or
ordinance, is discussed on pages 3.3-44 through 3.3-46 of the Draft EIR.

Mitigation Measures. The following mitigation measures are hereby adopted and will
be implemented as provided by the Mitigation Monitoring Program: Mitigation
Measures 3.3-11 and 3.3-12.

Findings. Based upon the EIR and the entire record before this Board, this Board finds
that the potential for the project to result in conflicts with local policies or ordinances
protecting biological resources, such as a tree preservation policy or ordinance, will be
mitigated to a less than significant level as Mitigation Measure 3.3-11 would require
the applicant to mitigate on-site for removed oak woodland canopy using the County’s
required ratio. Replanting shall be consistent with the Woodland Canopy Analysis,
Preservation, and Replacement Plan for Vineyards at El Dorado Hills. Further,
Mitigation Measure 3.3-12 requires development of a detailed tree preservation plan
that identifies trees to be retained that incorporates and addresses the tree protection
measures identified in Appendices C and D of the Oak Woodland Canopy Analysis,
Preservation and Replacement Plan for Vineyards at El Dorado Hills dated February 28,
2018. Any remaining impacts related to local policies or ordinances protecting
biological resources after implementation of Mitigation Measures 3.3-11 and 3.3-12
would not be significant.

As authorized by Public Resources Code Section 21081(a)(1) and Title 14, California
Code of Regulations Section 15091(a)(1), the County finds that changes or alterations
have been required herein, incorporated into the project, or required as a condition of
project approval, which mitigate or avoid the significant environmental impact listed
above, and as identified in the Final EIR. The County further finds that the change or
alteration in the project or the requirement to impose the mitigation as a condition of
project approval Is within the jurisdiction of the County to require, and that this
mitigation is appropriate and feasible.
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p

CULTURALAND TRIBAL RESOURCES

=

PROJECT IMPLEMENTATION WOULD NOT CAUSE A SUBSTANTIAL ADVERSE CHANGE TO A
SIGNIFICANT ARCHAEOLOGICAL RESOURCE, AS DEFINED IN CEQA GUIDELINES §15064.5, A
SIGNIFICANT TRIBAL CULTURAL RESOURCE, AS DEFINED IN PUBLIC RESOURCES CoDE §21074
(EIR IMPACT 3.4-2)

(a)

(b)

(c)

Potential Impact. The potential for the project to cause a substantial adverse change
to a significant archaeological resource, as defined in CEQA Guidelines §15064.5, a
significant tribal cultural resource, as defined in Public Resources Code §21074, is
discussed on page 3.4-20 and 3.4-21 of the Draft EIR.

Mitigation Measures. The following mitigation measures are hereby adopted and will
be implemented as provided by the Mitigation Monitoring Program: Mitigation
Measures 3.4-3 and 3.4-4.

Findings. Based upon the EIR and the entire record before this Board, this Board finds
that impacts to a significant archaeological resource or significant tribal cultural
resource will be mitigated to a less than significant level as Mitigation Measures 3.4-3
and 3.4-4 would ensure that construction workers are trained prior to ground-
disturbing actlvities regarding the potential to encounter archaeological resources and
Native American resources and procedures to be followed in the event of a discovery,
if a previously undiscovered archaeological or tribal cultural resource is accounted,
that appropriate steps will be taken to identify the significance of the resource,
including contacting local Native American tribes regarding the resource,
documentation of the resource, if recommended by the Native American tribe or, for
non-Native American resources, documentation by a qualified historian or
archaeologist, and ensure the appropriate disposition of the resource, such as reburial
of any Natlve American resource on the project site within the permanent open space
as close to the location of the find as possible. Any remaining impacts related to
significant  historical resource or significant tribal cultural resource after
implementation of Mitigation Measures 3.4-3 and 3.4-4 would not be significant.

As authorized by Public Resources Code Section 21081(a)(1) and Title 14, Califarnia
Code of Regulations Section 15091(a)(1), the County finds that changes or aiterations
have been required herein, incorporated into the project, or required as a condition of
project approval, which mitigate or avoid the significant environmental impact listed
ahave, and as identified in the Final EIR. The County further finds that the change or
alteration in the project or the requirement to impose the mitigation as a condition of
project approval Is within the jurisdiction of the County to require, and that this
mitigation is appropriate and feasible.
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2 PROJECT IMPLEMENTATION HAS THE POTENTIAL TO DIRECTLY OR INDIRECTLY DESTROY A
UNIQUE PALEONTOLOGICAL RESOURCE (EIR IMPACT 3.4-3)

{a) Potential Impact. The potential for the project to directly or indirectly destroy a
unique paleontological resource is discussed on page 3.4-21 of the Draft EIR.

(b) Mitigation Measures. The following mitigation measure is hereby adopted and will be
implemented as provided hy the Mitigation Monitoring Program: Mitigation Measure
3.4-5,

(¢) Findings. Based upon the EIR and the entire record before this Board, this Board finds
that impacts to a significant archaeological resource will be mitigated to a less than
significant level. If paleontological resources are discovered during the course of
construction, Mitigation Measure 3.4-5 would require work to be halted immediately
within 50 meters (165 feet) of the discovery, El-Dorado Caunty shall be notified, and a
qualified paleontologist would be retained to determine the significance of the
discovery. If the paleontological resource is considered significant, it would be
excavated by a qualified paleontologist and given to a local agency, State University, or
other applicable Institution, where they could be curated and displayed for public
education purposes. Any reraining impacts related to a significant archaeological
resource after implementation of Mitigation Measure 3.4-5 would not be significant.

As authorized by Public Resources Code Section 21081(a)(1) and Title 14, California
Code of Regulations Section 15091(a)(1), the County finds that changes or alterations
have been required herein, incorporated inte the project, or required as a condition of
project approval, which mitigate or avoid the significant environmental impact listed
above, and as identified in the Final EIR. The County further finds that the change or
alteration in the project or the requirement to impose the mitigation as a condition of
project approval is within the jurisdiction of the County to require, and that this
mitigation is appropriate and feasible.

3 PROJECT IMPLEMENTATION HAS THE POTENTIAL TO DISTURB HUMAN REMAINS, INCLUDING
THOSE INTERRED OUTSIDE OF FORMAL CEMETERIES (EIR IMPACT 3.4-4)

(a) Potential Impact. The potential for the project to disturb human remains, including
those interred outside of formal cemeteries, is discussed on page 3.4-22 of the Draft
EIR.

(b) Mitigation Measures. The following mitigation measure is hereby adopted and will be
implemented as provided by the Mitigation Monitoring Program: Mitigation Measure
3.4-6.

(c) Findings. Based upon the EIR and the entire record before this Board, this Board finds
that impacts to human remains will be mitigated to a less than significant level as
Mitigation Measure 3.4-6 would require that if any human remains are found during
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grading-and-construction-aetivities,-work-would-be-halted-at-the site-and-at-any-nearby

area reasonably suspected to overlie adjacent hurman remains until the El Dorado
County Coroner has been informed and has determined that no investigation of the
cause of death is required. The measure also outlines steps to be taken if the remains
are of Native American origin. Any remaining impacts related to hurman remains after
implementation of Mitigation Measure 3.4-6 would not be significant.

As authorized by Public Resources Code Section 21081(a)(1) and Title 14, California
Code of Regulations Section 15091{a)(1), the County finds that changes or alterations
have been required herein, incorporated Into the project, or required as a condition of
project approval, which mitigate or avoid the significant environmental impact listed
above, and as identified in the Final EIR. The County further finds that the change or
alteration in the project or the requirement to impose the mitigation as a condition of
project approval is within the jurisdiction of the County to require, and that this
mitigation is appropriate and feasible.

GEOLOGY AND SOILS

IMPLEMENTATION AND CONSTRUCTION OF THE PROPOSED PROJECT MAY RESULT IN
SUBSTANTIAL SOIL EROSION OR THE LOSS OF TOPSOIL (EIR IMPACT 3.5-2)

(a) Potential Impact. The potential for the project to resuit in substantial soil erosion or

the loss of topseil is discussed on pages 3.5-15 through 3.15-17 of the Draft EIR.

(b) Mitigation Measures. The following mitigation measure is hereby adopted and will be

{c)

implemented as provided by the Mitigation Monitoring Program: Mitigation Measure
3.5-1,

Findings. Based upon the EIR and the entire record before this Board, this Board finds
that the impacts related to substantial spil erosion or loss of topsoll will he mitigated
to a less than significant level as Mitigation Measure 3.5-1 requires submittal a Notice
of Intent (NOI) and Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP)} to the Regional
Water Quality Control Board (RWQCB) to obtain coverage under the General Permit
for Discharges of Storm Water Associated with Construction Activity (Construction
General Permit Order 2009-0009-DWQ amended by 2010-0014-DWQ & 2012-0006-
DWQ). Any remaining impacts related to substantial soll erosion or the loss of topsoil
after implementation of Mitigation Measure 3.5-1 would not be significant.

As authorized by Public Resources Code Section 21081(a)(1) and Title 14, California
Code of Regulations Section 15091{a}{1), the County finds that changes or alterations
have been required herein, incorporated into the project, or required as a condition of
project approval, which mitigate or avoid the significant environmental impact listed
above, and as identified in the Final EiR. The County further finds that the change or
alteration in the project or the requirement to impose the mitigation as a condition of
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project approval Is within the jurisdiction of the County to require, and that this
mitigation is appropriate and feasible.

2. THE PROPOSED PROJECT HAS THE POTENTIAL TO BE LOCATED ON A GEOLOGIC UNIT OR SOIL
THAT 15 UNSTABLE, OR THAT WOULD BECOME UNSTABLE AS A RESULT OF PROJECT
IMPLEMENTATION, AND POTENTIALLY RESULT IN LANDSLIDE, LATERAL SPREADING,
SUBSIDENCE, LIQUEFACTION OR COLLAFSE (EIR IMPACT 3.5-3)

{a) Potential Impact. The potential for the project to be located on a geologic unit or soil
that is unstable, or that would become unstable as a result of implementation, and
potentially result in landslide, lateral spreading, subsidence, liquefaction or collapse is
discussed on pages 3.5-18 through 3.5-20 of the Draft EIR,

(b} Mitigation Measures. The following mitigation measure is hereby adopted and will be
implemented as provided by the Mitigation Monitoring Program: Mitigation Measure
3.5-2.

(c) Findings. Based upon the EIR and the entire record before this Board, this Board finds
that the impacts related to substantial soil erosion or the loss of topsoil will be
mitigated to a less than significant level as Mitigation Measure 3.5-2 would require 8
final geotechnical evaluation of the soils at a design-level as required by the California
Building Code Title 24, Part 2, Chapter 18, Section 1803.1.1.2 related to onsite soil
conditions. The evaluation would be prepared in accordance with the standards and
requirements outlined in California Building Code, Title 24, Part 2, Chapter 16, Chapter
17, and Chapter 18, which addresses structural design, tests and inspections, and soils
and foundation standards. The final geotechnical evaluation would include design
recommendations to ensure that soil conditions do not pese a threat to the health and
safety of people or structures. The grading and improvement plans, as well as the
storm drainage outfall and building plans would be designed in accordance with the
recommendations provided in the final geotechnical evaluation. Any remaining
impacts related to substantial soll erosion or the loss of topsoil after implementation
of Mitigation Measure 3.5-2 would not be significant.

As authorized hy Public Resources Code Section 21081(a){1) and Title 14, California
Code of Regulations Section 15081{a){1}, the County finds that changes or alterations
have been required herein, incorporated into the project, or required as a condition of
project approval, which mitigate or avoid the significant environmental impact listed
above, and as identified in the Final EIR. The County further finds that the change or
alteration in the project or the requirement to impose the mitigation as a condition of
project approval is within the jurisdiction of the County to require, and that this
mitigation is appropriate and feasible.

3. HAVE SOILS INCAPABLE OF ADEQUATELY SUPPORTING THE USE OF SEPTIC TANKS OR
ALTERNATIVE WASTE WATER DISPOSAL SYSTEMS WHERE SEWERS ARE NOT AVAILABLE FOR THE
DISPOSAL OF WASTE WATER (EIR IMPACT 3.5-20)
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{a}-PatentinHmpact—The-potential-for-the-project-to-have-soils-incapable-of-adequately.

(b}

(c)

supporting the use of septic tanks or alternative waste water disposal systems where
sewers are not available for the disposal of waste water is discussed on pages 3.5-20
through 3.5-22 of the Draft EIR.

Mitigation Measures. The following mitigation measures are hereby adopted and will
be implemented as provided by the Mitigation Monitoring Program: Mitigation
Measures 3.5-3a and 3.5-3b.

Findings. Based upon the EIR and the entire record before this Board, this Board finds
that the impacts related to septic tanks or alternative waste water disposal systems
will be mitigated to a less than significant level as Mitigation Measure 3.5-3a would
require conformance with the County Code and the County’s Deslgn Standards for the
Site Evaluation and Design of Sewage Disposal Systems and that the recommendations
of the Septic Feasibility Study are implemented, including additional exploration to be
conducted to demonstrate the feasibility of the on-site sewage disposal for each lot in
the proposed project area, and that the disposal area for each lot is consistent with
the sizing requirements identified in the subsequent exploration complies with the
County’s requirements for an on-site septic system. Mitigation Measure 3.5-3b would
require all permits and approvals for the construction of the lot's on-site septic system
from the El Dorado County Environmental Management Department (EMD). Any
remaining impacts related to septic tanks or alternative waste water disposal systems
after implementation of Mitigation Measures 3.5-3a and 3.5-3b would not be
significant.

As authorized by Public Resources Code Section 21081(a)(1) and Title 14, California
Cade of Regulations Section 15091(a){1), the County finds that changes or alterations
have been required hereln, incorporated into the project, ar required as a condition of
project approval, which mitigate or avoid the significant environmental impact listed
above, and as identified in the Final EIR. The County further finds that the change or
alteration in the project or the requirement to impose the mitigation as a condition of
project approval is within the jurisdiction of the County to require, and that this
mitigation Is appropriate and feasible.

18

CEQA Findings - Vineyards at El Dorado Hills



FINDINGS OF FACT AND STATEMENT OF QVERRIDING CONSIDERATION

HAZARDS AND HAZARDOUS MATERIALS

THE PROJECT MAY HAVE THE POTENTIAL TO CREATE A SIGNIFICANT HAZARD THROUGH THE
ROUTINE TRANSPORT, USE, OR DISPOSAL OF HAZARDOUS MATERIALS OR THROUGH THE
REASONABLY FORESEEABLE UPSET AND ACCIDENT CONDITIONS INVOLVING THE RELEASE OF
HAZARDOUS MATERIALS INTO TIiE ENVIRONMENT (EIR IMPACT 3.7-1)

{a)

(b)

(c)

Potential Impact. The potential for the project to create a significant hazard through
the routine transport, use, or disposal of hazardous materials or through the
reasonably foreseeahle upset and accident conditions involving the release of
hazardous materials into the environment Is discussed on pages 3.7-13 through 3.7-15
of the Draft EIR.

Mitigation Measures. The following mitigation measures are hereby adopted and will
be implemented as provided by the Mitigation Monitoring Program: Mitigation
Measures 3.7-1, 3.7-2, and 3.7-3.

Findings. Based upon the EIR and the potential for the project to create a significant
hazard through the routine transport, use, or disposal of hazardous materials or
through the reasonably foreseeable upset and accident conditions involving the
release of hazardous materials Into the environment, will be mitigated to a less than
significant level as Mitigation Measure 3.7-1 requires removal of any potential
underground septic tanks, fuel tanks, or wells are uncovered from past site uses during
construction. Mitigation Measure 3.7-2 requires additional testing for construction
activities in areas that have been deemed to have potentially hazardous conditions
present, which include the schoolhouse, barn, pumphouse, and associated
outbuildings located in the southwest area of the site, and the residence and
outbuildings in the southeast area of the site. Mitigation Measure 3.7-3 requires a plan
for operation of the on-site vineyard which specifies, among other tapics, who would
be responsible for ensuring that operation of the vineyard complies with alt applicable
County and State regulations regarding pesticide and herbicide control and
application, pest control, runoff management, and any other relevant topics. Any
remaining Impacts related to hazardous materials routine transport, use, disposal, or
through accident conditions Involving the release of hazardous materials into the
environment after implementation of Mitigation Measures 3.7-1, 3.7-2, and 3.7-3
would not be significant.

As authorized by Public Resources Code Section 21081(a)(1) and Title 14, California
Code of Regulations Section 15091(a)(1), the County finds that changes or alterations
have been required herein, incorporated into the project, or required as a condition of
project approval, which mitigate or avoid the significant environmental impact listed
above, and as identified in the Final EIR. The County further finds that the change or
alteration in the project or the requirement to impose the mitigation as a condition of
project approval is within the jurisdiction of the County to require, and that this
mitigation is appropriate and feasible.
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F—HYDROLOGY AND WATER QUALITY

1.

THE PROJECT MAY VIOLATE WATER QUALITY STANDARDS OR WASTE DISCHARGE
REQUIREMENTS DURING CONSTRUCTION (EIR IMPACT 3.8-1)

(a) Potential Impact. The potential for the project to violate water quality standards or
waste discharge requirements during construction is discussed on pages 3.8-14
through 3.8-16 of the Draft EiR.

(b) Mitigation Measures. The following mitigation measures are hereby adopted and will
be implementad as provided by the Mitigation Monitoring Program: Mitigation
Measures 3.5-1.

{c) Findings. Based upon the EIR and the entire record before this Board, this Board finds
that impacts assoclated with the potential to violate water quality standards or waste
discharge requirements during construction will be mitigated to a less than significant
level as Mitigation Measure 3.5-1 requires the preparation of a detailed SWFPP and
implementation of BMPs that the RWQCB has deemed effective in controlling erosion,
saedimentation, and runoff during construction activities, The specific controls are
subject to the review and approval by the RWQCB and are an existing regulatory
requirement. Any remaining impacts related to water guality standards or waste
discharge requirements during construction after implementation of Mitigation
Measure 3.5-1 would not be significant.

As authorized by Public Resources Code Section 21081(a){1) and Title 14, California
Code of Regulations Section 15091(a)(1), the County finds that changes or alterations
have been required herein, incorporated into the project, or required as a condition of
project approval, which mitigate or aveid the significant environmental impact listed
above, and as identified in the Final EIR. The County further finds that the change or
alteration in the project or the requirement to impose the mitigation as a condition of
project approval is within the jurisdiction of the County to require, and that this
mitigation is appropriate and feasible,

THE PROPOSED PROJECT HAS THE POTENTIAL TO OTHERWISE SUBSTANTIALLY DEGRADE
WATER QUALITY (EIR IMPACT 3.8-5)

(a) Potential Impact. The potential for the project to otherwise substantially degrade
water quality is discussed on pages 3.8-20 through 3.8-22 of the Draft EIR.

(b} Mitigation Measures. The following mitigation measures are hereby adopted and will
be implemented as provided by the Mitigation Monitoring Program: Mitigation
Measures 3.5-1 and 3.3-7.

{c) Findings. Based upon the EIR and the entire record before this Board, this Board finds
that impacts associated with violations of water quality standards or waste discharge
requirements post-construction will he mitigated to a less than significant level as
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Mitigation Measure 3.5-1 requires the preparation of a detailed SWPPP and
implementation of BMPs that the RWQCB has deemed effective in controlling erosion,
sedimentation, and runoff during construction activities. The specific controls are
subject to the review and approval by the RWQCB and are an existing regulatory
requirement. Mitigation Measure 3.3-7 requires the applicant to obtain authorization
and the appropriate permits from the applicable regulatory agencies. Any remaining
impacts related to water guality after implementation of Mitigation Measures 3.5-1
and 3.3-7 would not be significant.

As authorized by Public Resources Code Section 21081(a)(1) and Title 14, California
Code of Regulations Section 15091(a)(1), the County finds that changes or alterations
have been required herein, incorporated into the project, or required as a condition of
project approval, which mitigate ar avoid the significant environmental impact listed
above, and as identified in the Final EIR. The County further finds that the change or
alteration in the project or the requirement to impose the mitigation as a condition of
project approval is within the jurisdiction of the County to require, and that this
mitigation is appropriate and feasible.

NOISE

CONSTRUCTION OF THE PROPOSED PROJECT MAY GENERATE INCREASED NOISE LEVELS AT
EXISTING RECEPTORS (EIR IMPACT 3.9-2)

()

(b)

()

Potential Impact. The potential for the project to generate increased noise levels at
existing receptors during construction is discussed on pages 3.9-14 and 3.9-15 of the
Draft EIR.

Mitigation Measures. The following mitigation measure is hereby adopted and will be
implemented as provided by the Mitigation Monitoring Program: Mitigation Measure
3.9-1.

Findings. Based upon the EIR and the entire record before this Board, this Board finds
that impacts associated with generation of increased noise levels at existing receptors
during construction will be mitigated to a less than significant level as Mitigation
Measure 3.9-1 requires the construction contractor to implement various noise-
reducing construction practices in order to ensure noise levels at existing receptors do
not exceed the County’s construction noise standards. Any remaining impacts related
to water quality standards or waste discharge requirements during construction after
implementation of Mitigation Measure 3.9-1 would not be significant.

As authorized by Public Resources Code Section 21081(a)(1) and Title 14, California
Code of Regulations Section 15091(a){1), the County finds that changes or alterations
have been required herein, incorporated into the project, or required as a condition of
project approval, which mitigate or avoid the significant environmental impact listed
above, and as identified in the Final EIR. The County further finds that the change or
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alteration-in-the-project-othe-requirement-to-impose-the-mitigation-as-a-condition-of

project approval is within the jurisdiction of the County to require, and that this
mitigation is appropriate and feasible.

TRANSPORTATION AND CIRCULATION

THE PROPOSED PROJECT COULD CONFLICT WITH AN APPLICABLE PLAN, ORDINANCE OR POLICY
ESTABLISHING MEASURES OF EFFECTIVENESS FOR THE PERFORMANCE OF THE CIRCULATION
SYSTEM FOR INTERSECTIONS (EIR IMPACT 3.11-1)

(a)

(b)

(c)

Potential Impact. The potentlal for the project conflict with an applicable plan,
ordinance or policy establishing measures of effectiveness for the performance of the
circulation system for intersections is discussed on pages 3.11-17 through 3.11-23 of
the Draft EIR.

Mitigation Measures. The following mitigation measures are hereby adopted and will
be implemented as provided by the Mitigation Monitoring Program: Mitigation
Measures 3.11-1 through 3.11-3.

Findings. Based upon the EIR and the entire record before this Board, this Board finds
that impacts associated with conflicts with an applicable plan, ardinance or policy
establishing measures of effectiveness for the performance of the circulation system
for intersections will be rmitigated to a less than significant level as Mitigation Measure
3.11-1 requires payment of the Traffic Impact Mitigation (TIM) Fees towards the
improvement of the Green Valley Road at El Dorado Hills Boulevard/Salmen Falls Road
intersection {Capital Improvement Program Project #73151). Mitigation Measure 3.11-
2 requires constructlon of a two-way left-turn lane along Green Valley Road in the
immediate vicinity of the Green Valley Road at Loch Way intersection. Mitigation
Measure 3.11-3 requires restriction of the southbound left-turn movement at the
Green Valley Road at Chartraw Road intersection. Any remaining impacts related to
conflicts with an applicable plan, ordinance or policy establishing measures of
effectiveness for the performance of the circulation system for intersections after
implementation of Mitigation Measures 3.11-1 through 3.11-3 would not he
slgnificant.

As authorized by Public Resources Code Section 21081(a)(1) and Title 14, California
Code of Regulations Section 15091{a)(1), the County finds that changes or alterations
have been required herein, incorporated inta the project, or required as a condition of
project approval, which mitigate or avoid the significant environmental impact listed
above, and as identified In the Final EIR. The County further finds that the change or
alteration in the project or the requirement to impose the mitigation as a condition of
project approval is within the jurisdiction of the County to require, and that this
mitigation is appropriate and feasible.
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V. FINDINGS AND RECOMMENDATIONS REGARDING THOSE IMPACTS
WHICH ARE LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT OR LESS THAN
CUMULATIVELY CONSIDERABLE

Specific impacts within the following categories of environmental effects were found to be less
than significant as set forth in more detail in the Draft EIR and Final EIR.

Aesthetics and Visual Resources: The following specific impact was found to be less than
significant: 3.1-1 and 3.1-3.

Air Quality: The following specific impacts were found to be less than significant: 3.2-1,
3.2-2,3.2-4,3.2-5,3.2-6, 3.2-7, and 3.2-8,

Biological Resources: The following specific impacts were found to have no impact: 3.3-3,
3.3-8, and 3.3-9.

Geology and Soils: The following specific impacts were found to be less than significant:
3.5-1, 3.5-2, 3.5-3, 3.5-4, and 3.5-5.

Greenhouse Gases and Climate Change: The following specific impacts were found to be
less than significant: 3.6-1 and 3.6-2.

Hazards and Hazardous Materials: The following specific impacts were found to be less
than significant: 3.7-2, 3.7-3, 3.7-4, 3.7-5, and 3.7-6.

Hydrology and Water Quality: The following specific impacts were found to be less than
significant: 3.8-2, 3.8-3, and 3.8-4.

Noise: The following specific impacts were found to be less than significant: 3.9-1 and 3.9-
3.

Public Services: The following specific impacts were found to be less than significant:
3.10-1, 3.10-2, 3.10-3, and 3.10-4,

Transportation and Circulation: The following specific impacts were found to be less than
significant: 3.11-2, 3.11-3, 3.11-4, and 3.11-5.

utilities: The following specific impacts were found to be less than significant: 3.12-1,
3.12-2, 3.12-3, 3.12-4, and 3.12-5.

The project was found to have a less than cumulatively considerable contribution to specific
impacts within the following categories of environmental effects as set forth in more detail in the
Draft EIR.
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Air—Quality=—The -fellowing—specifie-impact—was—found—to-he—less—than—cumulatively

considerable: 4.2,

Biological Resources: The following specific impact was found to be less than cumulatively
considerable: 4.3.

Cultural and Tribal Resources: The following specific impact was found to be less than
cumulatively considerable: 4.4,

Geology and Soils: The following specific impact was found to be less than cumulatively
considerable: 4.5.

Greephouse Gases and Climate Change: The following specific impact was found to be
less than cumulatively considerable: 4.6.

Hazards and Hazardous Materials: The following specific impact was found to be less
than cumulatively considerable: 4.7.

Hydrology and Water Quality: The following specific Impacts were found to be less than
cumulatively considerable: 4.8 and 4.9.

Noise: The following specific impacts were found to be less than cumulatively
considerable: 4.10,

Public Services: The following specific impact was found to be less than cumulatively
considerable: 4.12,

Utilities: The following specific impact was found to bhe less than cumulatively
considerable: 4.11.

Transportation and Clrculation: The following specific impacts were found to be less than
cumulatively considerable: 4.13 and 3.14.

The above impacts are less than significant or less than cumulatively considerable for one of the
following reasons:

*

The EIR determined that the impact is less than significant for the project.

The EIR determined that the project would have a less than cumulatively considerable
contribution to the cumulative impact.

The EIR determined that the impact is beneficial {would be reduced) for the project.

The EIR determined that the cumulative impact was fully addressed in the General Plan EIR
and that the project would not result in new or expanded cumulative impacts.
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VI. REVIEW AND REJECTION OF PROJECT ALTERNATIVES

The State CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6 mandates that every EIR evaluate a no-project
alternative, plus a feasible and reasonable range of alternatives to the project or its location. Three
alternatives to the proposed project were developed based on County of El Dorado staff and Board
input, input from the public during the NOP review period, and the technical analysis performed to
identify the environmental effects of the proposed project. Alternatives provide a basis of
comparison to the project in terms of beneficial, significant, and unavoidable impacts. This
camparative analysis is used to consider reasonable feasible options for minimizing environmental
consequences of a project.

Typically, where a project causes significant impacts and an EIR is prepared, the findings must
discuss not only how mitigation can address the potentially significant impacts but whether project
alternatives can address potentially significant impacts. But where all significant impacts can be
substantially lessened, in this case to a less-than-significant level, solely by adoption of mitigation
measures, the lead agency, in drafting its findings, has no obligation to consider the feasibility that
project alternatives might reduce an impact, even if the alternative would mitigate the impact to a
greater degree than the proposed project, as mitigated {Public Resources Code Section 21002;
Laurel Hills Homeowners Association v. Board (1978 83 Cal.App.3d 515, 521. Kings County Farm
Bureau v. City of Hanford (1990) 221 Cal.App.3d 730-733; Laurel Heights Improvement Association
v. Regents of the University of California (1988) 47 Cal.3d 376, 400-403).

Because not all significant effects can be substantially reduced to a less-than-significant level either
by adoption of mitigation measures or by standard conditions of approval, the following section
considers the feasibility of the project alternatives as compared to the proposed project.

As explained below, these findings describe and reject, for reasons documented in the Final EIR
and summarized below, rejects the No Project (Diamante Estates) Alternative and Revised Project
B Alternative, and the County finds that approval and implementation of the proposed Vineyards
at El Dorado Hills Project as modified by Revised Project A Alternative is appropriate. The evidence
supporting these findings is presented in Section 5.0 of the Draft EIR.

A. IDENTIFICATION OF PROJECT OBJECTIVES

As described above, an EIR Is required to identify a “range of potential alternatives to the project
[which] shall include those that could feasibly accomplish most of the basic purposes of the project
and could avoid or substantially lessen one of more of the significant effects.” Chapter 2.0 and
Chapter 5.0 of the Draft EIR identify the project’s goals and objectives. The project objectives
include:

1. Create a high-guality residential development that is consistent with the General Plan;

2. Emphasize preservation of open space, oak woodlands, natural habitat and wetlands,
existing topography, and the schoolhouse site through clustering residential units in order
to minimize impacts to open space and habitat on the project site and to receive the
associated density bonus;
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w

Provide-community-resources-through-creation-of-a-public-trail-that-traverses-the-project

B.

site and connects to the public road system; and

Redesign the approved Diamante Estates project to reduce impacts associated with
wetland disturbance, ioss of apen space, and water supply and to incorporate community-
oriented features, including 2 public trail.

ALTERNATIVES ANALYSIS IN EIR

i 4

NoO PROJECT (DIAMANTE ESTATES) ALTERNATIVE:

The No Project {Diamante Estates) Alternative is discussed on pages 5.0-4, and 5.0-5 through 5.0-9
of the Draft EIR. The No Project (Diamante Estates) Alternative assumes that the project site
would be developed in accordance with the tentative subdivision map for the Diamante Estates
Project, which was previously-approved by the County in October 2009. The Diamante Estates
project included 19 single family lots, ranging in size from 5.0 to 9.9 acres, and one 2.2-acre open
space lot. As part of the Diamante Estates approval, the project site was rezoned from Exclusive
Agriculture (AE) to Estate Residential 5-acre (RE-5), The Diamante Estates project included public
water service from El Dorado rrigation District {(EID} and individual septic systems. The Diamante
Estates project required Local Agency Formation Commission (LAFCO) approval of annexation of
the project site into both the EID and El Dorado Hills Fire Department boundaries.

Findings: The No Project (Diamante Estates) Alternative s rejected as an alternative
because, although it would result in less impacts to seven resource areas and equal
impacts to one resource area, this alternative would result in greater impacts to four
resource areas. Additionally, this afternative would not meet three of the four project
objectives.

Explanation: This alternative results in greater impacts in the following four resources
areas: biological resources, cultural and tribal resources, hydrology and water guality,
and utilities. This alternative would not realize the benefits of the project nor achieve
most of the project objectives. Significantly less open space preservation and
decimation of oak woodlands, natural habitat, and wetlands would occur under the No
Project (Diamante Estates) Alternative. Further, the No Project (Diamante Estates)
Alternative would not receive the density bonus and would not provide a pubilic trait
that traverses the site and connects to the public road system. The No Project
(Diamante Estates) Alternative would not reduce the significant environmental
impacts that would occur under the proposed project and would fail to meet three of
the four project objectives identified by the County.

For these reasons, the project is deemed superior to the No Project (Diamante Estates)
Alternative.
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2, REVISED PROJECT A ALTERNATIVE:

The Revised Project A Alternative is discussed on pages 5.0-4, and 5.0-10 through 5.0-13 of the
Draft EIR. Under this alternative, the project site would be developed similar to the proposed
pralect with up to 42 units, but some of the lots would be shifted in order to be outside of the
required wetland buffers in the southern portion of the project site and to provide a buffer to the
schoolhouse and associated outhuildings. Specifically, the lot boundaries for Lots 9, 20, and 21
would be shifted in order to be outside of the wetland buffers. Additionally, Lot 1 would be shifted
in order to be outside of the wetland buffers and to provide a 25-foot buffer surrounding the
schoolhouse and associated outbuildings. The proposed vineyard component, infrastructure
improvernents, and landscaping improvements would be the same as the proposed project.

Findings: The Revised Project A Alternative Is selected because it would reduce some of
the significant and unavoidable impacts of the project, particularly impacts to the Live
Oak School site including associated buildings. This alternative would also reduce
impacts to biological resources.

Explanation: The Revised Project A Alternative would reduce the significant environmental
Impacts that would occur under the proposed project and would achieve the project
objectives. Significant and unavoidable impacts related to degradation of the visual
character of the site under the project-level and cumulative condition and the
potential removal of the Live Oak Schoolhouse due to its current dilapidated condition,
would stifl occur,

For these reasons, the Revised Project A Alternative is deemed superior to the project.

3, REVISED PROJECT B ALTERNATIVE:

The Revised Project B Alternative is discussed on pages 5.0-4, 5.0-5, and 5.0-13 through 5.0-17 of
the Draft EIR. Under this alternative, the project site would be developed similar to the proposed
project with up to 42 units, but the vineyard component of the proposed project would be
eliminated. Instead, the vineyard areas would be maintained as open space. Additionalily, the lot
boundaries for Lots 1, 9, 20, and 21 would be shifted in order to be outside of the required
wetland buffers and Lot 1 would be shifted to provide a 25-foot buffer to the schoolhouse and
associated outbuildings. Some of the required tree replanting areas would be relocated along the
length of Malcolm Dixon Road in order to provide visyal screening, except In areas where wetlands
and/or riparian habitat exists. Under this alternative, fencing would be provided around the
schoolhouse area and a trail would loop around the schoolhouse. Signage would be provided along
the trail [oop that identifies the history of the schoolhouse and the project's location in the context
of the old Coloma Road and the area's history. The proposed infrastructure and landscaping
improvements would be the same as the proposed project.

Findings: While the Revised Project B Alternative is the environmentally superior
alternative, the Revised Project B Alternative is rejected because it would not avoid all
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of-the-significant-and-unaveidable-impacts-of-the-project-and -would-not-achieve-all-of

the benefits of the project.

Explanation: The Revised Project B Alternative would not reduce the significant
environmental impacts that would occur under the proposed project. Significant and
unavoidahle impacts related to degradation of the visual character of the site under
the project-level and cumulative condition would still occur. Further, the
environmental, economic, social and other henefits of the project, including those
associated with the vineyards, override any remaining significant adverse impact of
the project assoclated as more fully stated in the Statement of Overriding
Considerations in Section VI, below.

For these reasons, the project is deemed superior to the Revised Project B Alternative,

VII. STATEMENTS OF QOVERRIDING CONSIDERATIONS RELATED TO THE
VINEYARDS AT EL DORADO HILLS PROJECT FINDINGS

As described in Section !l of these Findings, the following significant and unavoidable impacts
could occur with implementation of the project:

# Project implementation may substantially degrade the existing visual character quality of
the site and its surroundings (EIR Impact 3.1-2);

» Project implementation has the potential to cause a substantial adverse change to a
significant historical resource, as defined in CEQA Guidelines §15064.5, or a significant
tribal cultural resource, as defined in Public Resources Code §21074 (EIR Impact 3.4-1);

« The project may contribute to the cumulative degradation of the existing visual character
of the reglon (EIR Impact 4.1).

The adverse effects identified above are substantive issues of concern to the County of El Dorado.

As discussed in detail in the Project Findings (see Staff Report), the Vineyards at El Dorado Hills
project is consistent with General Plan and zoning requirements. The project has been designed to
provide a substantial amount of open space (65.58 acres or 57.5% of the project site) in order to
preserve aesthetic and natural resources on the project site, provide for conservation of the Live
Oak School site, and accommodate a8 public multi-use trail. The project would cluster the
residential land uses and road system to conform to the natural topography of the site, maximize
open space, and minimize the development footprint of the project, reducing impacts on various
natural and cultural resources. The project would provide a public trail that traverses the project
site and connects to the public road system, which would result in common public benefit. The
project would also cluster the land uses to conform to the natural topography and maximize on-
site open space. Further, the project has been designed to minimize impacts on natural resources
and historic resources.

The County Board of Supervisors has balanced the benefits of the project against its unavoidahle
environmental risks in determining whether to approve the project and has determined that the
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benefits of the project outweigh the unavoidable adverse environmental effects. The reasons set
forth below are based on the EIR and other information in the record. As set forth in the preceding
sections, approving the project will result in significant adverse environmental effects that cannot
be reduced to a less-than-significant level, even with the adoption of all feasible mitigation
measures. As determined above, however, there are no additional feasible mitigation measures,
nor are there feasible alternatives, that would mitigate or substantially lessen the impacts to a
less-than-significant level. Therefore, despite these significant environmental effects, the Board, in
accordance with Public Resources Code Sections 21001, 21002.1(c), 21081(b) and CEQA Guidelines
Section 15093, chooses to approve the Project because, in its judgment, the following economic,
social, and other benefits that the Project will produce will render the significant effects
acceptable.

Substantial evidence supporting the benefits cited in this Statement of Overriding Considerations
can be found in the preceding findings, which are incorporated by reference into this section, and
in the documents found in the record of proceedings, as defined in section ll, above. Any one of
the following reasons is sufficient to demonstrate that the benefits of the project outweigh its
unavoidable adverse environmental effects, thereby justifying approval of the project.

1. Appropriate Development Pattern. The Vineyards at El Dorado Hills project provides a
tentative subdivision map and associated land uses that include a thoughtful
development pattern that ensures complimentary land uses, accounts for physical and
natural resaurce constraints, provides for common open space and trails, and provides
for a transition between the proposed project’s residential lot sizes with development
to the east and west by incorporating open space lots to transition between existing
and proposed densities. The project has been designed to provide a substantial
amount of open space (65.58 acres or 57.5% of the project site) in order to preserve
aesthetic and natural resources on the project site, provide for conservation of the
Live Oak School site, and accommodate a public multi-use trail that has muitiple access
points that will be accessible to the public. The project would cluster the residential
land uses and road system to conform to the natural topography of the site, maximize
open space, and minimize the development footprint of the project, reducing impacts
on various natural and cultural resources. The project would provide a public trail that
traverses the project site and connects to the public road system, which would result
in common public benefit, The project would also cluster the land uses to conform to
the natural topography and maximize on-site open space. Further, the project has
been designed to minimize impacts on natural resources and historic resources.

2. Provision for Agricultural Uses. The County believes in the importance and
preservation of open space and agricultural uses. The Project provides for significant
open space, more than half the project site, and furthers agricultural uses and
supports the agricultural economy in the County by providing a small-scale vineyard
that would be commonly owned by the project and managed by the Homeowner's
Association or comparable entity. The agricultural component is consistent with
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General-Plan-Goal-8-1;-whieh-encourages-long-term-conservation-and-use-of-existing

and potential agricultural lands within the County.

3. Development of Housing. The project would provide housing options and contribute
toward an adequate supply of ownership housing in the County of El Dorado to help
meet existing housing needs, consistent with City housing policies. Housing Element
Palicy HO-1.2 aims to ensure that projected housing needs can be accommodated, the
County shall maintain an adequate supply of suitable sites that are properly located
based on environmental constraints, community facilities, and adequate public
services. The project site is currently designated for residential uses by the General
Plan and is located in an area served by existing community facilities and public
services. The project has also been designed to account for the on-site environmental
constraints. The project would be consistent with this policy.

4. Quality Design and integration of On-Site Amenities. The project would include a series
of multi-use trails within the project site. The project’s vicinity is lacking in pedestrian
and trail amenities. While there are no existing facilities adjacent the project that the
project can connect to, the trail system provides a public resource for recreation,
physical activity, and community enjoyment of the project’s natural, aesthetic, and
open space resources. As noted previously, the trails would be available to the public.
The five open space lots, totaling 65.58 acres, have been designed to include the
existing Live Oak School site and to preserve portions of oak woodlands and the
majority of the identified wetlands and other waters on the project site, The Live Qak
School would be preserved within the open space area and the trail system would
provide for views of the Live Qak School.

5. Consistency with the El Dorado County General Plan and Zoning Code. As discussed in
detatl in the Project Findings (see Staff Report), the Vineyards at El Dorado Hills project
is consistent with and implements General Plan and zoning requirements.

VIII. CONCLUSION

After balancing the specific economic, legal, social, technological, and other benefits of the
proposed project, the Board finds that the unavoidable adverse environmental impacts identified
may be considered “acceptable” due to the specific considerations listed ahove which outweigh
the unavoidable, adverse enviranmental impacts of the proposed project.

The El Dorade County Board of Supervisors has considered information contained in the EIR
prepared for the proposed Vineyards at El Dorado Hills Project as well as the public testimony and
record of proceedings in which the project was considered. Recognizing that significant
unavoidable aesthetic impacts (project-level and cumulative-level) and cultural resources impacts
may result from implementation of the proposed project, the Board finds that the henefits of the
project and overriding considerations outweigh the adverse effects of the project. Having included
all feasible mitigation measures In the Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program, and
recognized all unavoidable significant impacts, the Board hereby finds that each of the separate

30 CEQA Findings - Vineyards at El Dorado Hills



FINDINGS OF FACT AND STATEMENT OF OVERRIDING CONSIDERATION

benefits of the propesed Vineyards at El Dorado Hills Project, as stated herein, is determined to be
unto itself an overriding consideration, independent of other benefits, that warrants adoption of
the proposed project and outweighs and overrides its unavoidable significant effects, and thereby
justifies the adoption of the proposed Vineyards at El Dorado Hills Project.

Based on the foregoing findings and the information contained in the record, the Board hereby
determines that:

1. All significant effects on the environment due to implementation of the proposed
Vineyards at El Dorado Hills Project have been eliminated or substantially lessened where
feasible;

2. The Revised Project A Alternative is a feasible alternative to the proposed Vineyards at El
Dorado Hills Project which would mitigate or substantially lessen the impacts;

3. The No Project (Diamante Estates) and Revised Project B Alternative are not feasible
alternatives to the proposed Vineyards at El Darado Hills Project which would mitigate or
substantially lessen the impacts, meet the project objectives, and provide the benefits of
the project as described in the Statement of Overriding Considerations; and

4. Any remaining significant effects on the environment found to be unavoidable are
acceptable due to the factors described in the Statement of Overriding Considerations
ahave,
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