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LSA Associates, Inc. 

1 I. INTRODUCTION 
l 
3 This Environmental Impact Report (EIR) was prepared by L.5A Associates, Inc. 
4 (LSA), under contract with the County of Stanislaus to provide environmental 
5 analysis of the proposed Diablo Grande Draft Specific Plan in conformance 
6 with the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) and its guidelines. 
7 
8 
9 THE DIABLO GRANDE SPECIFIC PLAN 

10 
11 The 29,500-acre site is located in the Diablo Range, an eastern range of the 
12 California Coast Ranges, in southwestern Stanislaus County. It is about 35 
13 miles east of San Jose, 20 miles southwest of Modesto, and about seven miles 
14 southwest of Patterson. The site consists of gently-sloping to steep ridges 
15 encompassing portions of three major watersheds (Orestimba, Crow, and 
16 Salado creeks). The project site, known as the Diablo Grande Ranch, or Oak 
17 Flat Ranch, is used for horse and seasonal cattle grazing. Two inholding 
18 properties, located within the Wilcox Ridge area, are not part of the project 
19 but are included in the EIR. 
20 
21 The entire site is proposed for a General Plan designation of "Specific Plan". 
22 In addition, all property within the site is proposed to have underlying or 
23 combining General Plan designations for specific land use types. These 
24 designations would be consistent with descriptions contained in the 
~5 Stanislaus County General Plan. The site is designated Agriculture in the 
.6 County's General Plan. Zoning of the site is proposed to be changed from A-

27 2-160, General Agriculture District, with two dwelJings allowed for 160 acres, 
28 to S-P, "Specific Plan," pursuant to Chapter 21.38 of the Stanislaus County 
29 Zoning Ordinance. The project would have underlying or combined zoning 
30 classifications based on districts contained in the Stanislaus County Zoning 
31 Ordinance as modified by the Specific Plan. 
32 
33 Under the General Plan amendment and rezoning, development of five 
34 villages is proposed. The villages would include recreational, residential, 
35 open space, resort, office, commercial, agricultural, and other land uses. 
36 
37 The following alternatives to the project also are addressed in this EIR: a No 
38 Project Alternative, a General Plan Buildout Alternative, a Mitigated Project 
39 Alternative, and an Off-site Alternative. 
40 
41 
42 , EIR OBJECTIVES 
43 
44 Previous environmental analyses and various technical reports for the project 
45 include the Environmental Inventory/Existing Conditions Report which 
46 analyzed Phase 1 of the project (LSA, 1990) and the Diablo Grande Project 
47 Initial Study which analyzed the entire project (LSA, 1991), in which the 
<8 preparation of an EIR was recommended. 
9 

08/l3/92(B:\STC102#2 ·-.INTRO) 1-1 



1 
2 
3 
4 
5 
6 
7 
8 
9 

10 
11 
12 
13 
14 
15 
16 
17 
18 
19 
20 
21 
22 
23 
24 
25 
26 
27 
28 

I.SA Associates, Inc. 

This EIR provides program-level environmental analysis of the Specific Plan as 
well as project-level analysis of the proposed Phase 1 of development. The 
program-level analysis enables government decision makers and the public to 
examine the overall effects of the proposed project and to avoid or reduce 
adverse environmental impacts. Upon preparation of detailed proposed 
preliminary development plans within the Specific Plan, future project­
specific environmental studies will be provided. The project-level 
environmental analysis of Phase 1 is to determine the extent of potential 
impacts associated with the specific proposed land uses and to recommend 
mitigation measures to offset impacts. 

This Draft EIR has been prepared in compliance with state, county, and local 
CEQA Guidelines, and has been compiled from a variety of sources including 
published and unpublished literature, background technical reports, maps, 
field studies, and original research. Its primary purpose is to serve as an 
objective informational document to be used by lead and responsible 
agencies, as well as the public, in their consideration of the project. 

This EIR addresses the Diablo Grande Specific Plan's potential impacts on 
applicable traffic and circulation, noise, air quality, biologic, geologic, 
hydrologic, cultural resources, visual quality, land use, and public services 
and utilities issues. It is to accompany the Diablo Grande Specific Plan, and 
is subject to review by the county, local, and federal agencies and 
organizations, and the public. Comments received on this Draft EIR wiJJ be 
responded to in a Comments and Response document. That document, 
combined with this Draft EIR, will form the Final EIR presented to the 
County for certification. 

08/13192(B:\STC102#2 ... INTRO) I-2 



SUMMARY 

:>pie 

md Use 

LS = 
SM= 
S= 

Potential Impact 

• 

• 

• 

• 

Conversion of rangeland to developed uses 
would result in a significant adverse impact 
to the County inventory of rangeland (S). 

Development of the project would result in 
significant growth inducement to future 
development along the portion of Oak Flat 
Road near 1-5. (SM) 

Development of the entire project would 
result in the loss the loss of over 10,000 
acres of open space. (S) 

Potentially may contain hazardous waste, 
although none are known to exist. (SM) 

Less than significant 
Significant but mitigable 
Potentially significant after mitigation 

~/92(B:\5TC102#7\5UMMARY.TBL) 

Jc/ales, Inc. 

Mitigation Measures 

• 

• 

• 

• 

Continuance of some ranching activities on the site after build 
out shall be considered. To the satisfaction of the Planning 
Director, the applicant shall develop a program for maintaining 
some viable ranching activities in the Conservation Areas of the 
overall site, insofar as the program is economically feasible, can 
be accommodated by the project objectives, and does not 
detract from the open space value of reserves. 

Off-site growth inducement along Oak Flat Road shall be 
mitigated by scenic easement or other means of requiring the 
maintenance of open space/agricultural uses adjacent to the 
road in perpetuity.- Should the B_oard ultimately-decide that 
development along that access road is appropriate, careful . 
public and County review shall be conducted for any proposed 
development near Oak Flat Road. 

To ensure that proposed Conservation Areas remain In open 
space in perpetuity, scenic or open space easements shall be 
established on that land. If easements of open space lands 
were not possible, the lands may be conveye<;l directly to the 
County or a deed restriction may be implemented. 

A geotechnical survey and records search shall be conducted to 
confirm the absence of hazardous wastes on the Phase 1 site. 

11-1 



Topic 

Geology, Soils, and 
Seismicity 

Potential Impact 

• Project grading could result in potentially 
unstable cut and fill slopes (SM). 

Key: LS = Less than significant 
SM = Significant but mitigable 
S = Potentially significant after mitigation 

08/13/92(8:\STC l02#7\SUMMARY.TBL) 
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L5A Associales, Inc. 

Mitigation Measures 

• A detailed geotechnical evaluation shall be prepared as part of 
the project design process. The evaluation shall include the 
exploration and assessment of soil, bedrock, groundwater, and 
other subsurface geologic conditions as well as the evaluation 
of cut and fill slope stability. All engineering recommendations 
of this report shall be incorporated into the project plans. 

• Properly qualified field engineers shall be used to perform 
grading observation and testing during construction. The 
progress of the earthworks construction shall be periodically 
evaluated by a certified engineering geologist and/or 
geotechnical engineer, and incorporated into the Mitigation 
Monitoring Report. 

• All development and grading plans for the project shall be 
reviewed by a licensed civil engineer for compliance with 
Chapter 70 of the Uniform Building Code. The county shall 
make the final review of plans and provide any additional 
conditions of approval prior to issuance of the grading and 
building permits. The U.S. Army Corps of Engineers would be 
responsible for providing their approval and permits for 
grading done within their jurisdiction. 

11-2 



opic 

LS= 
SM= 
S= 

Potential Impact 

Less than significant 
Significant but mitigable 
Potentially significant after mitigation 

3/92(8:\STCl 02#7\SUMMARY.TBI.) 

;oclates, Inc. 

Mitigation Measures 

• Potentially unstable slopes or cut and fiJI slopes created 
through project grading shall be stabilized through site-specific 
mitigation measures provided by a qualified geotechnical 
engineer. Such measures may include soil stripping, 
scarification and recompaction, and/or the reduction of the 
proposed cuts, the construction of a buttressed fill, benched 
slopes, and/or retaining walls. Retaining walls shall be 
subdrained and designed to resist lateral pressures appropriate . 
to the size of the backslope. 

The following specific measures shall be implemented prior to 
development of Phase l: 

• /\. grading plan shall be prepared for the earthwork necessary 
to construct the Oak Flat Parkway and Oak Plat Road. The plan 
shall he reviewed and approved by the County prior to 
issuance of the grading permit. 

• A slope stability analysis of the large landslide along the Oak 
Flat Road access shall be included as part of the detailed 
geotechnic.il report for the project. _ The report shall provide 
recommendations for slope stability measures to ensure that 
future landsliding activities not impact the proposed roadway 
at its base. All recommended measures shall be incorporated 
into the proposed project plans. 

11-3 



Topic Potential Impact 

• Although the proposed project has 
incorporated measures to reduce the 
impacts of grading, due to the scale and 
nature of the proposed land uses, project 
grading could still significantly alter the 
existing topograpy (S). 

Key: LS = Less than significant 
SM = Significant but mitigable 
S = Potentially significant after mitigation 

08/13192(8:\,'i'TC I 02 #7\SUMMARY.TBL) 

L5A Associates, Ille. 

Mitigation Measures 

• Grading generally shall not be permitted on slopes greater than 
25 percent. Any exceptions to this shall be at the discretion of 
the Public Works Department, and shall be required to include 
geotechnical analyses and erosion control plans. 

• In addition to the balancing of grading within each phase, 
grading activities shall be staggered within each phase so as to 
minimize the total area affected by grading at any given time. 

• Lots shall be set back from the toe of slopes as recommended 
by the geotechnical engineer. 

,J 

• The grading for the four development areas proposed east of 
Oak Flat Road, within Phase 1, should be reviewed to ensure 
that oak tree cover is not removed, and that the gmding of the 
upslope hill areas are contoured to retain a natural ctppearance. 

11-4 



Topic Potential Impact 

• Project grading could significantly increase 
the potential for on-site erosion and 
sedimentation of creeks (SM). 

y: LS = Less than significant 
SM = Significant but mitigable 
S = Potentially significant after mitigation 

l 3/92(B:~C I 02#7\SUMMARY.TBL) 

.ssociates, l11c. 

Mitigation Measures 

• Interim and Final erosion control plans shall be prepared and 
submitted to the County for review and approval prior to the 
issuance of grading permits. If earthworks construction is to 
take place during the rainy season, a wet weather erosion 
protection program shall be developed and implemented. 
Measures that would be needed at any crossings of Salado, 
Crow, or Orestimba creeks as well as their main tributaries 
include the installation of Jilter berms, sandbag or straw bailed 
barriers anchored by rebar, siltation retention fences, and the 
retention of natural vegetation between the erosion source and 
the sensitive area. Soil piles shall be covered at the end of 
each day. During the rainy season, these wet weather erosion 
protection measures shall be stored on site. Prior to the onset 
of wet we<Uher, areas disturbed by partially or completed 
gr.tding shall be hydroseeded. 

• To minimize erosion, siltation, and stream impacts, as little of 
the surface soils as possible shall be exposed during project 
grading and construction activities. 

• Excavated materials shall not be sidecast during site 
preparation, ~onstruction, and final groo.ming of cuts and fiJls, 
when such materials could come to rest in proximity to streams 
or gullies. Grading shall be conducted in such a manner that 
downslope roll of rocks, boulders, and other soil material is 
minimized. 

11-5 



Topic Potential Impact 

• During the life of the project, all structures, 
utilities, and improvements would be 
subject to strong seismic shaking from 
earthquakes generated anywhere within the 
Bay Area and Diablo Hange. Seismic 
shaking could induce landsliding, and 
strong shaking and cause considerable 
damage in structures not designed to 
withstand it. In addition seismic activity 
can cause the liquefaction of soil and 
foundation damage. All of these potential 
seismic hazards could cause injury to 
project employees and residents (SM). 

Key: LS = Less than significant 
SM = Significant but mltigable 
S = Potentially significant after mitigation 
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lSA Associales, Inc 

Mitigation Measures 

• If a borrow site must be developed, it shall be located at an 
environmentally acceptable area, that avoids sensitive areas 
such as drainage courses or steep slopes where stream siltation 
or erosion would result. The borrow site shall be reclaimed 
following its use. 

• In areas which require the removal of brush but not grading, 
the root crowns shall be left intact, so as to retard soi l erosion. 

• Project landscaping shall consist of deep-rooted drought 
resistant shrubs, trees, and ground covers instead of shallow­
rooted species. 

• 

• 

• 

AJI project cc mponents (cut and fill slopes, structures, utilities, 
roadways) shall be constructed according to all State and local 
building design s tandards adopted by the County. 

All interior fixtures, utilities, and furnishings shall be securely 
attached to the walls, Hoors, or ceilings to reduce the risk of 
damage or injury from fulling objects. I lomeowners shall be 
informed of appropriate measures to prevent toppling of 
personal property during earthquakes. 

An earthquake emergency plan for the project shall be 
prepared and incorporated into the proposed project. The 
plan shall address what project residents and employees shall 
do in the event of an earthquake. Community shelter locations 
shall be established and emergency exit routes made known. 

ll-6 
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f : LS= 
SM= 
S= 

Potential Impact 

• The project soils with high shrink-swell 
potential could damage project structures, 
buried utilities, and roadways if not 
properly mitigated (SM). 

Less than significant 
Significant but mitigable 
Potentially significant after mitigation 

3192(8:\'iTCl 02 #7\.SUMMARY.llJL) 

.Jciates, /11c. 

Mitigation Measures 

• The foundations of structures within areas of high liquefaction 
potential shall be extended down beyond the sandy deposits 
into solid bedrock material. Special engineering procedures 
shall also be implemented to ensure roadway protection from 
damage and/or closure due to liquefaction. 

• Adverse effects of expansive soils shall be mitigated by 
extending building foundations below the zone of expansive 
soils subject to seasonal moisture variations, or by moisture 
conditioning and capping these soils with non-expansive soils 
to support footings and slabs if relatively shallow, expansive 
soils could be removed below buildings or other 
improvements. However, the expansive potential of materials 
exposed beneath the soils shall be evaluated to determine if 
soil removal if appropriate. Roadways may require relatively 
thick layers of aggregate base and subbase as well as a thick 
section of asphalt-concrete to minimize the potential damage 
due to shrinking and swelling of soils. The project 
geotechnical and structural engineers shall provide 
recommendations on the foundation design criteria and 
spacing, depth and diameter of foundation support piers upon 
review of soil strength data provided in the detailed 
geotechnical report. 

• Expansive soil removed from one area shall be placed in an 
area where the shrinking and swelling nature of the soil would 
not create significant adverse impact or result in damage to 
structures. 
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Topic Potential Impact 

• Corrosive soil could adversely impact the 
condition of project foundations, buried 
utilities, and other susceptible public 
service facilities, resulting in extensive 
maintenance requirements (SM). 

LSA Associates, II. 

Mitigation Measures 

• Underground utilities, and subsurface steel and cement 
structures shall be protected from adverse effects of soil 
corrosion either through the provision of a buffer zone or 
trench filled with non-corrosive material such as gravel or 
neutr.tl soil, or the encasement or lining of the underground 
project improvements. 

• Based on planning-level estimates, • An NPDES permit for stormwater discharge shall be obtained 
Hydrology and 
Water Quality 

development of the project could result in 
the covering of up to 1, 100 acres of 

· for the construcUon period of the project and for the operation 
of each differen t type of land use proposed, as required. 

Key: lS = 
SM= 
S= 

impervious surfaces, approximately three 
percent of the entire· site. Surf.ice runoff • The amount of created impervious surfaces shall be minimized 

where feasible in order to allow local recharge of groundwater. could increase by up to 840 acre-feet per 
year over the entire site due to the increase 
in impervious surface area. Development of • 
Phase [ could result in the covering of up to 

365 acres with Impervious surfaces, creating 

Landscape irrigation practices shall be designed to maximize 
infiltration of surface waters. 

an additional 309 acre-feet of runoff per 
year. Increased runoff would result in the 
erosion and siltation of downstream waters 
(SM). 

Less than significant 
Significant but mitigable 
Potentially significant after mitigation 

• The final project drainage system shall be designed to control 
runoff volumes and velocities efficiently, both during and after 
construction. 

• Erosion control measures shall be provided along unprotected 
creek channels prone to erosion from receiving outfall 
structure flows. 

... 
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Topic Potential Impact 

• 

• 

Increased surface runoff could result in 
localized flooding within the project site if 
drainage system is not adequately sized to 
accommodate the 10 and 100 year storms 
and could add cumulatively to Hooding 
problems downstream (SM). 

Project grading activities could adversely 
impact the quality of surface waters from 
siltation (SM). 

:ey: LS = Less than significant 
SM = Significant but mitigable 
S = Potentially significant after mitigation 

8/13/92(B:\SfC102#7'SUMMARY.TBL) 

Assoclales, Inc. 

Mitigation Measures 

• Project drainage system shall conform with County drainage 
ordinance and FEMA and Regional Water Quality Control Board 
regulations. 

• 

• 

Floodplain studies shall be conducted along the Salado, Crow 
and Orestimba creeks. Study findings shall be incorporated 
and mitigated (if necessary) in the final drainage plans prior to 
their approval., 

The final project drainage systems shall be designed to ensure 
no net increase in 100-year storm Hows downstream of the site. 

• Project structures, utilities, and roadways shall be located 
outside the JOO-year floodplain. 

• Project drainage system shall be regularly cleaned and 
maintained to ensure adequate drainage flow. If stream 
improvements are necessary to accommodate expectant flows, 
all relevant Corps and Fish and Game permits shall be obtained 
prior to work. 

• Grading shall be confined to the dry season, or be mitigated as 
summariezed on p. 11-5 paragraph 1. 

• The geotec.hnical report shall include the exploration of 
subsurface hazardous materials. Appropriate remedial 
measures would be taken prior to the onset of any grading 
activities. 
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Top. Potential Impact 

• Runoff from developed areas would be 
expected to contain urban pollutants such 
as oil and grease which would add to 
surface and possibly groundwater quality 
degradation. (SM) 

Cey: LS = Less than significant 
SM = Significant but mltigable 
S = Potentially significant after mitigation 

•8/13/92(8:\,5TC102#7\5llMMARY.TBL) 

ISA Associates, Inc. 

Mitigation Measures 

• Interim and final erosion control plans shall be prepared prior 
to approval of grading permits. Temporary measures may 
include siltation fences, berms, siltation ponds and 
hydroseeding. Permanent measures include stable final slopes, 
retaining walls, positive drainage away from exposed slopes 
and project landscaping. If grading is expected to extend into 
rhe rainy season, a wet-weather erosion control plan shall be 
prepared and approved. Erosion control plans shall conform 
with County grading and building ordinances and with the 
required Regional Water Quality Control Board NPDES permit. 

• Natural vegetation shall be preserved where feasible, especially 
along stream channels. 

• 

• 

Project runoff from developed areas shall be directed towards 
the appropriate collection basin. 

Streets and parking areas shall be frequently cleaned and 
collected materials properly disposed of. 

• The project shall incorporate measures and practices which 
would prevent pollutation, as stipulated in required NPDES 
permits. The project shall also incorporate a stormwater 
discharge monitoring program to ensure compliance with State 
and federal water quality objectives. 

• Drainage system catch basi~s shall include oil and grease traps 
to filter the heavier pollutants, as determined by the County 
Department of Public Works. The traps shall be cleaned 
frequently. 
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ropic 

;ociatcs, Inc. 

Potential Impact Mitigation Measures 

• 

• 

• 

Irrigation water from the proposed off-site • Both the off-site groundwater well source and the treated 
effluent produced by the project wastewater treatment facilities 
shall be periodically monitored to ensure compliance of 
discharge permits. 

ground- water well and from the on-site 
wastewater treatment plant could adversely 
impact surface and groundwater quality 
shall their quality fall below the level 
required by the OHS and RWQCB (SM). 

Septic systems installed for the 100 estate • Site-specific soil studies shall be prepared for each proposed · 
estate lot to determine if soil and slope are suitable for a septic 
system. Those lots with unacceptable conditions shall either be 
hooked up to the nearest sanitary sewer, or not developed. 

lots proposed within the Conservation 
Areas may fail due to inferior soil and slope 
conditions and cause surface and 
groundwater quality impacts (SM). 

Unless adequately mitigated, fertilizers and • Once detailed golf course designs are prepared, site-specific 
risk assessments and Integrated golf course management 
programs shall be prepared. Reports shall include a detailed 
analysis of issues relevant to the sites, assessments of potential 
impacts to water quality, and measures and management 
practices to minimize impacts. 

pesticides used within the proposed golf 
courses could significantly impact surface 
and groundwater quality (SM). 

• A list of all fertilizers and pesticides proposed for use in 
management plans shall be submitted to the Department of 
Agriculture for review and comment. Any restricted material 
proposed for use would require special permit and use 
conditions. 

• High maintenance golf course areas shall be minimized whife 
the use of native trees and grasses shall be maximized to 
reduce the water, nutrient, and chemical application 
requirements. 

ey: LS = Less than significant 
SM = Significant but mitigable 
S = Potentially significant after mitigation 
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Topic Potential Impact 

L5A Associates, /11c. 

Mitigation Measures 

• A vegetative buffer shall be maintained between fertilized areas 
and on-site creeks. 

• To reduce the potential for leaching, golf course soils shall be 
amended with organic matter and slow release nitrogen 
sources shaU be used instead of more soluble compounds. 

• Chemicals shall be applied according to the manufacturers 
specifications and in ways to increase their effectiveness while 
decreasing the need for future applications. 

• All golf course chemicals shall be properly stored, in 
accordance with the Department of Agriculture and the Office 
of Safety and Health Administration requirements. 
Maintenance employees shall be properly trained in the 
storage, handling, and clean-up of chemicals prior to 
application. 

• The effectiveness of the golf course management plan shall be 
verified through periodic monitoring of nearby surface water 
and groundwater quality, and the plan shall be adjusted as 
necessary to ensure effectiveness. 

Vegetation and 
Wildlife 

• The project could result in the loss of up to • 
50 percent of the habitat present In the site. 

See specific mitigations below. 

Key: LS= 
SM= 
S= 

(S) 

Less than significant 
Significant but mltigable 
Potentially significant after mitigation 
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Topic 

Key: LS= 
SM= 
S= 

Potential Impact 

• 

• 

Estate lot development would significantly 
affect wildlife use of major portions of the 
site, present barriers to wildlife movement, 
and disturb larger wildlife species. (S) 

The development would result in the !oss 
of oak woodland. (SM) 

Less than significant 
Significant but mitigable 
Potentially significant after mitigation 

08/13192(B:\'iTCI02#7\SUMMARY.TBL) 

Associates, l11c. 

Mitigation Measures 

• Limit development areas on estate lots . 

• Limit pet access to undeveloped areas of estate lots . 

• Avoid estate lots near wildlife corridors, and cluster estate lots. 

• Require strict environmental review of subdivision of estate 
lots. Subdivided lots should not exceed 100 total lots. 

• Limit development of estate lots to near villages. 

• Require site-specific biological smveys of each lot before 
approval of each estate development. 

• Prohibit grading and fences near "blue-line" streams. 

• Limit removal of oaks on estate lots to five percent of oaks on 
the lot, or one tree if fewer than 20 trees on a lot. 

• Where project grading Is planned in oak woodland habitat, 
confine grading to grassland areas where trees are not present. 
Where removal of oaks and other native trees ls unavoidable, 
map locations of oaks present and replace trees lost on a 5:1 
ratio and design a long term management and monitoring plan 
for tree maintenance. Management plans should be approved 
by the County prior to final map approval for each village. 
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· Topic 

L5A Associates, Im 

Potential Impact Mitigation Measures 

• 

• 

Projecc development could result in the loss • 
of riparian vegetation along the major 
drainages, stock ponds, and springs. (SM) 

Replace riparian woodland lost to development. Develop a 
management plan for this replacement. Management plans 
should be approved by the County prior to final map approval 
for each village. 

• Where feasible, stock ponds shall be left intact for use by 
wildlife. If any ponds are planned for removal, they shall be 
replaced by ponds of equal size located in the Conservation 
Areas. 

Stream road crossings which are culverted • The EIR consultant recommends that stre~ road crossings be 
made by construction of bridges or oversize box culverts which 
require no additional fill beyond placement of the box culvert 
over major streams (Salado, Crow, and Orestimba creeks) and 
oversized box culverts for tributary streams for wildlife access. 
The appropriate crossing structure shall be approved by the 
ll.S. fish anc.I Wildlife Serv!ce, California Department of fish 
anc.I Game, Army Corps of Engineers, and the County 
Department of Public Works. 

would impede wildlife using the drainage 
channels for daily and seasonal movements . 
(SM) . 

• Springs should be incorporated into project open space. 
Where sprlngs would be lost to development, water from these 
springs or other sources of water shall be piped to protected 
areas to re-establish these sources of water. 

Key: LS = Less than significant 
SM = Significant but mitJgable 
S = Potentially significant after mitigation 
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.ssoclales, ltrc. 

Topic Potential Impact Mitigation Measures 

:ey: LS= 
SM= 
S= 

• 

• 

• 

• 

Preliminary layouts of the five villages • 
proposed for the project site provide no 
wildlife corridors between the villages and 
the Conservation Areas to the west and east 
of the site. (SM) 

Heavy grazing by livestock In the proposed • 
estate lots in the Conservation Areas would 
reduce wildlife habitat value. (SM) 

Use of trails could adversely affect wildlife • 
use. (LS) 

The proposed access roads, parkways and • 
collector roads would result in an increase 
in the number of wildlife road-kills, 
especially near creeks. (SM) 

Less than significant 
Significant but mitigable 
Potentially significant after mitigation 

!1/13/92{B:\5TCI02#7\SUMMARY.TBL) 

The Conservation Areas shall be linked with open space areas 
such as golf courses and the landscaped areas between areas of 
development to provide uninterrupted wildlife access corridors 
in the valley where practical. Corridors connecting 
Conservation Areas will average 1/4 mile in width and will be 
no narrower than 220 yards in width. 

Restrictions on the number and location of livestock shall be 
implemented to prevent overgrazing in open space areas. 

Trails shall be carefully planned to avoid areas of high wildlife 
use. 

Primary and collector road construction and improvement shall 
include undercrossings at regular intervals for wildlife to 
reduce wildlife road-kill. It is recommended that road 
crossings he made by construction of bridges over major 
streams and of oversized box culverts in tributaries to provide 
continuous corridors for wildlife along drainages. The 
appropriate crossing structure shall be approved by U.S. Fish 
and Wildlife Service, California Department of Fish and Game, 
Army Corps of Engineers, and County Department of Public 
Works. 
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Topic 

Key: LS= 
SM= 
S= 

Potential Impact 

• Potential San Joaquin kit fox road kills in 
the eastern areas of the site and entry road 
area are a potentially significant impact 
associated with the access roadway. (S) 

L51\ Associates, J11c. 

Mitigation Measures 

• Wildlife "underpasses" should be incorporated into the design 
of the planned roadways to allow wildlife to cross under rather 
than over the roads to reduce the number of wildlife road kills. 
These undercrossings should be a minimum of four fee·t by six 
in size and installed wherever roadways cross tributary streams. 

In areas of mapped kit fox range, provide road undercrossings 
six feet wide by four feet approximately every 1/4 mile. 
Existing fencing should be replaced along the roadways, using 
hog"wire fencing with mesh size approximately six by eight 
inches and topped with three strands of barbed wire. This 
would allow kit fox to pass through the fence and prevent 
coyotes and other large predators of kit fox from passing 
through the fence. The fencing should be placed along the 
right-of-way boundary. These fences would serve to confine 
cattle present in the area. 

• Set maximum enforced vehicle speed limits at 35 to 45 miles 
per hour on the primary access roads and 25 miles per hour 
on the connector roads to reduce road-kills. 

• The project could result in the introduction • Development landscaping should include the use of native 
plant species. 

• 

of exotic plant species used in private and 
commercial landscaping. (SM) 

The introduction of dogs and cats would • 
result In the predation and harassment of 
wildlife species. (SM) 

Less than significant 
Significant but mitigable 
Potentially significant after mitigation 

Strict regulations shall be established to enforce leash laws for 
dogs and cats. 
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ropic Potential Impact Mitigation Measures 

(ey: LS = 
SM= 
S= 

• 

• 

The use of fertilizers, herbicides, and • 
pesticides on residential and commerciaJ 
landscaping and oil, grease, and other 
pollutants resulting from runoff from streets 
and driveways could enter drainages and 
ponds and have an adverse affect on water 
quality for wildlife and riparian vegetation. 
(SM) 

Species of special concern present or • 
potentially present in the project site could 
be affected by the proposed project. (SM) 

The serpentine outcrop present near the 
western boundary of the Wilcox Ridge 
Conservation Area may support plant 
species of speciaJ concern. PJanned public 
access to this area could result in threats to 
these populations if present. (SM) 

The proposed development could result in 
loss of populations of thirteen plant species 
of special concern potentially present in the 
project site. (SM) 

Less than significant 
Significant but mitigable 
PotentiaJly significant after mitigation 

18/13/92 (8;\STC l 02 #7\5UMMARY.TDL) 

Project plans shall include golf course and landscaping 
management plans to minimize pollution from fertilizers, 
pesticides, and grease, oil, and chemicals associated with roads 
and driveways. Management plans should be approved by the 
County prior to final map approval for each village. 

Avoid areas where plant and wildlife species of special concern 
are located wher~ possible, such as in the vicinity of the prairie 
falcon eyrie, and develop specific mitigation measures where 
avoidance is not possible. Surveys for the potential presence Qf 
species of special concern will be required for the remainder of 
the site outside of Village 1 prior to issuance of construction 
permits. 
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L5A Associates, /11c 

. 
Topic Potential Impact Mitigation Measures 

• San Joaquin kit fox: the portions of the • Wildlife "underpasses" should be constructed at regular 
intervals along the planned roadways to allow wildlife to cross 
under rather than over the roads to reduce the number of 
wildlife road kills. These undercrossings should be four feet by 
six in size and spaced approximately every 1/4 mile. Culverts 
installed for other uses, such as stream crossings, are suitable 
for this purpose. 

• 

proposed access roadways along Salado, 
Crow, and Orestimba Creeks in the lower 
elevations will result in loss of kit fox 
habitat and may directly Impact kit fox 
potentially present in the area by the 
removal of dens and road-kills of individual 
animals. (S) 

The potential loss of riparian habitat could 
result In loss of habitat for California tiger 
salamander, California red-legged frog, and 
southwestern pond turtle. (SM) 

Key: LS = Less than significant 
SM = Significant but mltlgable 
S = Potentially significant after mitigation 

08/13/92(B:\'iTC102#7\SUMMAJlY.TBL) 

• 

In areas of kit fox habitat, provide road undercrossings six feet 
wide by four feet approximately every 1/4 mile. Existing 
fencing should be replaced along the roadways, using hog-wire 
fencing with mesh size approximately six by eight inches and 
topped with three strands of barbed wire. This would allow kit 
fox to pass through the fence and prevent coyotes and other 
large predators of kit fox from passing through the fence. The 
fencing should be placed along the right-of-way boundary. 
These fences would serve co confine cattle present in the area. 

Maximum enforced vehicle speed limits shall be set at 35 to 45 
miles per hour on the primary access roads and 25 miles per 
hour on the connector roads to reduce road-kills. 

Where riparian habitat is unavoidably disturbed or lost due to 
road construction, that habitat shall be rehabilitated or 
replaced in like amount. 
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Associates, Inc. 

Topic Potential Impact Mitigation Measures 

• 

• 

• 

Cultural Resources • 

Development in areas dominated by • 
grassland would result in loss of habitat for 
California ground squirrels and other 
species which are important prey species 
for predators such as golden eagle, prairie 
falcon, American badger, and for nesting of 
burrowing owls. (SM) 

The proposed project would result in • 
human activity near cliffs forming rock 
outcrops which provide nest sites for 
prairie falcons and other raptors. (S) 

Ferruglnous Hawk. The loss of grassland • 
habitat along the western edge of the San 
Joaquin Valley due to access road 
construction would result in the loss of 
ferruginous hawk wint~r habtiat. (LS) 

Direct impacts from grading, excavation, 
trenching, etc., may impact cultural and 
historic resources. (SM) 

• 

Key: LS = Less than significant 
SM = Significant but mltigable 
S = Potentially significant after mitigation 

08/13/92(8:\STC I 02 #7\SUMMARY.TBL) 

Ground squirrel habitat shall be retained in Consei:v.ttion 
Areas. Poisoning of squirrels shall be prohibited in 
Conservation Areas. Use of poisons in other areas shall be 
limited to those poisons that are of low risk to non-target 
species. 

No development should occur within 1/4 mile of the cliffs. The 
park surrounding the cliffs should be passive in character so 
that human activity in the vicinity of the cliffs is not 
encouraged. 

Limit development entry roads as described in Land Use 
mitigations. 

Prior to construction, a complete evaluation of resources 
within each development area shall be undertaken. Impacts to 
sensitive resources shall be minimized through avoidance, 
capping, limiting project-related excavation, monitoring, and 
collection of surface artifacts by a qualified archaeologist. 
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