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1.1 OVERVIEW AND INTRODUCTION

The City of Riverbank (City), as lead agency, has completed the Final Environmental Impact Report (Fina EIR)
for its 2025 General Plan Update (Project). The Final EIR comprises a program-level analysis of the Project and
has State Clearinghouse No. 2006092051.

A Draft Environmental Impact Report (Draft EIR) was released on February 15th for review by public agencies,
organi zations, and members of the public. The Draft EIR assesses the potentialy significant environmental effects
resulting from implementation of the Project, identifies potentially feasible means to mitigate those potentially
significant adverse impacts, and evaluates a reasonabl e range of alternativesto the Project.

The Final EIR iscomprised of the Draft EIR, comments received on the Draft EIR, written responses to the
significant environmental issues raised in those comments, revisions to the text of the Draft EIR reflecting
changes made in response to comments and other information, and the Erratato the Fina EIR, along with other
minor changes to the text of the Draft EIR.

Additionally, although not required, the Final EIR contains comment letters received after the close of the public

comment period on the Draft EIR and written responses thereto.

These findings, as well as the accompanying statement of overriding considerations in Section 1.7.8 have been
prepared in accordance with the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) (Pub. Resources Code, Section
21000 et seg.) and its implementing guidelines (CEQA Guidelines) (Ca. Code Regs.,, tit. 14, Section 15000 et

seq.).

1.2 PROJECT DESCRIPTION

The Project, as described below, establishes a planning framework and policies through the year 2025, and will
replace the existing Genera Plan, with the exception of the existing Housing Element, which was updated in
2004.

1.2.1 PROJECT LOCATION

Riverbank islocated in the northern portion of the San Joaquin Valley in central California. The San Joaquin
Valley is the southern section of the Central Valley. The San Joaquin Valley centers geographically around the
San Joaguin River. The San Joaquin River flows from south to north and into the Sacramento River east of San
Pablo Bay. East of Riverbank and the rest of the valley are the Sierra Nevada foothills and mountains. Between
the valley and the Pacific Ocean are the Coast Ranges. Throughout its history, the valley has been a primarily
agricultural area, asit ill is. However, the valley has been one of the most rapidly growing portions of the state
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in the recent past. Urban growth has drastically changed the metropolitan centers of the valley and other formerly
small cities within commuting distance of these metropolitan centers and of the San Francisco Bay Areato the
west. The metropolitan centers of the San Joaquin Valley include Stockton, Modesto, Fresno, Bakersfield,
Merced, and Visalia. Another growing metropolitan areain the vicinity is Sacramento, located in the southern
Sacramento Valley (the northern section of the Central Valley).

Riverbank islocated just north of Modesto along the southern bank of the Stanidaus River in Stanislaus County.
The Stanidaus River, which is adjacent to Riverbank and gives the City its name, forms the boundary between
Stanislaus County and San Joaquin County to the north. Near the east end of Riverbank, Stanislaus County
extends north beyond the Stanislaus River. The Stanidaus River is one of multipleriversin the valley that flow
west from the Sierra Nevada mountains into the San Joaquin River. Downtown Riverbank lies approximately
seven miles north-northeast of downtown Modesto, the seat of Stanislaus County government. The southern
extent of Riverbank’s city limits now lies only approximately one mile north of the developed area of Modesto.
The two cities are directly adjacent to one another in certain areas along Claribel Road. The next closest mgjor
city to Riverbank is Stockton, which is approximately 25 miles northwest of Riverbank. Other incorporated cities
near Riverbank include Escalon, Oakdale, Ripon, and Waterford. Unincorporated towns near Riverbank include

Salidaand Empire.

1.2.2 PROJECT HISTORY

The first general plan was adopted by the City of Riverbank on May 12, 1959 and consisted solely of aland use
and circulation element. A county-wide housing element which included the city was adopted by the city council
in January 1970. In September 1971, awater, sewer, and storm drainage element was adopted. In 1973, with the
aid of the Stanislaus Area Association of Governments, the general plan was amended so that the plan then
consisted of all of the required elements except the safety element. This final element was adopted on September
23, 1974. A major overhaul of the general plan documents occurred in the early 1980s, with elements being
revised and adopted. The land use element was revised in January 1987 and the circulation element in December
1987.

Many of the elementsin the existing General Plan are outdated and need extensive revision. In the years since the
elements were adopted, the City has experienced significant changes that have affected and will continue to
influence local planning considerations. In response to such changes and state requirements, the City initiated the
proposed Project.

» In 2005, the City and Planning Commission approved the Riverbank 2005-2025 General Plan Update Vision
and Guiding Principles. Following is the Riverbank 2025 Vision:

Draft 2025 General Plan FEIR EDAW

City of Riverbank 2 Statement of Findings
LA 128,099,711v1 4-14-09



Riverbank in 2025 has a small-town character where residents can live, work, and play locally. The City
has a thriving downtown that offers a variety of retail opportunities and services and functions as the
social and cultural heart of the community. Riverbank has a heathy and diversified industrial base served
by its railroad, safe and walkabl e/bikable neighborhoods, and a wide range of employment and housing
opportunities for its diverse population. Although we welcome automobiles, Riverbank is a place for
PEOPLE. Those who choose not to drive can easily and safely walk, bicycle, or use public transit to get to
work, school, shopping, or alocal park. Riverbankers strong sense of community identity is reflected in
its public gathering places and activities, architectura variety, and the ways in which the City’ s riverfront
location, railroad-oriented history, agricultural heritage, and other unique qualities are celebrated in the
built environment. Riverbank in 2025 has succeeded in creating aBALANCE between housing and jobs
for its residents, commerce and industries that support the local economy, and the protection of

agriculture and natural resources.

The Vision was used to create Guiding Principles. These principles have hel ped guide devel opment of the 2008
Genera Plan:

Small-Town Character: Riverbank in 2025 will be a pleasant, quiet, friendly community with a distinct

small-town character.

1. Public spacesin Riverbank where people can meet and interact with friends and neighbors are essentia to

our community.
2. Our neighborhoods are best served by attractive, safe, tree-lined, pedestrian-friendly streetscapes.
3. Our children should be able to safely walk or bike to school.

4. Downtown should be the socia and cultural heart of our community, and must not be left behind asthe

City grows.

5. Small, locally-owned businesses are an important part of the unique character of Riverbank and essential

to a healthy local economy.

6. Our streets and public spaces should be designed with people in mind, not only for the convenience of

cars.

7. Commercia corridors, such as Patterson Road, should be attractive, unique, pedestrian-friendly centers of
commerce to enhance the City’ s character.
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8. Our City can grow without being overcome by traffic, noise, air quality, or other impacts that would

sacrifice the small-town character.

Community Identity: In 2025, Riverbank’s unique qualitieswill be enhanced through a balance

between the built environment, the natural environment, and the working agricultural landscape.

9. The Stanidaus River is awonderful community asset, the natural beauty and function of which we should

protect as we increase public access to the River and its views.

10. Agriculture isimportant to our history, economy, and culture. Riverbank should remain an agricultura
center for the region. We should conserve agricultura lands, nurture industries that rely on agriculture,
market local agricultural goods, and increase the productivity of local agriculture through research and
devel opment.

11. Riverbank’s historic roots in agriculture, the railroad, and the River, should be recognized, celebrated, and
respected as we create the City’ s future.

12. Downtown should remain awalkable, pedestrian-scaled commercial center that best reflects our
community’s unique identity and our desire to maintain our small town image.

13. Riverbank should preserve open green spaces around the City to maintain a distinct identity and create
buffers between urban and agricultural uses of land.

Choice and Diversity: In 2025, Riverbank will enjoy a variety of entertainment opportunities, retail and
commercial services, housing types, job opportunities, and activity destinationsthat are easily
accessible by car, transit, on foot, or bicycle. Choices and opportunitieswill be availableto the greatest
extent possible regardless of the physical or developmental abilities, needs, preferences, backgrounds,

and incomes of our residents.
14. We value the opportunitiesto live, shop, work, and recreate locally if we choose.

15. Wewill design our community so that people can walk, bicycle, or use public transit if they choose not to

drive.
16. Exigting and future residents should have local housing choices that best meet their needs.

17. The City is, and will be, home to all generations. Riverbank is acommunity where children can grow,

raise families, and stay in the community as they age.
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18. Wewill encourage a diversity of jobs and economic opportunities as the City grows.

19. We vaue education and skillsthat provide residents an opportunity for economic advancement. Our
schools are vital to the social and economic well being of Riverbank. We will seek employers who can
offer living wages and well-paying jobs for our residents.

Improved Quality of Lifeasthe City Grows:. In 2025, growth and change have been managed to benefit
existing and futureresidents.

20. Our City will benefit from an appropriate balance between housing, commerce, industry, circulation, and

open spaces for agriculture and nature.

21. The future health of Riverbank requires that older neighborhoods be improved at the same time that new

areas develop.

22. Those who benefit from devel opment should compensate for the public costs of serving such
devel opment.

23. A healthy community requires that its citizens feel a sense of connection. Physical, economic, or social

barriers that prevent us from living as one community should be removed whenever possible.
24. New development should increase, not impede, our sense of being connected as one community.

25. Our City government, guided by the public interest, should be an active leader in improving the quality of
lifein Riverbank.

26. Economic and fiscal sustainability are important to Riverbank’s future and our citizens' quality of life.

Development decisions should contribute to the economic health and fiscal sustainability of the City.

Safe, Healthy, and Secure Environment: In 2025, River bank’s citizenswill travel, work, live, and

participatein activities confident of their personal and their families safety and security.

27. Our community should provide for adiversity of safe and lawful economic, social, and civic opportunities

for people of al agesto nurture and enhance each others' quality of life.
28. Our City should be safe and healthy for al our residents.

29. Community design should encourage people to look out for one ancther, to view and monitor public
spaces, and to fed ownership and interest in our community’ s safety and security.
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30. Pedestrians and bicyclists should be as confident in their ability to travel safely in Riverbank as do our

drivers.

31. The air we breathe and the water we use affect our health and well-being. We want growth and
development to maintain the high standards for the quality of our air and water.

32. Maintaining and improving our urban tree canopy isimportant to our air quality, climate, aesthetic

enjoyment, and overall quality of life.

1.2.3 FRAMEWORK OF THE 2025 GENERAL PLAN

The General Plan is Riverbank’ s overarching policy and planning document. This document represents the
community’s long-range objectives for conservation and physical development in the City. The General Plan
provides decision makers, City staff, property owners, and the public at large with the City’ s policy direction for
managing land use change. The General Plan is comprehensive in scope, addressing land use, transportation,
housing, economic development, public facilities and infrastructure and open space preservation, among many

other subjects.

Cdifornia planning law requires cities and counties to prepare and adopt a “comprehensive, long-range general
plan” to guide development of the community. The Genera Plan could be thought of as the jurisdictions
“constitution.” The General Plan requires a complex set of analysis, comprehensive public outreach and input,
and meaningful policy direction in avast range of topic areas. Put simply, the Genera Plan has several basic

functions:

» A vision for the future. The Genera Plan contains a vision statement, goals, and policies and implementation

strategies to achieve the vision and goals for the future.

» Decision making guide. As decision makers change over time, the General Plan includes educational materia
and background information that provide a context for the policy guidance contained in the Plan. The General
Plan provides continuity for guiding and influencing the many public and private decisions that together

influence the community’s future, even as City |eadership may change.

» Legal requirement. The General Plan has been prepared to fulfill the requirements of State law and guidelines
adopted by the California Office of Planning and Research. State law not only reguires adoption of the
Genera Plan, but that zoning codes, subdivision regulations, specific plans, capital improvement programs,

and other local measures be consistent with the General Plan.
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The General Plan includes a comprehensive set of Background Reports, which establish the context and setting

for the General Plan, and are incorporated by reference.

The Riverbank General Plan contains the seven elements mandated by State law plus optiona € ements, which are
also accommodated under State law. General Plan goals, policies, and implementation measures are provided in a

separate volume from the Background Reports. The following General Plan elements are included:

AIR QUALITY (OPTIONAL)

The Air Quality Element comprehensively addresses air pollution and its effects within Riverbank, regionally,
and globdly. Public health aspects are included, but also addressed in the Safety Element. The Air Quality
Element of the General Plan addresses the City’' s goals, policies, and implementation strategies for maintaining
and improving air quality during and after the buildout of the General Plan.

LAND USE ELEMENT (MANDATORY)

The Land Use Element integrates al of the constraints and opportunities information from the other elementsinto
aplan for the future City. This plan provides a comprehensive approach to land use in Riverbank, aswell as
addressing the key land use issues as discussed in the e ement. The Element contains goals, policies, and
implementation measures guiding land use and development. These include building density standards, such as
maximum building height and lot coverage. The Land Use Diagram shows the spatia alocation of various land
uses throughout the City.

CIRCULATION ELEMENT (MANDATORY)

The Circulation Element addresses traffic congestion and other prominent circulation issuesin Riverbank and
presents a comprehensive Circulation Plan that addresses railroads, transit, bicycle and pedestrian transportation,

and other modes, as well as motor vehicles and streets.

COMMUNITY CHARACTER AND DESIGN ELEMENT (OPTIONAL)

This element addresses the aesthetic and functional characteristics of the built environment in Riverbank. The
element provides policies that will ensure an attractive, pedestrian-friendly, well-connected community that
reflects unique local qualitiesin its architecture and urban design. The element considers and addresses character
and design issues brought forth by Riverbank residents during the General Plan Update process.
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CONSERVATION AND OPEN SPACE ELEMENT (MANDATORY)

This Element addresses topics related to two mandatory General Plan Elements: conservation and open space.
The function of each is described separately below. Riverbank’s General Plan addresses all relevant required
topicsin one combined element.

The primary function of the Conservation element is the management of natural resources. Key issues include

habitat preservation, wetlands, soils, potential mineral deposits, air and water pollution, and groundwater.

The primary function of the Open Space Element is the management and preservation of open space lands. Key
issues include lands a ong the Stanid aus River, agriculture, public health and safety in using open space lands,
and potential habitat |ands.

Economic DEVELOPMENT (OPTIONAL)

The Economy Element focuses on the jobs/housing balance in Riverbank, the diversification of the local
economy, attracting family wage jobs to Riverbank, and enhancing skills and work opportunities for Riverbank
arearesidents.

NOISE (MANDATORY)

This Element contains provisions for the protection of residents from the health and aesthetic problems associated
with noise. It evaluates existing future noise level s and provides noise standards for different land uses. In
Riverbank, key noise generators are roadways, the railroad, and industrial uses.

PuBLIC SERVICES AND FACILITIES (OPTIONAL)

This Element evaluates existing sewer, water, storm drainage, and other utility facilities, aswell as police, fire,
parks, libraries, social services, solid waste collection, and schools. The Element projects future needs for these
facilities and services. Key issues include the division of the City into two school districts, the need for more
library and fire protection capacity, and eliminating connections between the sewer and storm drainage collection
systems. Please refer to the Stanislaus Consolidated Fire Protection District Strategic Plan for more information
on fire and emergency response for the Riverbank area.

SAFETY (MANDATORY)

The Safety Element identifies hazards which must be considered in the devel opment of future land uses, such as
earthguake faults, flood zones, hazardous wastes, and fire hazards. Plans for emergency response are also
examined. A generd plan must contain devel opment policies, diagrams, and text that describe objectives,

principles, standards, and plan proposals. According to the Governor’ s Office of Planning and Research’s (OPR)
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guidelines regarding genera plans, topics from different elements may be combined, but all must be addressed
within the general plan. Please refer to the Governor’s Office of Planning and Research General Plan Guidelines

for more information. The General Plan will be implemented through a combination of private and public actions.

SPECIFIC PLANS

The City will consider specific plansto implement General Plan policy in new growth areas. The City will
consider development proposals and will make investmentsin existing devel oped portions of Riverbank. City
decision makers will use the policiesincluded throughout this General Plan as a decision making guide for awide
range discretionary actions.

IMPLEMENTATION

The General Plan also includes implementation strategies, which are proactive measures the City will undertake
to assist in achieving the General Plan’ s vision and goals.

GENERAL PLAN AMENDMENTS

Asthe City of Riverbank usesits General Plan, there may be need to amend sections or elements of the plan
document. Riverbank islimited in how many times it may amend any one of the mandatory general plan elements
annually. An amendment may include more than one change to the general plan. In some cases, a government
may group together several proposals to be considered in one amendment. Amendments can be adopted by the
governing agency, with the mandated process outlined in Section65350, et seq., or by initiative or referendum.
Any amendment must conform to al the requirements of planning law, including consistency requirements.
Amendments are subject to compliance with CEQA.

When the Planning Commission and City Council are considering a proposed General Plan amendment, at a
minimum, the answersto the following questions (plus additional considerations as conditions warrant) will
determine the City’ s action: Is the proposed amendment in the public interest? Is the proposed amendment
consistent and compatible with the goals and the vast mgjority of policies of the General Plan? Have the potential
effects of the proposed amendment been evaluated and determined not to be detrimenta overall to the public
health, safety, or welfare? Has the proposed amendment been processed in accordance with the applicable
provisions of the California Government Code and the California Environmental Quality Act? The City must

make positive findings in each of these casesto pursue a General Plan amendment.
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1.3 CITY COUNCIL ACTIONS AND PROJECT APPROVAL

The City of Riverbank isthe lead agency for the Proposed Project. A lead agency, as defined in Section 15376 of
the State CEQA Guidelines, is “the public agency that has the principal responsibility for carrying out or
approving a project.” Described below are the approvals required for approval of the 2025 Final General Plan.

1. Adopt aresolution to certify the Final EIR;
2. Adopt aresolution to:
a. Adopt the City of Riverbank 2025 General Plan based on these findings;

b. Adopt the Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program for the Project, as discussed in Section 1.8 of

these findings.

1.4 PROJECT OBJECTIVES

The Project Objectives for the purposes of the 2025 Genera Plan EIR are the City’ s Vision Statement and
Guiding Principles.

The Vision Statement is an expression of the desired future for the community in 2025. The Guiding Principles
represent shared community values that will be used in moving toward the future vision. The Genera Plan was
designed according to the Vision Statement and Guiding Principles, and provides the policy framework necessary
to fulfill the community’s Vision for Riverbank in 2025. The community’s Vision Statement follows:

» Small-town character where residents can live, work, and play locally.

» Thriving downtown that offers a variety of retail opportunities and services and functions as the socia and
cultural heart of the community.

» Healthy and diversfied industrial base served by itsrailroad, safe and walkable/bikable neighbor hoods,
and awide range of employment and housing opportunities for its diverse population.

» Those who choose not to drive can easily and safely walk, bicycle, or use public transit to get to work,
school, shopping, or alocal park.

» Strong sense of community identity isreflected in its public gathering places and activities, ar chitectural
variety, and the ways in which the City’ s riverfront location, railroad-oriented history, agricultural heritage,

and other unique qualities are celebrated in the built environment.
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» Riverbank in 2025 has succeeded in creating a BALANCE between housing and jobs for its residents,
commerce and industries that support the local economy, and the protection of agriculture and natural

I esour ces.

The Guiding Principles were followed in drafting the General Plan and provide more detail about agreed rules

used in implementing the Vision:

» Small-Town Character: Riverbank in 2025 will be a pleasant, quiet, friendly community with a distinct

small-town character.

» Public spacesin Riverbank where people can meet and interact with friends and neighbors are essentid to

our community.
*  Our neighborhoods are best served by attractive, safe, tree-lined, pedestrian-friendly streetscapes.
e Our children should be able to safely walk or bike to school.

»  Downtown should be the socia and cultural heart of our community, and must not be left behind asthe
City grows.

» Small, locally-owned businesses are an important part of the unique character of Riverbank and essential
to a healthy local economy.

»  Our streets and public spaces should be designed with people in mind, not only for the convenience of
cars.

» Commercid corridors, such as Patterson Road, should be attractive, unique, pedestrian-friendly centers of

commerce to enhance the City’ s character.

*  Our City can grow without being overcome by traffic, noise, air quality, or other impacts that would

sacrifice the small-town character.

» Community Identity: In 2025, Riverbank’ s unique qualities will be enhanced through a bal ance between the

built environment, the natural environment, and the working agricultural landscape.

* The Stanidaus River is awonderful community asset, the natural beauty and function of which we should

protect as we increase public access to the River and its views.
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e Agricultureisimportant to our history, economy, and culture. Riverbank should remain an agricultura
center for the region. We should conserve agricultura lands, nurture industries that rely on agriculture,
market local agricultural goods, and increase the productivity of local agriculture through research and

devel opment.

» Riverbank’s historic rootsin agriculture, the railroad, and the River, should be recognized, celebrated, and
respected as we create the City’ s future.

»  Downtown should remain awalkable, pedestrian-scaled commercial center that best reflects our

community’s unique identity and our desire to maintain our small town image.

» Riverbank should preserve open green spaces around the City to maintain a distinct identity and create

buffers between urban and agricultural uses of land.

» Choiceand Diversity: In 2025, Riverbank will enjoy a variety of entertainment opportunities, retail and
commercial services, housing types, job opportunities, and activity destinations that are easily accessible by
car, transit, on foot, or bicycle. Choices and opportunities will be available to the greatest extent possible
regardless of the physical or developmental abilities, needs, preferences, backgrounds, and incomes of our
residents.

*  Wevalue the opportunitiesto live, shop, work, and recreate locally if we choose.

*  Wewill design our community so that people can walk, bicycle, or use public transit if they choose not to

drive.
» Exigting and future residents should have loca housing choices that best meet their needs.

» TheCityis, and will be, hometo al generations. Riverbank is a community where children can grow,
raise families, and stay in the community as they age.

*  Wewill encourage a diversity of jobs and economic opportunities as the City grows.

»  Wevalue education and skillsthat provide residents an opportunity for economic advancement. Our
schools are vital to the social and economic well being of Riverbank. We will seek employers who can
offer living wages and well-paying jobs for our residents.

» Improved Quality of Lifeasthe City Grows: In 2025, growth and change have been managed to benefit

existing and future residents.
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*  Our City will benefit from an appropriate balance between housing, commerce, industry, circulation, and

open spaces for agriculture and nature.

»  Thefuture health of Riverbank requires that older neighborhoods be improved at the same time that new

areas develop.

»  Those who benefit from devel opment should compensate for the public costs of serving such
devel opment.

» A healthy community requiresthat its citizens feel a sense of connection. Physical, economic, or social

barriers that prevent us from living as one community should be removed whenever possible.
* New development should increase, not impede, our sense of being connected as one community.

»  Our City government, guided by the public interest, should be an active leader in improving the quality of

lifein Riverbank.

» Economic and fiscal sustainability are important to Riverbank’ s future and our citizens' quality of life.
Development decisions should contribute to the economic health and fisca sustainability of the City.

» Safe, Healthy, and Secure Environment: In 2025, Riverbank’ s citizens will travel, work, live, and

participate in activities confident of their persona and their families’ safety and security.

»  Our community should provide for a diversity of safe and lawful economic, social, and civic opportunities

for people of al agesto nurture and enhance each others' quality of life.
»  Our City should be safe and healthy for al our residents.

»  Community design should encourage people to look out for one ancther, to view and monitor public
spaces, and to fed ownership and interest in our community’ s safety and security.

» Pededtrians and bicyclists should be as confident in their ability to travel safely in Riverbank as do our
drivers.

» Theair we breathe and the water we use affect our health and well-being. We want growth and

development to maintain the high standards for the quality of our air and water.

* Maintaining and improving our urban tree canopy isimportant to our air quality, climate, aesthetic

enjoyment, and overall quality of life.
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1.5 RECORD OF PROCEEDINGS

The record of proceedings for the City’' s decision on the Project includes the following:

the Notice of Preparation (NOP) published by the City September 8, 2006, along with al other public notices
issued by the City in conjunction with the Project;

v

» the Draft Environmental Impact Report for the Riverbank City 2025 General Plan and Technical Appendices
(February 2008 original Draft EIR and July 2008 partly recirculated Draft EIR).

» the 2025 Generd Plan;

» al comments submitted by agencies or members of the public during the two 45-day comment periods on the
Draft EIR (February 15 through April 1, 2008) and the partly recirculated Draft EIR (July 11 through
August 25, 2008);

» theFina Environmenta Impact Report for the Riverbank City 2025 General Plan, including comments
received on the Draft EIR, responses to those comments, comments received on the partly recirculated Draft
EIR, responses to these comments, the Erratato the Final EIR, and technical appendices;

» all findings and resolutions adopted by the City Council in connection with the Project and all documents

cited or referenced to therein;

» genera plan background reports, studies, memoranda, maps, staff reports, or other planning documents
related to the Project prepared by the City, consultants to the City, or responsible or trustee agencies with
respect to the City’ s compliance with the reguirements of CEQA and with respect to the City’ s action on the
Project;

» all documents submitted to the City (including the Planning Commission and the City Council) by other
public agencies or members of the public in connection with the Project, up through the close of the public

testimony portion of the City Council’s public hearings on the Project;

» any minutes of al information sessions, public meetings, and public hearings held by the City in connection
with the Project;

» any documentary or other evidence submitted to the City at such information sessions, public meetings and

public hearings,
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» matters of common knowledge to the City, including, but not limited to Federal, State, and local laws and

regulations; and

» any other materials required for the record of proceedings by Public Resources Code section 21167.6,
subdivision (e).

The official custodian of the record is:

City of Riverbank

Community Development Department
6617 Third Street

Riverbank, CA

The City Council relied on al of the documents listed above in reaching its decision on the Project, even if not
every document was formally presented to the City Council or City staff as part of the City files generated in
connection with the Project. Without exception, any documents set forth above not found in the Project files fall
into one of two categories: (1) Documents that reflect prior planning or legislative decisions with which the City
Council was aware in approving the Project. (See City of Santa Cruz v. Local Agency Formation Commission
(1978) 76 Cal.App.3d 381, 391-392; Dominey v. Department of Personnel Administration (1988) 205 Cal.App.3d
729, 738, fn. 6.); or (2) Documents that influenced the expert advice provided to City staff or consultants, who
then provided advice to the City Council; such documents form part of the underlying factual basis for the City
Council’s decisions relating to the adoption of the Project. (See Pub. Resources Code, Section 21167.6, subd.
(e)(10); Browning-Ferris Industries v. City Council of City of San Jose (1986) 181 Ca.App.3d 852, 866;
Sanislaus Audubon Society, Inc. V. City of Stanidaus (1995) 33 Cal.App.4th 144, 153, 155.)

1.6 PROCEDURAL HISTORY

1.6.1 INTRODUCTION

This section provides a brief summary of the City’ s environmental review of the proposed Project and the
modifications made to the proposed Project in consideration of comments received on the Draft EIR for the

Project.

1.6.2 BACKGROUND

In compliance with CEQA, the City sent an NOP on September 8, 2006, to government agencies, specia service
districts, organizations, and individuals with an interest in or jurisdiction over the Project. This step ensured early
consultation on the scope of the EIR. The comment period ended on November 30, 2006.
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The Draft EIR for the Project was submitted to the State Clearinghouse and released for public and agency review
on February 15, 2008. The draft EIR and General Plan update were made available for public review at severa
locations including local libraries, City offices, and on a web site. The public review and comment period for the
draft EIR closed on April 17, 2008. Comments were received from agencies, interest groups, and individuals.

In response to comments received from the public and from City committee members, the City revised and
recircul ated several sections of the draft EIR for additional review and comment. The recirculated draft EIR was
submitted to the State Clearinghouse and released for public and agency review on July 11, 2008. The recirculated
draft EIR and General Plan were made available for public review at several locationsincluding loca libraries,
City offices, and on aweb site. The public review and comment period for the draft EIR closed on August 25,

2008. Comments were received from agencies, interest groups, and individuals.

Following public review of the draft EIR and the recirculated draft EIR, the City began preparing the Final EIR.
The purpose of the Final EIR was twofold. First, the document provided copies of the comments made on the
draft General Plan update and the EIR and provided written responses to al significant environmental issues
raised in comments on the draft EIR. (See Public Resources Code, Section 21091(d)(2)(B); CEQA Guidelines,
Section 15088(c).) Second, the document was designed to function asthe Fina EIR for the Genera Plan, and as
such has been designed to meet the content requirements of afinal program EIR as specified in CEQA and the
CEQA Guiddlines.

The completed Final EIR was made available for public review. The Riverbank Planning Commission conducted
apublic hearing on October 8 at the Riverbank Community Center. Following the close of the public hearing, the
Planning Commission considered the General Plan update and the EIR, and adopted Planning Commission
Resolution No. 2007-010 making findings regarding the General Plan update and the EIR and recommending that
the City Council certify the EIR and adopted the General Plan update. The City Council held apublic meeting on
October 22, 2008 at which it considered certification of the Final EIR and adoption of the General Plan update.

1.6.3 DIFFERENCES OF OPINION REGARDING THE IMPACTS OF THE PROJECT

In making its determination to certify the Final EIR and to approve the Riverbank 2025 Generd Plan, the City
Council recognizes that the 2025 Genera Plan addresses a number of controversial environmental issues and that
arange of technical and scientific opinion exists with respect to those issues. The City Council has acquired an
understanding of the range of thistechnica and scientific opinion by itsreview of the Draft EIR, the comments
received on the Draft EIR and the responses to those commentsin the Final EIR, as well as testimony, letters and

reports regarding the Final EIR and the merits of the Project.
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The City Council has reviewed and considered, as a whole, the evidence and analysis presented in the Draft EIR,
the evidence and analysis presented in the comments on the Draft EIR, the evidence and analysis presented in the
Final EIR, the information submitted on the Fina EIR, and the reports prepared by the experts who prepared the
EIR, the City's general plan consultants, and by staff, addressing these comments.

The City Council has gained a comprehensive and well-rounded understanding of the environmental issues
presented by the 2025 General Plan and EIR. In turn, the understanding has enabled the City Council to makeits
decisions after weighing and considering the various viewpoints on these important issues. The City Council
accordingly certifiesthat its findings are based on afull appraisal of al of the evidence contained in the Fina

EIR, aswell asthe evidence and other information in the record addressing the Final EIR.

1.7 FINDINGS OF FACT

1.7.1 FINDINGS REQUIRED UNDER CEQA

Public Resources Code section 21002 provides that “public agencies should not approve projects as proposed if
there are feasible aternatives or feasible mitigation measures available which would substantialy |essen the
significant environmental effects of such projects.]” The same statute states that the procedures required by
CEQA “areintended to assist public agenciesin systematically identifying both the significant effects of proposed
projects and the feasible aternatives or feasible mitigation measures which will avoid or substantialy lessen such
significant effects.” Section 21002 goes on to state that “in the event [that] specific economic, social, or other
conditions make infeasible such project alternatives or such mitigation measures, individual projects may be
approved in spite of one or more significant effects thereof.”

The mandate and principles announced in Public Resources Code section 21002 are implemented, in part, through
the requirement that agencies must adopt findings before approving projects for which EIRs are required. (See
Pub. Resources Code, Section 21081, subd. (a); CEQA Guidelines, Section 15091, subd. (a).) For each significant
environmental effect identified in an EIR for a proposed project, the approving agency must issue awritten
finding reaching one or more of three permissible conclusions. The first such finding is that “[c]hanges or
aterations have been required in, or incorporated into, the project which avoid or substantially lessen the
significant environmenta effect asidentified in the final EIR.” (CEQA Guidelines, Section 15091, subd. (8)(1).)
The second permissible finding isthat “[s]uch changes or aterations are within the responsibility and jurisdiction
of another public agency and not the agency making the finding. Such changes have been adopted by such other
agency or can and should be adopted by such other agency.” (CEQA Guidelines, Section 15091, subd. (a)(2).)
Thethird potential conclusion isthat “[s]pecific economic, legal, socia, technological, or other considerations,
including provision of employment opportunities for highly trained workers, make infeasi ble the mitigation
measures or project aternativesidentified in the final EIR.” (CEQA Guidelines, Section 15091, subd. (a)(3).)
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Public Resources Code section 21061.1 defines “feasible” to mean “capable of being accomplished in a
successful manner within areasonable period of time, taking into account economic, environmental, social and
technological factors.” CEQA Guidelines section 15364 adds another factor: “legal” considerations. (See dso
Citizens of Goleta Valley v. City Council (Goleta Il) (1990) 52 Cal.3d 553, 565.)

The concept of “feasibility” also encompasses the question of whether a particular alternative or mitigation
measure promotes the underlying goals and objectives of aproject. (City of Del Mar v. City of San Diego (1982)
133 Cal.App.3d 410, 417.) “*[Fleasibility’ under CEQA encompasses ‘desirability’ to the extent that desirability
is based on areasonable balancing of the relevant economic, environmental, socia, and technological factors.”
(Ibid.; see also Sequoyah Hills Homeowners Assn. v. City of Oakland (1993) 23 Cal.App.4th 704, 715.)

The three available findings under Guidelines section 15091 allow an approving agency to be clear when, asto
particular significant environmental effects, the agency decision-maker is (i) adopting mitigation measures
recommended in an EIR, (ii) identifying measures that lay outside its control, but should be, or have been,
adopted by some other agency; or (iii) identifying measures that are infeasible. For projects with EIRs that include
numerous mitigation measures that are either infeasible or outside the approving agency’s control, findings can be

very lengthy, asthey must explain, for example, why some measures are rejected as being infeasible.

Where, in contrast, the approving agency chooses to adopt each and every mitigation measure recommended in an
EIR, there would seem to be little point in repeated invoking, over many dozens of pages, the finding that
“[c]hanges or alterations have been required in, or incorporated into, the project which avoid or substantially
lessen the significant environmenta effect asidentified in the final EIR.” Notably, where the project being
approved is an updated general plan, mitigation measures can be “incorporate[d] into the plan[.]” (Pub.
Resources Code, Section 21081.6, subd. (b).)

With respect to a project for which significant impacts are not avoided or substantially lessened, a public agency,
after adopting proper findings, may neverthel ess approve the project if the agency first adopts a statement of
overriding considerations setting forth the specific reasons why the agency found that the project's “ benefits”
rendered “acceptable” its “unavoidable adverse environmental effects.” (CEQA Guidelines, Section 15093,
15043, subd. (b); see aso Pub. Resources Code, Section 21081, subd. (b).) The Caifornia Supreme Court has
stated, “[t]he wisdom of approving . . . any development project, a delicate task which requires a balancing of
interests, is necessarily |eft to the sound discretion of the local officials and their constituents who are responsible
for such decisions. The law as we interpret and apply it simply requires that those decisions be informed, and
therefore balanced.” (Goleta Il, 52 Cal.3d & p. 576.)
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These findings constitute the City Council’ s best efforts to set forth the evidentiary and policy bases for its
decision to approve the Project in amanner consistent with the requirements of CEQA. These findings, in other
words, are not merely informational, but rather constitute a binding set of obligations that come into effect with
the City Council’ s approva of the Project.

The City Council is adopting these findings for the entirety of the actions described in these findings and in the
Final EIR. Although the findings below identify specific pages within the Draft and Final EIRs in support of
various conclusions reached below, the City Council has no quarrel with, and thus incorporates by reference and
adopts asits own, the reasoning set forth in both environmental documents, and thus relies on that reasoning, even
where not specifically mentioned or cited below, in reaching the conclusions set forth below, except where
additional evidence is specifically mentioned. Thisis especially true with respect to Council’s approval of all
mitigation measures in the Fina EIR, the reasoning set forth in responses to commentsin the Fina EIR, and all

policies and implementation programs in the General Plan.

1.7.2 INCORPORATION BY REFERENCE

As noted, the Final EIR, including the Erratato the Final EIR, isincorporated into these findings in its entirety.
Without limitation, this incorporation isintended to elaborate on the scope and nature of mitigation measures, the
basis for determining the significance of impacts, the comparative analysis of aternatives, and the reasons for
approving the Project in spite of the potential for associated significant and unavoidable adverse impacts.

1.7.3 GENERAL FINDINGS

These findings provide the written analysis and conclusions of the City Council regarding the environmental
impacts of the Project and the mitigation measures included as part of the Final EIR, including the Erratato the
Final EIR, and adopted by the City Council as part of the Project. To avoid duplication and redundancy, and
because the City Council agrees with, and hereby adopts, the conclusionsin the Final EIR, these findings will not
always repeat the analysis and conclusions in the Final EIR, but instead incorporates them by reference herein and

relied upon them as substantial evidence supporting these findings.

In making these findings, the City Council has considered the opinions of other agencies and members of the
public. The City Council finds that the determination of significance thresholds is ajudgment decision within the
discretion of the City Council; the significance thresholds used in the EIR are supported by substantial evidencein
the record, including the expert opinion of the EIR preparers and City staff; and the significance thresholds used
in the EIR provide reasonable and appropriate means of assessing the significance of the adverse environmenta

effects of the Project. Thus, athough, as alegal matter, the City Council is not bound by the significance
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determinationsin the EIR (see Pub. Resources Code, Section 21082.2, subd. (€)), the City Council finds them

persuasive and hereby adopts them asits own.

Sections 1.7.3 and 1.7.4 of these findings summarize the environmental determinations of the Final EIR and the
Project’ simpacts before and after mitigation. Sections 1.7.3 and 1.7.4 do not attempt to describe the full analysis
of each environmental impact contained in the Final EIR. Instead, these sections provide a summary description
of each impact, set forth the mitigation measures identified to reduce or avoid the impact, and state the City
Council’ s findings on the significance of each impact after imposition of the adopted General Plan goals, policies,
implementation programs and the recommended mitigation measures. A full explanation of these environmental
findings and conclusions can be found in the Final EIR and these findings hereby incorporate by reference the
discussion and analysis in the Final EIR supporting the Final EIR’ s determination, including the policies and
implementation measures included in the Errata to the Final EIR, regarding the Project’ s impacts and mitigation
measures designed to address those impacts. In making these findings, the City Council ratifies, adopts and
incorporates in these findings the determinations and conclusions of the Final EIR relating to environmental
impacts and mitigation measures, except to the extent any such determinations and conclusions are specifically

and expressly modified by these findings.

IMPACTS DECLARED TO BE LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT

The City Council agrees with the characterization in the Final EIR with respect to al impactsidentified as “less
than significant” and finds that those impacts have been described accurately and are less than significant or no
impact as so described in the Final EIR. Under CEQA, no mitigation measures are required for impacts that are
less than significant. (Pub. Resources Code, Section 21002; CEQA Guidelines, Section 15126.4, subd. (a)(3);
15091.) Thisfinding applies to the following numbered impacts:

Aesthetics

» Impact 4.2-2. Substantially Damage Scenic Resources, Including, but Not Limited to, Trees, Rock
Outcroppings, and Historic Buildings within a State Scenic Highway. There are no state scenic highwaysin
the Riverbank Planning Area. Thereis no impact.

» Impact 4.2-3. Create a New Source of Substantia Light or Glare Which Would Adversely Affect Day or
Nighttime Views in the Area. New development allowed under the proposed General Plan would increase the
number of light sources and amount of glare in Riverbank. However, compliance with City policies would

ensure that the project would have aless-than-significant impact in terms of light or glare.
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Air Quality

>

Impact 4.4-4. Generation of Long-Term, Operation-Related Local Mobile-Source Emissions of Carbon
Monoxide (CO). Based on San Joaquin Valley Unified Air Pollution Control District’s (SIVAPCD’s)
screening criteria, long-term operation-related local mobile-source emissions of CO would not result in or
substantially contribute to emissions concentrations that exceed the 1-hour ambient air quality standard of 20

ppm or the 8-hour standard of 9 ppm, respectively. Asaresult, thisimpact would be less than significant.

Biological Resources

|

Impact 4.5-1. Effects on specia-status plants, wildlife, and fisheries. The proposed General Plan would
involve construction and occupation of many different urban land uses, as well as preservation and
conservation of certain lands. These changes could affect special -status species or the habitats they depend on.

However, detailed policiesin the Genera Plan ensure that impacts are less than significant.

Impact 4.5-2. Effects on Federally Protected Waters of the United States, sensitive natural communities, and
wildlife corridors and nursery sites. The proposed Genera Plan would involve construction and occupation of
many different urban land uses, as well as preservation and conservation of certain lands. These changes
could affect directly or indirectly affect Waters of the United States and other important resource areas as

described below. However, detailed policiesin the Genera Plan ensure that impacts are less than significant.

Impact 4.5-3. Effects on approved local, regional, or state habitat conservation plans or other policies and
ordinances protecting biological resources. The City is adjacent to San Joaquin County, which has an adopted
habitat conservation plan, the SIM SCP. Implementation of proposed Genera Plan policies would ensure
potential adverse effects to natural resources protected under the SIM SCP are avoided to a great extent and
that residual unavoidable effects are fully mitigated. Therefore, the Plan would be consistent with the

SIM SCP and other plans and ordinances that protect biological resources. Thisimpact is considered less than

significant.

Cultural Resources

>

Impact 4.6-1. Cause a Substantial Adverse Change in the Significance of an Historic Resource. The Genera
Plan encourages infill development and revitaization of areas of the city where there may be older buildings.
The General Plan anticipates growth in areas historically used for farming. It is possible that changesin
policiesincluded as a part of the General Plan could cause an adverse change relative to historic resources.
However, the proposed Genera Plan update includes policies to reduce such impacts. Theimpact is

considered less than significant.

Draft 2025 General Plan FEIR EDAW
City of Riverbank 21 Statement of Findings
LA 128,099,711v1 4-14-09



Impact 4.6-2. Cause a Substantial Adverse Change in the Significance of a Unique Archaeol ogical Resource.
Thereisastrong possibility that previously unidentified unique archaeological remains may be discovered in
subsurface contexts prior to or during General Plan implementation. It is possible that a unique archaeol ogical
resource could be adversely affected by General Plan implementation. However, the proposed General Plan

update includes policies to reduce such impacts. The impact is considered | ess than significant.

Impact 4.6-3. Disturb any Human Remains, Including Those Interred Outside Formal Cemeteries. Human
remains dating to the prehistoric period of California have been located at numerous locations aong rivers
and streams within the San Joaquin Valey, including San Joaguin County. It is possible that General Plan
implementation would involve some construction that could disturb human remains. Californialaw
recognizes the need to protect interred human remains, particularly Native American buria's and associated
items of patrimony, from vandalism and inadvertent destruction. Existing State regulations and proposed City

policy ensure aless-than-significant impact.

Energy Conservation

>

Impact 4.7-1. Wasteful, inefficient, and unnecessary consumption of energy or preemption of future energy
development or future energy conservation. The General Plan would accommodate alarge amount of urban
development, as well as resource conservation, which would increase demand and consumption of energy.
However, the General Plan includes policies to ensure efficient land use patterns and efficient use of energy in

areas of land use change. The impact isless than significant.

Geology, Soils, and Mineral Resources

|

Impact 4.8-1. Expose People or Structures to Potential Substantial Adverse Affects Involving the Rupture of a
Known Earthquake Fault. Riverbank is not located within an earthquake fault zone and surface rupture from

faulting is not expected to occur in the city. Thisimpact would be less than significant.

Impact 4.8-2. Expose People or Structures to Potential Substantial Adverse Affects Involving Strong Seismic
Ground Shaking. The City of Riverbank is located in an area considered by the California Geologica Survey
to experience lower levels of shaking less frequently. Ground shaking, as aresult of seismic activity from
nearby or distant earthquake faults, could cause seismic-related ground failure. The water-saturated aluvial
soilslocated in the city are considered to possess low strength and could potentially liquefy during a seismic
event. Development of homes and other structures has the potentia to expose people to substantial adverse
effects from seismic hazards, including ground shaking and liquefaction. However, the City of Riverbank
General Plan and municipal code include measures that |essen the possible exposure of people and structures

to ground shaking or ground failure. Ground shaking may pose a risk to increased numbers of people and
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property resulting from the proposed General Plan, and can elevate risk if buildings are not properly designed
for seismic safety. Development in the city must comply with the California Uniform Building Code (UBC),
which outlines standards for seismic design, foundations and drainage. Compliance with the UBC is already
required by City ordinance and would also be required for devel opment anticipated under the General Plan.
Lands located in Stanislaus County have not been mapped by the Cdifornia Department of Mines and
Geology Seismic Hazard Zone Mapping System. This program maps areas potentially susceptible to
liquefaction and landdlides. Because of the relatively flat topography of the city the possibility of landdlidesis
less than significant. Review of sail types located in the city found that subsidenceis not a characteristic.
However, earthquakes from regional fault systems have affected Stanislaus County in the past and, therefore,
the possibility of ground shaking occurring in the city sometime in the future is likely. In addition, the
relatively high water table found in Riverbank could result in impacts related to liquefaction., the City of
Riverbank General Plan Safety Element includes goals, policies, and implementation measures designed to
lessen the possible exposure of people and structures to ground shaking or ground failure, including
liquefaction (see pages 4.8-11 through 4.8-12 of the EIR). With implementation of these goal's, policies, and
implementation measures of the City of Riverbank Genera Plan, the potential for exposing people or
structures in the city to substantial adverse affects involving strong seismic ground shaking would be reduced

to aless-than-significant level.

» Impact 4.8-3. Result in Substantial Soil Erasion or the Loss of Topsoil. Excavation and grading of soil could
result in localized erosion during construction activities occurring in the city. Further, dewatering may be
required during some excavation activities as aresult of high groundwater levels, which could increase the
potential for soil erosion. The Riverbank General Plan includes goals, policies, and i mplementation measures
to lessen the potentia for soil erosion and loss of topsoil. This would be aless-than-significant impact.

» Impact 4.8-4. Expose People or Structures to Hazards Involving Expansive Soils. Soils located in areas of the
city are moderately to highly susceptible to expansive soil behavior. Expansive soils may cause differential
and cyclical foundation movements that can cause damage and/or distress to overlying structures. In addition,
the groundwater table is shallow which enhances the potential for shrink and swell. However, the City of
Riverbank General Plan includes goals, policies, and implementation measures to lessen the possible
exposure of people and structures to hazards involving expansive soils. Thisimpact would be less than

significant.

» Impact 4.8-5. Placement of Septic Tanks or Alternative Wastewater Systems in Soils Incapable of Supporting
Their Use. The entire City of Riverbank is served by the city’s public sewer system. Implementation of the

General Plan would result in no impact.
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Hazards and Hazardous Materials

» Impact 4.9-1. Create a Safety Hazard to the General Public from Transportation of Hazardous Materials.
Development within the Planning Area would result in an increase in the routine transportation of hazardous
materials on Planning Area roadways. Implementation of proposed General Plan policies, in combination
with existing federal and State regul ations, would reduce the potential impacts from the routine transportation

of hazardous materialsto aless-than-significant level.

» Impact 4.9-2. Create a Safety Hazard to the General Public from Potentid Release and Exposure to
Hazardous M aterias. Development of the General Plan would result in land uses that could result in an
increased risk of exposure to hazardous materials. Implementation of proposed General Plan palicies, in
combination with existing federal, State, and local regulations, would reduce impacts from the potential
public health and safety impacts from the accidental release of and exposure to hazardous materialsto aless-

than-significant level.

» Impact 4.9-4. Safety Hazards Associated with the Peterson Airport. Implementation of the proposed General
Plan could locate development within the vicinity of a private airstrip, potentially resulting in a safety hazard
for people residing or working in the area. Because any new development adjacent to the Peterson Airport
would be required to comply with the Stanidlaus County CLUP standards and with existing FAA regulations,
safety hazards associated with the Peterson Airport would be less than significant.

» Impact 4.9-5. Interfere with Adopted Emergency Response Plans. Devel opment within the Planning Area
would add additional traffic and residences requiring evacuation in case of an emergency. Implementation of
proposed General Plan policies would ensure conformance with local emergency response programs and

continued cooperation with emergency response service providers. Thisimpact would be | ess than significant.

» Impact 4.9-6. Exposure of People or Structures to Urban and Wildland Fires. The Planning Areais not located
in a designated wildland fire area, a High Fire Hazard Severity Zone, or a SRA area. Compliance with the
CdiforniaBuilding Code regulations, California Fire Code with adopted Fire District amendments, and other
state and local fire safety requirements would minimize wildland fire risks. In addition, proposed General
Plan policies would ensure people and structures would not be exposed to significant risk of loss of injury

involving wildland fires. Thisimpact would be less than significant.

Hydrology and Water Quality

» Impact 4.10-1. Place Housing or Structures within a 100-year Flood Zone. As discussed above, the current
Riverbank city limits are outside of the 100-year floodplain, and thus would not be at risk from flooding
hazards. However, areas in the northwestern portion of the Riverbank Planning Area are within a designated
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100-year flood zone. The proposed General Plan does anticipate some devel opment within this 100-year
floodplain area asit is currently designated. However, with the goals and policiesincluded as part of the

proposed Project, thisimpact is less than significant.

» Impact 4.10-2. Expose people or Structuresto a Significant Risk due to Dam Failure. A dam failure can occur
asthe result of an earthquake, structural instability, or heavy rains causing inundation of the Riverbank.
Proposed policies address human health and safety issues related to dam failure, but the risk is small and the

impact is considered less than significant.

» Impact 4.10-3. Temporary Construction-Related Effects. Buildout of the Genera Plan would involve earth
disturbance typical of construction activities. Proposed policies and existing regulations would ensure a less-

than-significant impact.

» Impact 4.10-4. Substantially Alter Drainage Patterns and Surface Water Alignments. Construction of projects
accommodated under the General Plan is not anticipated to involve substantial aterations in drainage patterns

or surface water alignments. The impact is less than significant.

» Impact 4.10-5. Impact Surface Water or Groundwater Quality. Development facilitated by the Genera Plan
will add impervious surfaces and increase runoff. General Plan policies address runoff issuesin away that
specifically protects surface and groundwater quality, as noted el sewhere in this section. The impact isless

than significant.

» Impact 4.10-6. Substantialy Deplete Groundwater Supply or Impede Recharge. If significant recharge areas
are developed or groundwater extraction occurred without recharge, this could adversely affect supply.
Proposed Genera Plan policies address this issue and as a result, the impact is considered | ess than

significant.
Land Use

» Impact 4.11-1. Disrupt or Divide an Established Community. The General Plan includes arevised Land Use
Diagram, identification of transportation improvements, and other changes that would primarily change
currently undevel oped areas, but that aso could affect existing devel oped parts of the City. However, godls,
policies, and implementation measures included throughout the General Plan prevent against disruption of
existing communities and no aspect of the General Plan would divide an existing community. This impact

would be less than significant.

» Impact 4.11-1 Conflict with any applicable habitat conservation plan or natural community conservation plan.

Thereis no habitat conservation plan or natural community conservation plan in effect for the Planning Area.
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The Conservation and Open Space Element discusses biotic resources, including some of those addressed by
neighboring San Joaguin County’ s habitat conservation planning efforts. These habitat conservation planning
efforts do not apply to areas of the Riverbank Planning Areawhere land use change is anticipated. The City
will require compliance with this conservation plan, where applicable. Thisimpact would be less than
significant.

Noise

» Impact 4.12-3. Expose Noise Sensitive Receptorsto Stationary and Area-Source Noise Levels Exceeding City
of Riverbank Standards. Long-term General Plan buildout of stationary- and area- source noise levels would
not exceed applicable standards assuming measures in the proposed General Plan and the City Noise

Ordinance are enforced. As aresult, thisimpact would be less than significant.

Population and Housing

» Impact 4.13-1. Growth Inducement. The General Plan involves alarge amount of land use change. The
Generad Plan is comprehensive and palicies included in the General Plan update indicate that Riverbank will
be afull-service city and not extend infrastructure in way that induces growth. The impact is less than
significant.

Public Services, including Recreation

» Impact 4.14-1. Result in substantial adverse impacts associated with the provision of fire protection services.
Development and operation of fire protection are addressed by various plans, and policies. Impacts would be

kept to aless-than-significant level by adhering to the plans and policies contained in the General Plan.

» Impact 4.14-2. Result in substantial adverse impacts associated with the provision of law enforcement
services. Palicies from the General Plan would apply to potential impacts associated with the construction and

operation of police facilities. Thiswould be aless-than-significant impact.

» Impact 4.14-3. Result in substantial adverse impacts associated with the provision of school services. Specific
school expansion or improvement projects have been identified in certain areas, and additiona project
specific environmenta analysis would be completed as demand requires. This would be a less-than-

significant impact.

» Impact 4.14-4. Result in substantial adverse impacts associated with library resources. The proposed Generd
Plan update includes goals and policies that would ensure that future build-out would provide the City of
Riverbank with sufficient library resources. Thiswould be aless-than-significant impact.
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Impact 4.14-5. Result in substantial adverse impacts associated with the provision of parks and recreation
services. The proposed General Plan update includes goal's and policies that would ensure that future build-
out would provide the City of Riverbank with sufficient parks and recreation services. Thiswould be aless-
than-significant impact.

Transportation/Traffic

>

Impact 4.15-9. Development anticipated as a part of the Riverbank General Plan update will result in
increased traffic volumes on existing local and collector streets with adjacent homes. As the community of
Riverbank grows, the volume of traffic on most roads in the community will increase. Streets such as Morrill
Road which are designated as collectors but which have fronting homes will carry increasing traffic volumes.
While the forecast traffic volumes on existing streets are unlikely to reach the LOS D threshold, it islikely
that current residents will perceive the “quality of life” impacts associated with increased traffic through
neighborhoods. Noise impacts are evaluated in detail in the Noise section of thisEIR (4.12). ThisEIR
evaluates adverse physical environmental impacts, as required under CEQA. Increased traffic volumes below
LOS standards and below levels that would exceed significance thresholds for air quality, noise, or other
impact areas represent aless-than-significant impact for the purposes of this EIR. Nonetheless, the following

mitigation is recommended.
Mitigation Measure 4.15-9

0 Because the General Plan must deal with both new growth areas and the existing developed area
of the community, the City of Riverbank will need to establish guidelines for permissible traffic
volumes on streets with fronting development. These guidelines may either be part of the specific

plan process or as part of the City’s street improvement standards.

Impact 4.15-10. Development under the Riverbank Genera Plan will result in increased traffic at new
commercial areas and traffic conditions in excess of the minimum LOS D standard may result. The Generd
Plan update Land Use Diagram identifies the location of commercial development areas where access will be
an important issue. Whileit is beyond the scope of a general plan to design the accessto individual parcels, it
isimportant to identify the design parameters that will need to be considered as plans for development of
these areas proceeds through the specific plan process. Thisinformation is provided in the materia that

follows.

0 Northwest corner of Oakdale Road / Claribel Road Intersection. The Genera Plan update
designates a 94 + acre site for community commercial development. Areas with this designation

are anticipated to be developed for retail, employment, and/or commercial services. These areas
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are located along major roadways on the periphery of planned and existing neighborhoods. The
maximum FAR is 0.3. Accessto thissiteis constrained by the need to facilitate regional
circulation via both Claribel Road and Oakdale Road and by the location of existing intersections
on Oakdale Road. The sitein question has approxi mately ¥2 mile of frontage aong the north side
of Claribel Road and %2 mile of frontage long Oakdale Road. The level of access permitted to
Claribel Road is an issuethat will affect Riverbank and its neighbors. The City of Modesto
General Planidentifies Claribel Road as alimited access expressway, and under the policies of
that city, accessto Claribel Road islimited to a single mid-block right-turn only connection
midway between Oakdal e Road and Coffee Road. While the exact nature of the Claribel Road
access will need to be determined as part of future anticipated specific plan processing, itis
important to note that the volume of traffic at such an accessis dependent on the level of access
available via other routes. The General Plan update requires, and the General Plan update EIR
traffic analysis assumes that the commercia site will be linked to adjoining neighborhoods to the
north by multiple collector road cana crossings, as well as full access to Oakdale Road. However,
with that level of access, the connection to Claribel Road is anticipated to handle 18,000 vehicles
per day. The General Plan update EIR traffic anaysis assumes one signalized access only on
Claribel Road located on the west side of this commercial site, and that this would be the only
signalized connection between Oakdale Road and Coffee Road. Access to Oakdale Road will use
opportunities created by the access to the existing retail center on the east side of Oakdale Road.
That center has a signalized access on Oakdale Road approximately 600 feet north of Claribel
Road. Thisintersection is approximately 2,000 feet south of the Crawford Road signal. While the
design of access to the future retail site will need to be confirmed as part of the specific plan
process, the General Plan update EIR traffic analysis assumesthat it will be necessary to develop
signalized access onto Oakdal e Road opposite the existing signal and at another location midway
between that signal and the Crawford Road intersection.

0 Northwest corner of Roselle Avenue/ Claribel Road and Northeast corner of Roselle Avenue/
Claribel Road. The Genera Plan update Land Use Diagram establishes the Mixed Use (MU) land
use designation for these sites. This designation includes neighborhood-scale retail uses, offices,
personal and commercia services, and similar land uses. Thisisthe primary category for
Riverbank to accommodate neighborhood serving retail, services, offices, and similar needs
during the buildout of this General Plan. As such, thisland use classification is anticipated to be
mainly non-residential. However, the Mixed Use designation aso explicitly allows for higher-
density residential development in avertical or horizontal mixed-use setting. The exact nature of

accessin this areawill need to be confirmed. Creative site planning and access strategies might

Draft 2025 General Plan FEIR EDAW

City of Riverbank 28 Statement of Findings
LA 128,099,711v1 4-14-09



|

be required to provide adequate access to these sites while avoiding access onto Claribel Road.
While direct access via Claribel Road may be convenient to certain travelers, there is no reason to
believe that restricting access to Roselle Avenue would create substantial hazards or create
exceedance of local level of service standards.

o City review of access associated with site planning for these sites, which is routine, and
implementation of street improvement standards, which is aso routinely required, the impact is
considered less than significant.

Impact 4.15-11. Development under the Riverbank General Plan could increase safety hazards if improperly
planned and designed. The City, through its roadway design standards, can directly influence the level of
safety on public roadways. The proposed General Plan has policiesin the Circulation Element to ensure safety
for dl available loca modes of travel. The Circulation Element also has an implementation strategy for the
City to update its street standards to be consistent with the proposed General Plan update. See pages 4.15-38
through 4.15-39 of the EIR, which summarize relevant goals and policies. Policiesin the proposed General
Plan update show that the City will emphasize safety for all travel modes as a part of updates to the street
standards and implementation of the General Plan. The proposed General Plan update does not include any
design features or incompatibilities that would create a safety issue. Therefore, theimpact isless than
significant.

Impact 4.15-13. Development under the Riverbank General Plan would result in additional homes and
destinations. Some travel would occur by private vehicle. The General Plan would increase the local parking
demand. To the extent that thisis not met with enough parking supply to avoid a safety hazard, this could
create an impact. The City has parking standards adopted as a part of the Municipal Code that specify the
amounts of off-street parking that are required for each proposed land use type. The proposed General Plan
update includes goals and policies relating to parking. The primary objective of such policiesisto provide
adequate parking while a so ensuring that excessive surface parking does not create impediments to quality of
life in Riverbank. Examples of relevant policies are summarized on page 4.15-41 of the EIR. The proposed
Genera Plan update aso includes an Implementation M easure to develop and implement a parking master
plan. The Master Plan will include strategies and implementation measures for addressing the City’ s parking
supply and parking requirements and design standards. The plan will include strategies to optimize the
parking supply. Future development will be required to comply with General Plan policy regarding travel
safety, including the design and location of parking such that a safety hazard does not result. Thereisno
change in the parking standards of Riverbank included as a part of the General Plan. There is no reason to
believe that any action accommodated under the General Plan would result in parking supply that is so

inadequate as to cause a safety hazard. There is no impact.
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Impact 4.15-14. The Riverbank Genera Plan would accommodate construction of avariety of land uses. The
Riverbank General Plan would accommodate travel by private vehicle. If this development is not properly
designed, this could conflict with policies, plans, or programs supporting alternative transportation. The
Riverbank General Plan itself isthe relevant source of policies, plans, and programs supporting “ aternative’
transportation. “Alternative” transportation modes are normally thought of as being secondary to vehicular
transportation. Thistypically includes walking, bicycling, and public transit. The proposed General Plan
instead accommodates each locally available mode on equal footing. Examples of relevant goals and policies
are provided on pages 4.15-42 through 4.15-44 of the EIR. The proposed Riverbank Genera Plan update has
beneficia impacts relative to existing goals and policies in the pre-update Genera Plan for “aternative”
transportation. The various aspects of aland use array that supports walking, bicycling, and transit, roadway
requirements, parking, and other direct and indirect elements are all addressed by the proposed General Plan
update. The existing (pre-update) General Plan does not as adequately address all relevant aspects. There isno
adverse impact.

Impact 4.15-15. The Riverbank Genera Plan would accommodate construction of a variety of land usesin the
eastern portion of the Planning Area near an existing small airport. If General Plan implementation created
changesin air travel patterns or substantial conflicts with flight patterns or airport safety, there could be an
impact. The Peterson Airport is a privately owned airport located at 5800 Langworth Road in the City of
Oakdale. The airport is located approximately three miles southeast of downtown Riverbank and
approximately 0.5 mile east of the eastern edge of the Riverbank Planning Area. Any development adjacent to
the Peterson Airport would be required to adhere to the Stanislaus County CLUP standards and FAA
regulations (14 CFR 77). Implementation of the proposed General Plan could locate development within the
vicinity of a private airstrip, potentialy resulting in a safety hazard for people residing or working in the area.
This development would not include any tall structures or substantial wildlife preservation areas that could

create problems for this small airport.

Public Utilities

Impact 4.16-1. Have sufficient water supply available to serve the city at buildout of the proposed General
Plan. The City would need to provide an additional 8 million gallons per day of water to meet the projected
buildout of the General Plan. Implementation of the proposed infrastructure included in the Updated Water
Master Plan would ensure that the City would meet its water demands projected in the proposed General Plan,

and this impact would be less than significant.

Impact 4.16-3. Exceed wastewater treatment requirements of the applicable Regional Water Quality Control
Board. Proposed wastewater treatment upgrades included in the Updated Sewer Collection System Master
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Plan are expected to comply with Regional Water Quality Board requirements as well as State standards, and

therefore would have a less-than-significant impact.

» Impact 4.16-6. Be served by alandfill with sufficient permitted capacity to accommodate the project’s solid
waste disposal needs. Sincethe GSW siteis currently at 50% capacity, and projected to be open until 2023, at
which point the City’ s franchised waste hauler would be required to accommodate any increase in the need

for residential and commercia waste management services. Thisimpact would be less than significant.

IMPACTS WHERE A CONCLUSION IS NOT PossIBLE OR WoULD BE SPECULATIVE

The City Council agrees with the characterization in the Final EIR with respect to two impacts where a significant
conclusion would be speculative or impossible and finds that these impacts have been described accurately in the
Final EIR (Section 15145 of the State CEQA Guidelines). This finding applies to the following numbered

impacts:

Impact 4.13-2. Housing and Population Replacement. The mgjority of growth proposed in the General Plan
would occur on vacant and agricultural land, which has few existing housing units. Some urban revitalization on
vacant and underutilized properties in downtown and west Riverbank is encouraged by General Plan policy. If
policies of the General Plan to improve existing devel oped portions of the city are successful, some amount of
land use change will occur. The General Plan does not substantially alter land usesin existing developed areas, as
detailed in the Land Use section of the EIR (Section 4.11). The General Plan does not propose projects for areas
currently developed with residentia uses. The extent to which housing units would be replaced is unknown at this
time. Future project-level environmental anaysis would be required where discretionary actions of the City are
involved and potentially significant impacts could occur. At this time, a significance conclusion on thistopic

would be speculative.

Impact 4.4-7. Increasesin Greenhouse Gas Emissions. Long-term operation of the new growth anticipated
under the General Plan would generate emissions of greenhouse gases (GHGs) from area- and mobile-sources.

M obile-source emissions of GHGs would include vehicle trips associated with employee commute, errand,
recreation, and other tripsin passenger vehicles of future residents of and visitors to the Planning Area, as well as
commercial trucking activity associated with goods movement related to proposed commercial and industria
uses. Area-source emissions would be associated with activities such as landscaping and maintenance of proposed
land uses, natural gas distribution for home and water heating, waste disposal, and other sources. Increasesin
stationary-source emissions could occur at off-site utility providers associated with energy supply to the proposed

uses within the Planning Area.
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GHG emissions would predominantly be in the form of carbon dioxide (CO,). In comparison to criteriaair
pollutants, such as ozone and particular matter less than or equal to 10 micronsin diameter (PM 1), CO, emissions
persist in the atmosphere for amuch longer period of time. While emissions of other GHGs, such as methane, are
important with respect to globa climate change, emission levels of other GHGs are |ess dependent on the land use
and circulation patterns associated with the proposed General Plan than are levels of CO..

Because the General Plan mostly addresses physical development patterns throughout the city, mobile sources
(vehicle trips) would be the primary emission source of GHGs associated with the project. Transportation is aso
the largest source of GHG emissionsin California and represents approximately 60% of annual CO, emissions
generated in the state (CEC 2006).

Vehicle milestraveled (VMT) isthe most direct indicator of CO, emissions for most land use plans and
development projects, and this Genera Plan is no exception. CO, emissions are the best indicator of total GHG
emissions. Buildout of the new General Plan is estimated to add approximately 192,000 new vehicle trips per day
to the Planning Area, and would be the primary source of GHG emissions associated with Plan implementation.

Operation of the new General Plan would generate 275,470 tons (0.3 Megatons [Mt]) of CO, emissions annually
for the lifetime of the General Plan (Table 4.4-7). New growth anticipated under the General Plan would generate
afinite quantity of approximately 378,564 tons (0.4 Mt) of CO, for the duration of construction activities (Table
4.4-7). Congtruction would contribute emissions of GHGs to a much lesser extent than operation of the Genera

Plan.

It isimportant to consider the context of GHGs. Emissions of GHGs are dispersed throughout the atmosphere
worldwide, and the effects of climate change are borne globaly, unlike emissions of criteriaair pollutants, which
have regional and/or local impacts on air quality. The extent to which emissions of GHGs attributable to the
Genera Plan can betreated as “anet increase” is uncertain. For example, if a proposed dwelling unit becomes
occupied by afamily that rel ocates from the City of Modesto, and the residents' employers remain located in
Modesto, it is probable that a net increase in GHGs could be attributed to this family’ s decision to move to the
Planning Area. Alternatively, if aproposed dwelling unit becomes occupied by afamily moving to Caifornia
from Wyoming (where CO, emissions/capitais approximately 138 tons per year (TPY)/person [CEC 2006h]), it is
likely that this household would experience a net decrease in emissions of GHGs.

The legidation dealing with climate change in California (as well as international treaties and agreements on the
subject) identifies goals for the rate of emissions of GHGs, relative to specific benchmark years. In the case of

Cdifornia, AB 32 requires 1990 GHG emission levelsto be achieved by the year 2020, or about a 25% reduction
from current emissions levels (ARB 2006). Neither State legislation nor executive order suggeststhat California
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intends to limit population growth in order to reduce the state’'s GHG emission levels. Therefore, the intent isto
accommodate population growth in California, but achieve alower rate of GHGs despite this larger population.
The statewide average per-capita rate of GHGs would need to be reduced substantially to comply with the targets
established by AB 32. Generally, thelevel of mass emissions of GHGs generated by any single project is nominal
when compared to the global inventory, or even the state inventory of emissions of GHGs. If a project isvery
large and has a comparatively high magnitude of associated emissions of GHGs emissions by mass, but generates
alow per-capitarate, the project helps California achieve its GHG emission reduction goals. On the other hand,
many small projects that exceed 1990 per capita GHG emission rates would collectively impede California’ s
efforts to address climate change.

The proposed General Plan would enable Riverbank to accommodate 31,293 new residents. If the operationa
CO, emissions were distributed evenly on a per capitabasis, the proposed new population of Riverbank would
generate CO, at an average rate of approximately 9 tons CO,/person/year. The General Plan’s land use
designations and policies would accommodate alarger share of non-vehicular trips for future and existing
residents of the Planning Area. Various land use, community design, air quality, and circulation policies would
reduce per capita GHG contribution. The precise effect of these policiesis unknown as of the writing of this
document. It is unknown at this time what effect buildout of the new growth area of the General Plan would have

on existing residents.

According to the CEC's Inventory of California Greenhouse Gas Emissions and Snks: 1990 to 2004, the
statewide average CO, emissions associated with fossil fuel combustion are approximately 12 tons
CO2/person/year (CEC 2006b). In order to achieve the goal stated in AB 32 of 1990 emission levels by the year
2020 while accounting for population growth between now and 2020, Californians would need to reduce
emissions by about 25%. In other words, the per-capita rate of emissions needed to be consistent with AB 32
goalsis approximately 9 tons CO,/person/year. Therefore, the average GHG emissions rate for residents of the

proposed Riverbank General Plan is anticipated to be approximately in line with AB 32 goals.

Implementation of General Plan policies and Mitigation Measure 4.4-3, which require design and operational
measures to reduce operational emissions of criteria air pollutants, would further reduce CO, emissions from the
Plan’s operation.

Although transportation is the most important source of GHG emissionsin California, emissions from other
sectors (e.g., energy, industry, agriculture) should not be entirely overlooked. Stationary- and mobile-source
measures and regulations on the horizon would assist in further lowering General Plan GHG emissions. It is not
known at this time what reductions are achievable from other emission sources through measures such asthe AB
32 Early Action Measures (adopted in July 2007). Also not known at thistime is whether additional GHG
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reductions for mobile sources might be available through legidation such as AB 1493, which would create more
stringent vehicle emission standards for GHGs. It is not yet clear what the net GHG emissions of the General Plan
would actually be under the buildout scenario, given the uncertainty of future legidative actions. Finaly, market
factors could affect the density of land uses actually constructed under the buildout scenario, which are unknown
at thistime. Therefore, actual CO, emission rates computed on a project-by-project basis could vary. Many
factors that would be used to calculate the net change in GHG emissions attributable to individual projects within

the General Plan are either unknown at thistime or outside the control of the City of Riverbank.

The proposed General Plan update also includes the following implementation measure, which may place
additional requirements on devel opment projects proposed within Riverbank regarding transportation-related
GHG analysis and mitigation:

Implementation Strategy AIR-2: The City will also develop alocal greenhouse gas reduction program.
The City will set adefinitive goal for greenhouse gas reduction, on either a per-capita or mass level, with
the minimum goal expected to be a 25 percent reduction by the year 2020. This program will begin with
an analysis of baseline greenhouse gas emission levels and forecasting the growth in emissions that would
occur if the status quo continued. The City will assemble aset of local actions, including regulatory
changes, infrastructure investment strategies, incentives and disincentives, and other measures that could
apply both to new and existing developed areas. The City will monitor progress toward the overall goal
and periodically revise the local action plan, as appropriate. Implementation of Riverbank’ s greenhouse
gas reduction program will require the cooperation of other agencies, private businesses, and residents,
and will be implemented over a period of several years. It islikely that, during the design and monitoring
period of this program, State guidance, case law, and other information will become available, making
revisions to the reduction program appropriate. The City will monitor changes in the regul atory
environment, as well as grant and other funding programs that could be made available to help Riverbank

in implementing this program.

Section 15145 of the State CEQA Guidelines providesthat, if after athorough investigation alead agency finds
that a particular impact istoo speculative for eval uation, the agency should note its conclusion and terminate
discussion of the impacts. Due to uncertainty of future market and regul atory factors and lack of available
information regarding behavioral factors of future Riverbank residents, it would be speculative to determineif a
net increase or decreasein GHG emissions would occur as aresult of General Plan implementation. Therefore, no
impact conclusion related to GHG emissions can be made based on research of thisissue.
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1.74 SIGNIFICANT EFFECTS AND MITIGATION MEASURES

The Final EIR identified several significant environmental effects (or “impacts’) that would result from the City’s
approval and implementation of the 2025 General Plan. Many significant effects were avoided altogether because
the Genera Plan contains goals, policies, and/or implementation strategies that prevent the occurrence of
significant effectsin the first place. For other effects, additional mitigation isidentified in the Final EIR. In some
instances, the impacts have been reduced through implementation of the Riverbank City General Plan Land Use
Diagram, Figure LAND-4. Some significant impacts of the 2025 General Plan, however, cannot be avoided by the
adoption of feasible mitigation measures or feasible aternatives, these effects are outweighed by overriding
considerations set forth in Section 1.7.8. Where these findings conclude that no additional mitigation is available,
that conclusion includes the finding that there is no additional mitigation available that would be consistent with
the Genera Plan as awhole and most of the objectives of the Riverbank 2025 Vision and be otherwise feasible.
This Section presentsin greater detail the City Council’ s findings with respect to the potentially significant and
significant environmental effects of the Riverbank 2025 General Plan.

AESTHETICS

» Impact 4.2-1. Have a Substantial Adverse Effect on a Scenic Vista, or Substantially Degrade the Visual
Character or Quality of the Site and Its Surroundings. The General Plan update contains goals and
policies designed to protect areas of scenic interest; however, development permitted under the proposed
Genera Plan will result in a significant impact to the existing visual identity and character of Riverbank,

including areas potentially considered scenic vistas. Theimpact is considered potentially significant.

(@) Mitigation

Aesthetic changes in the existing environment are the unavoidable consequence of implementation of Riverbank’s
General Plan. Thereis no available feasible mitigation measure beyond the policies included as a part of the Open
Space and Conservation, Land Use, and Community Character and Design elements (See Draft EIR, pp. 4.2-5
through 4.2-12).

(b) Implementation

The referenced policies from the Open Space and Conservation, Land Use, and Community Character and Design
elements will be implemented through discretionary review, project conditions, and General Plan consistency

findings of projects developed under the updated Genera Plan.
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(c) Findings

The 2025 General Plan includes goals and policies that would mitigate thisimpact. (See Draft EIR, pp. 4.2-5
through 4.2-12). Although the Plan’ s goals and policies may work to reduce some portion of the impact associated
with changes in the aesthetic environment, they would not reduce these impacts to below alevel of significance.
No feasible additional mitigation is available to substantially reduce or avoid this significant impact. For this

reason, the impact would remain significant and unavoidable.

Asisfully explained in the Statement of Overriding Considerationsin Section 1.7.8, the environmental,
economic, social, and other benefits of the Project outweigh and override the remaining significant adverse

impacts relating to the Project’ s changes to the aesthetic environment.

AGRICULTURAL RESOURCES

» Impact 4.3-1. Convert Prime Farmland, Unique Farmland, or Farmland of Statewide | mportance
(Farmland) to Non-Agricultural Use. Approximately 5,351 acres (62%) of the Riverbank Planning Area
consists of important farmland, of which approximately 3,431 acres (40%) is Prime Farmland. Build-out of
the proposed General Plan would result in conversion of important farmland resources. Thisimpact would be

significant and unavoidable.

(@) Mitigation Measures

Godls, policies, and implementation measures are included in the General Plan, including the Erratato the
Genera Plan, that seek to reduce the impact to agriculture (see Draft EIR, pp. 4.3-11 through 4.3-13).

(b) Implementation

The referenced policies from the Open Space and Conservation and Land Use el ements will be implemented
through the Fina EIR, including the Erratato the Final EIR, discretionary review, project conditions, and General
Plan consistency findings of projects developed under the updated General Plan, including the Erratato the

Genera Plan.

(c) Findings

The 2025 General Plan includes goals, palicies, and implementation measures that seek to mitigate thisimpact.
(See Draft EIR, pp. 4.3-11 through 4.3-13). Although the Plan’ s goal s, policies, and implementation measures
may work to reduce some portion of the impact associated with conversion of agricultural lands, they would not
reduce these impactsto below alevel of significance.
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Earlier versions of the proposed Genera Plan include several alternative policies for the conservation of
agricultural resources; specificaly: (1) aversion of Policy CONS-3.1 that would have imposed a strict
reguirement that conversion of Important Farmland be offset by conservation easements at aratio of 1 acre of
conserved farmland within Stanislaus County or 1.5 acres of conserved farmland outside of Stanislaus County per
acre of converted Important Farmland; and (2) a version of Policy CONS-3.2 that would have imposed an
absolute 300-foot buffer between new urban uses and ongoing agricultural operations. These prior versions of
Policy CONS-3.1 and Policy CONS-3.2 are infeasible, because they would place Riverbank at a competitive
disadvantage relative to nearby communities with regard to attracting residential and commercia development
necessary to implement the Riverbank 2025 Vision and the General Plan, based on information received from
representatives of the building industry, property rights groups, and landowners. No feasible additional mitigation
is available to substantially reduce or avoid this significant impact. For this reason, the impact would remain

significant and unavoidable.

Asisfully explained in the Statement of Overriding Considerationsin Section 1.7.8, the environmental,
economic, socia, and other benefits of the Project outweigh and override the remaining significant adverse

impacts relating to the Project’ s conversion of Important Agricultural Lands.

» Impact 4.3-2. Conflict with Existing Zoning for Agricultural Use, or a Williamson Act Contract.
Approximately 2,826 acres (32%) of the land within the Planning Areais currently in aWilliamson Act
contract. Build-out of the Planning Areawould result in a significant and unavoidable impact.

(@) Mitigation

Although policies seek to mitigate impacts by preserving other agricultural lands or limiting urban expansion
compared to what might occur without the City’ s General Plan policies and implementation measures, the direct
impacts cannot be adequately addressed through mitigation, as the loss of agricultural land to urbanization is

considered permanent. No feasible mitigation is available.

(b) Implementation
No mitigation isidentified.
(c) Findings

The City’ s General Plan designates much of the land within the Planning Area for future urban use. The General
Plan anticipates urban devel opment of large areas east and west of the existing developed city. However, the

General Plan aso designates approximately 1,300 acres of the land (the majority of whichisin an active
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Williamson Act contract) as Agricultural Resource Conservation Areas, which will be preserved for future

agricultural use and other uses compatible with ongoing agricultura use.

Development permitted under the proposed Genera Plan would involve lands currently held in active Williamson
Act contracts in the Planning Area. Therefore, a potentially-significant impact as aresult of a conflict with
Williamson Act contracts could occur. However, Williamson Act contracts are strictly voluntary, and the
proposed General Plan does not obligate any land owner within the Planning Areato file for non-renewal or early
cancellation of Williamson Act contracts, athough land owners may have an incentive to do so in anticipation of
urban growth. There are specific requirements for non-renewal and cancellation of Williamson Act contracts.

Proposed Genera Plan goals, policies, and implementation programs seek to address the impact of new
development and their infringement upon existing agricultural resourcesin the City's proposed Planning Area, as
noted under Impact 4.3-1. Enforcement of the 2025 General Plan goals, palicies, and land use designations, and
pursuit of Implementation Strategies will assist the City in meeting the goal for reducing the City’ s encroachment
on agricultural properties. However, urban development of large areas of land with Williamson Act contracts and
agricultural zoning, as anticipated under the General Plan, represents a significant impact.

Although policies seek to mitigate impacts by preserving other agricultural lands or limiting urban expansion
compared to what might occur without the City’ s General Plan policies and implementation measures, the direct
impacts cannot be adequately addressed through mitigation, as the loss of agricultural land to urbanization is
considered permanent. No feasible additional mitigation is available to substantialy reduce or avoid this

significant impact. For this reason, the impact would remain significant and unavoidable.

Asisfully explained in the Statement of Overriding Considerationsin Section 1.7.8, the environmental,
economic, socia, and other benefits of the Project outweigh and override the remaining significant adverse
impacts relating to the Project’ s conflicts with agricultural zoning and Williamson Act contracts.

» Impact 4.3-3. Involve Other Changesin the Existing Environment Which, Dueto Their L ocation or
Nature, Could Result in Conversion of Farmland, to Non-Agricultural Use. The City’s Planning Area
includes a large amount of agricultural land, with urban land use designations. Future urban development
within this area would result in the conversion adjacent farmland properties. Thisimpact would be significant

and unavoidable.
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(@) Mitigation

Godls, policies, and implementation measures that are included in the General Plan, including the Erratato the
General Plan, seek to reduce indirect impacts that could result in the conversion of farmland (see Draft EIR, pp.
4.3-15 through 4.3-16).

(b) Implementation

The referenced policies from the Open Space and Conservation and Land Use el ements will be implemented
through the Fina EIR, including the Errata, discretionary review, project conditions, and General Plan
consistency findings of projects developed under the updated General Plan, including the Errata to the Genera

Plan.

(c) Findings

The 2025 General Plan includes goals, palicies, and implementation measures that seek to mitigate thisimpact.
(see Draft EIR, pp. 4.3-15 through 4.3-16). Although the Plan’s goals, palicies, and implementation measures
may work to reduce some portion of the impact associated with indirect impacts that could result in the
conversion of farmland, they would not reduce these impacts to below alevel of significance.

An earlier version of the proposed General Plan included severa alternative policies for the conservation of
agricultural resources; specificaly: (1) aversion of Policy CONS-3.1 that would have imposed a strict
reguirement that conversion of Important Farmland be offset by conservation easements at aratio of 1 acre of
conserved farmland within Stanislaus County or 1.5 acres of conserved farmland outside of Stanislaus County per
acre of converted Important Farmland; and (2) a version of Policy CONS-3.2 that would have imposed an
absolute 300-foot buffer between new urban uses and ongoing agricultural operations. These prior versions of
Policy CONS-3.1 and Policy CONS-3.2 are infeasible, because they would place Riverbank at a competitive
disadvantage relative to nearby communities with regard to attracting residential and commercia development
necessary to implement the Riverbank 2025 Vision and the General Plan, based on information received from
representatives of the building industry, property rights groups, and landowners. No feasible additional mitigation
is available to substantially reduce or avoid this significant impact. For this reason, the impact would remain

significant and unavoidable.

Asisfully explained in the Statement of Overriding Considerationsin Section 1.7.8, the environmental,
economic, socia, and other benefits of the Project outweigh and override the remaining significant adverse

impacts relating to the Project’ sindirect impacts that could result in the conversion of farmland.
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AIR QUALITY

|

(a)

Impact 4.4-1. Generation of Short-Term Construction-Related Emissions of Criteria Air Pollutants and
Precursors. Project-generated, construction-related emissions of reactive organic gasses (ROG) and oxides of
nitrogen (NOy) would exceed SIVAPCD’ s significance threshold of 10 TPY. In addition, with respect to
construction-related emissions of PM 1o, SIV APCD-recommended control measures beyond compliance with
Regulation V11I-Fugitive Dust Prohibition are not incorporated. Thus, construction-rel ated emissions of
criteriaair pollutants and precursors could violate or contribute substantialy to an existing or projected air
quality violation, and/or expose sensitive receptors to substantid pollutant concentrations, especially
considering the nonattainment status of Stanislaus County. As aresult, thisimpact would be significant.

Mitigation

Mitigation Measures 4.4-1a: In addition to the measures required by the SIVAPCD ISR rule, each project

applicant shall implement the following measures to further reduce construction-related equipment exhaust

emissions:

provide commercial electric power to the project site in adequate capacity to avoid or minimize the use of
portable el ectric generators and the equipment;

where feasible, replace/substitute fossil-fueled (e.g., diesel) equipment with electrically driven equivalents
(provided they are not run via a portabl e generator set);

to the extent feasible, use alternate fuel's and emission controls to further reduce NOx and PM 1o exhaust

emissions above the minimum requirements set for in the ISR rule;
when not in use, on-site equipment shall not be left idling;
limit the hours of operation of heavy duty equipment and/or the amount of equipment in use at any one time;

curtail construction during periods of high ambient pollutant concentrations; this may include ceasing of
construction activity during the peak-hour of vehicular traffic on adjacent roadways or on Spare the Air Days;

staging areas for heavy-duty construction equipment shall be located as far as possible from sensitive

receptors, and

before construction contracts are issued, the project applicants shall perform areview of new technology, in
consultation with SIWAPCD, asit relates to heavy-duty equipment, to determine what (if any) advancesin

emissions reductions are available for use and are economically feasible. Construction contract and bid
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specifications shall require contractors to utilize the available and economically feasible technology on an
established percentage of the equipment fleet. It is anticipated that in the near future, both NOx and PM 9

control equipment will be available.

Mitigation Measure 4.4-1b: The following SIVAPCD-recommended enhanced and additional control measures
shall be implemented by each project applicant to further reduce fugitive PM 1 dust emissions.

» ingtal sandbags or other erosion control measures to prevent silt runoff to public roadways from adjacent

project areas with a dope greater than 1%
» suspend excavation and grading activity when winds exceed 20 mph
» limit area subject to excavation, grading, and other construction activity at any one time

(b) Implementation

The identified mitigation measures will beincluded in the Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program adopted

for the Project and incorporated in the General Plan.

(c) Findings

Implementation of Mitigation Measures 4.4-1a and 4.4-1b would reduce short-term, construction-rel ated
emissions to the maximum extent feasible, beyond compliance with Rule 9510 as required by law, but not to a
less-than-significant level. Assuch, thisimpact would still exceed significance thresholds. No other feasible
mitigation is available to further substantially reduce or avoid this significant impact. As aresult, thisimpact

would remain significant and unavoidable.

Asisfully explained in the Statement of Overriding Considerationsin Section 1.7.8, the environmental,
economic, social, and other benefits of the Project outweigh and override the remaining significant adverse

impacts relating to the Project’ s short-term air quality impacts.

» Impact 4.4-2. Consistency with Air Quality Planning Efforts. Future development in Riverbank would
generate emissions of ozone precursor pollutants and PM 14, both of which affect regional air quality.
Development anticipated under the proposed General Plan would be greater than that allowed under the
current General Plan. This increased development could lead to greater operational (mobile- and area-source)

emissions. Thisimpact is considered significant.
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(@) Mitigation

The 2025 General Plan includes an Air Quality Element with numerous land use and circulation policies that seek
to reduce air pollution and minimize the air quality impacts of new development. Similar policies, which intend to
reduce per-capitaVMT and accommodate more sustainable travel options, are included throughout the General
Plan update, and in particular, the Land Use Element, Community Character and Design Element (see pages 4.4-
29 through 4.4-33 of the EIR). The proposed Genera Plan includes goals, policies, and implementation strategies
that encourage pedestrian, bicycle, and transit-friendly development in order to reduce dependence on
automobiles. The General Plan includes policies to take advantage of existing and future transit opportunities. In
addition, the General Plan focuses on mixed-use land uses that would promote aternative modes of transportation
and contains policies and programs that, if adopted and i mplemented, would act to hel p reduce motor vehicle use
from new development. Other policies prioritize infill of existing neighborhoods, and encourage urban
development to occur adjacent to existing urbanized areas. Together these policies would reduce the rate of
vehicle miles traveled from trips generated in Riverbank.

(b) Implementation

The referenced policies from the Land Use, Circulation, and Air Quality elements will be implemented through
discretionary review, project conditions, and General Plan consistency findings of projects devel oped under the
updated Genera Plan.

(c) Findings

While the various policies and actions outlined above would reduce air pollutant emissions that affect both
Riverbank and the region, the impact from the proposed General Plan would be considered significant, ssimply due
to the fact that it would result in higher operational emissions than the current General Plan and assumptions used
by Stanidaus Council of Governments (StanCOG) and SIVAPCD used for relevant clean air plans. Buildout of
the proposed General Plan would conflict with current air quality planning efforts. No feasible additional
mitigation is available that would substantially reduce or avoid this significant impact, and this impact would

remain significant and unavoidable.

Asisfully explained in the Statement of Overriding Considerationsin Section 1.7.8, the environmental,
economic, socia, and other benefits of the Project outweigh and override the remaining significant adverse
impacts relating to the Project’ s conflicts with attainment planning efforts for air quality.

» Impact 4.4-3. Generation of Long-Term Operation-Related (Regional) Emissions of Criteria Air
Pollutants and Precursors. Long-term operation-rel ated activities would result in emissions of ROG and
NOy that exceed SIVAPCD’ s significance threshold of 10 TPY. Thus, operation-related emissions of criteria
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air pollutants and precursors could violate or contribute substantially to an existing or projected air quality
violation, and/or expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant concentrations, especially considering the

nonattainment status of Stanislaus County. As aresult, thisimpact would be significant.

(@) Mitigation

As noted previously, the Air Quality Element of the General Plan (in addition to other el ements) includes several
goals, palicies, and implementation measures designed to minimize adverse effects related to long-term
operational emissionsthat will be implemented as specific development projects and plans are proposed and
considered by the City (see 4.4-29 through 4.4-33 of the EIR).

Mitigation Measure 4.4-3: The following SJV APCD-recommended mitigation measure shall be applied, as
appropriate, at the project level asthe City considers development applications under the General Plan update:

» Area Source: Provide € ectric maintenance equipment, use solar, low-emissions, or central water heaters
(residentia and commercial), increase wall and attic insul ation beyond Title 24 requirements (residential and
commercial), and orient buildings to take advantage of solar heating and natural cooling and use passive solar
designs (residential, commercial, and industrial), and eliminate or limit the amount of traditional fireplaces
installed (e.g., natura gas fireplaces/inserts or at least U.S. Environmental Protection Agency certified wood
stoves or inserts instead of open hearth fireplaces), energy efficient windows (double pane and/or Low-E),
highly reflective roofing materials, cool paving, radiant heat barrier, install photovoltaic cells, programmable
thermostats for all heating and cooling systems, awnings or other shading mechanisms for windows, porch,
patio, and walkway overhangs, ceiling and whole house fans, utilize passive solar cooling and heating
designs, utilize day lighting systems such as skylights, light shelves, interior transom windows, and electrical

outlets around the exterior of the units to encourage use of e ectric landscape mai ntenance equipment.

» Projects shall include as many clean aternative energy features as possible to promote energy self-sufficiency
(e.g., photovoltaic cells, solar thermal e ectricity systems, small wind turbines).

» Theproject shall requirethat al diesel engines be shut off when not in use on the premises to reduce idling

emissions.
(b) Implementation

The identified mitigation measures will beincluded in the Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program adopted
for the Project and incorporated in the General Plan. The referenced policies from the Land Use, Circulation, and
Air Quality elements will be implemented through discretionary review, project conditions, and General Plan
consistency findings of projects developed under the updated General Plan.
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(c) Findings

The City’ s application of the referenced policies would reduce operation-related emissions of ROG, NOy, and

PM 0, beyond compliance with Air District Rule 9510. Implementation of additional mitigation, as recommended
by the SIVAPCD would further reduce impacts. But, the City cannot show that these policies, in addition to
compliance with existing regulations, would reduce impacts to aless-than-significant level. No feasible additional
mitigation is available that would substantially reduce or avoid this significant impact. Thisimpact would remain

significant and unavoidable.

Asisfully explained in the Statement of Overriding Considerationsin Section 1.7.8, the environmental,
economic, social, and other benefits of the Project outweigh and override the remaining significant adverse

impacts relating to the Project’ s long-term operational air quality impacts.

» Impact 4.4-5. Exposur e of Sensitive Receptorsto Emissions of Toxic Air Contaminants (TAC). Dueto
potential siting of commercial trucking operations and |oading dock activities near sensitive receptors,
exposure of sensitive receptorsto substantial concentrations of TACs from mobile-sources could occur. As a

result, thisimpact would be potentially significant.

(@) Mitigation

Goals and palicies of the 2025 General Plan Air Quality Element would reduce future land use incompatibilities
of sourcesthat could potentially emit TACs and exposure of sensitive usesto harmful air pollutants (see 4.4-37
through 4.4-38 of the EIR).

Mitigation Measure 4.4-5. The only measure available to completely mitigate the impact—compl etely separating
emission sources (diesel vehicles associated with commercial trucking activities at commercia and industrial land
uses) from all sensitive receptors—is not feasible. The best available aternatives to reduce the impact are the

following:

» orient loading dock activities as far away and downwind from existing or proposed sensitive receptors as

feasible, and

» incorporate idle reduction strategies that reduce the main propulsion engine idling time through alternative
technologies such as, Idl€Aire, electrification of truck parking, and aternative energy sources for TRUsto

allow diesel engines to be completely turned off.
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(b) Implementation

The identified mitigation measures will beincluded in the Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program adopted
for the Project and incorporated in the General Plan. The referenced policies from the Air Quality Element will be
implemented through discretionary review, project conditions, and General Plan consistency findings of projects
devel oped under the updated General Plan.

(c) Findings

General Plan goals, policies, and implementation measures would reduce potential for exposure to TACs, but
there is no feasible mitigation available to substantially reduce or avoid the significant impact. Thus, buildout of
the proposed General Plan could result in asignificant and unavoidable adverse impact with respect to mobile-

source TACs.

Asisfully explained in the Statement of Overriding Considerationsin Section 1.7.8, the environmental,
economic, social, and other benefits of the Project outweigh and override the remaining significant adverse

impacts relating to the Project’ s exposure of sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant concentrations.

» Impact 4.4-6. Exposur e of Sensitive Receptorsto Emissions of Odors. Operation of the proposed project
could result in the frequent exposure of on-site receptorsto substantial objectionable odor emissions. Asa

result, thisimpact would be potentially significant.

@) Mitigation

Mitigation Measure 4.4-6: The following mitigation measures shall be implemented by the applicant at the project
level during Genera Plan buildout:

» Thedeedsto al properties of proposed sensitive uses located within two miles of the wastewater treatment
facility (WWTF) within the Planning Area shall include a disclosure clause (odor easement), prepared by an
attorney with expertise in the field, and approved by the City of Riverbank, advising buyers and tenants of the

potential adverse odor impacts from the WWTF and surrounding agricultural operations.

» Odor control devices shall beinstalled at the emitter to reduce the exposure of receptors to objectionable

odorous emissionsif an odor-emitting facility isto occupy space in a proposed commercial land use area.

» Theodor-producing potential of land uses shall be considered when the exact type of facility that would
occupy commercia areasis determined.
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(b) Implementation

The identified mitigation measures will beincluded in the Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program adopted

for the Project and incorporated in the General Plan.

(c) Findings

Implementation of Mitigation Measure, 4.4-5 would reduce the exposure of sensitive receptors to odorous
emissions, but not to alessthan-significant level. Because the sources of the odors cannot be eliminated, the
potential exposure of sensitive receptors to odorous emissionsin proximity to the sources would remain. The odor
easement would not result in any reduction in odor impacts, nor would it provide the odor-producing sources with
any protection against potential future nuisance complaints. Full physical mitigation of potential odor impacts
would require the implementation of odor control measures, and neither the City of Riverbank nor future project
applicants have the direct ability to impose such controls. Whether SIVAPCD or the City, reacting to complaints,
seesfit in the future to order modifications to the WWTP operation is uncertain. Any predictions regarding future
enforcement actions would be speculative. No feasible mitigation is available that would substantially reduce or

avoid this significant impact. The impact would remain significant and unavoidable.

Asisfully explained in the Statement of Overriding Considerationsin Section 1.7.8, the environmental,
economic, socia, and other benefits of the Project outweigh and override the remaining significant adverse
impacts relating to the Project’ s odor related impacts.

HAZARDS AND HAZARDOUS MATERIALS

» Impact 4.9-3. Exposureto Health Risk Associated with M osquito Vectors. Development within the
Planning Area may require stormwater detention structures, which, if not properly designed and maintained,
have the potential to become breeding grounds for mosquitoes of public health concerns. This impact would
be considered potentially significant.

(@) Mitigation

Mitigation Measure 4.9-3: Establish a Vector Prevention and Control Program. The City shall develop aVector
Prevention and Control Program. This program shall be coordinated with and reviewed by the East Side Mosquito
Abatement District. This plan shall include applicable prevention and control measures, and address created (e.g.,
storm drainage features) mosquito vector habitat. Prevention and control measures within the program may
include, but not be limited to, one or more of the following: the use of biological controls (natural predators) in
wetlands and other standing water features, provide outreach and education information on vectorsto

homeowners, and utilize storm drainage features that are self-draining.
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(b) Implementation

The identified mitigation measure will beincluded in the Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program adopted

for the Project and incorporated in the General Plan.

(c) Findings

Implementation of Mitigation Measure 4.9-3 would minimize the health risks associated with exposure to
mosquito vectors to aless-than-significant level by ensuring that a vector prevention and control programis
prepared and implemented by the City.

NoOISE

» Impact 4.12-2. Expose Noise Sensitive Receptor sto Construction Noise L evels Exceeding City of
Riverbank Standards. Short-term construction source noise levels could exceed the applicable City
standards at nearby noise-sensitive receptors. In addition, if construction activities were to occur during more
noise-sensitive hours, construction source noise levels could also result in annoyance and/or sleep disruption
to occupants of existing and proposed noise-sensitive land uses and create a substantial temporary increase in

ambient noise levels. Thisimpact would be potentially significant.

(@) Mitigation

Policy NOISE-2.3 and Table N-3 from the 2025 General Plan Noise Element require project specific mitigation of
construction noise in the vicinity of noise sensitive land uses. Additionally, City Ordinance 93.07 (C) requires that
construction does not take place between 6:30 p.m. and 6:00 a.m. on weekdays or 5:00 p.m. and 8:00 am. on

weekends and legal holidays.

Mitigation Measure 4.12-2: The City shall require all construction projects to implement the following mitigation

measure to reduce short-term construction noise levels.

» All construction equipment shall be properly maintained and equipped with noise control, such as mufflers, in

accordance with manufacturers' specifications.

(b) Implementation

The identified mitigation measure will beincluded in the Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program adopted
for the Project and incorporated in the General Plan. The referenced policies from the Noise Element will be
implemented through discretionary review, project conditions, and General Plan consistency findings of projects
developed under the updated General Plan. The referenced City ordinance is enforced on an ongoing basis.
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(c) Findings

Implementation of Mitigation Measure 4.12-2 with the City Ordinance and proposed Genera Plan would reduce
the proposed General Plan buildout generated construction noise levels by approximately 3-15 dBA. With the
implementation of existing City regulations and 2025 General Plan palicy, theimpact is considered less than

significant.

» Impact 4.12-4. Vibration L evels. Short-term project-generated construction source vibration levels and
vibration from train pass-bys could exceed Caltrans' recommended standard of 0.2 in/sec peak particle
velocity (PPV) with respect to the prevention of structural damage for normal buildings and the FTA
maximum acceptable vibration standard of 80 vibration decibels (VdB) with respect to human response for
residential uses (i.e., annoyance) at vibration-sensitive land uses. As aresult, thisimpact would be

significant.

(@) Mitigation

The proposed General Plan states in Policy Noise-2.3 that any new project must mitigate vibration from
construction as a condition of approval. When implemented, Noise-2.3 would reduce vibration levels from
construction to alevel considered lessthan significant. Railroads in Riverbank are also a source of ground-borne
vibration. Although vibration levels were not measured as part of the General Plan process, the FTA recommends
that any potential receptor within 100 feet of afreight line receive a detailed vibration analysis to determine
whether vibration generated by trains will cause an impact on the land use (greater than 80 VdB). Therefore,

mitigation is required.

Mitigation Measure 4.12-4 (City of Riverbank): Require, as a condition of approval, that any project that places

sensitive receptors within 100 feet of arailroad analyze and mitigate for any potential vibration impacts.

(b) Implementation

The identified mitigation measure will beincluded in the Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program adopted
for the Project and incorporated in the General Plan. The referenced policy from the Noise Element will be
implemented through discretionary review, project conditions, and General Plan consistency findings of projects
devel oped under the updated Genera Plan.

(c) Findings

Implementing Mitigation Measure 4.12-4 will minimize vibration impacts on the General Plan build out and

reduce thisimpact to alevel considered lessthan significant.
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TRAFFIC AND TRANSPORTATION

» Impact 4.15-1. Implementation of the Riverbank General Plan will add vehicletripsto the Planning
Area. This addition in vehicletrips will contribute to LOS F conditions on the Claribel Road corridor, based
on LOS estimates derived from future daily traffic volumes. Thisis a significant and unavoidable impact.

(@) Mitigation

» Implementation Measure CIRC-8: The City will work with surrounding jurisdictions, the County, and
StanCOG to develop regional solutionsto regional vehicular transportation issues. The City will evaluate and
make use of City approved regional traffic modeling tools, and use such tools for impact assessment and

traffic mitigation for devel opment projects.

Mitigation Measure 4.15-1

» The City will continue to participate with other regional jurisdictionsin the Stanidaus County North County
Corridor Joint Powers Authority, according to the terms of this Joint Powers arrangement. The Joint Powers
Arrangement isintended to result in the planning and implementation of anew regional east-west expressway

serving northern Stanislaus County.

(b) Implementation

The identified mitigation measure will be included in the Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program adopted
for the Project and incorporated in the General Plan. The referenced implementation measure from the Circulation

Element will be implemented proactively by the City following General Plan adoption.

(c) Findings

Despite Riverbank’ s ongoing commitment to the regional expressway planning, this facility is not yet designed
and programmed as of the writing of this document, and the level of service (LOS) to be provided by this facility
has not yet been determined. Riverbank’s current financial resources and budget preclude the City from planning
and implementing the regional expressway independent of the Stanislaus County North County Corridor Joint
Powers Authority. Thereis no feasible mitigation available that would substantially reduce or avoid this

significant impact. Theimpact is considered significant and unavoidable.

Asisfully explained in the Statement of Overriding Considerationsin Section 1.7.8, the environmental,
economic, social, and other benefits of the Project outweigh and override the remaining significant adverse

impacts relating to the Project’ s addition of vehicle trips to area roadways in exceedance of level of service

standards.
Draft 2025 General Plan FEIR EDAW
City of Riverbank 49 Statement of Findings

LA 128,099,711v1 4-14-09



» Impact 4.15-2. Development anticipated asa part of the Riverbank General Plan update will result in
traffic volumes on the SR 108 corridor that exceed the current LOS C standard and the proposed LOS
D threshold on the two-lane portions of the highway. Thisisasignificant and unavoidable impact.

(@) Mitigation

Mitigation Measure 4.15-2

» Widen State Route (SR) 108 to four lanes as new development occurs and include applicable improvements

as a part of the City’ s traffic impact fee program.

(b) Implementation

The identified mitigation measure will beincluded in the Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program adopted
for the Project and incorporated in the General Plan.

(c) Findings

With the incorporation of the above mitigation, the impact would be considered less than significant with one
exception. The SR 108 segment between 1st Street and Topeka Street, as described above, would exceed the

LOS C standard because widening this segment to four lanes is considered infeasible. Devel opment of aregional
expressway would relieve traffic from this corridor. Since the design of, and funding for a future regional
expressway is not known as of the writing of this document, the LOS that would be provided on other east-west
roadways is difficult to determine, including this segment of SR 108. Since the North County Regiond
Expressway is not yet programmed, and there is no feasible mitigation available that would substantially reduce
or avoid this significant impact, for the purposes of analysis, the impact for SR 108 between 1% Street and Topeka
Street is considered significant and unavoidable.

Asisfully explained in the Statement of Overriding Considerationsin Section 1.7.8, the environmental,
economic, social, and other benefits of the Project outweigh and override the remaining significant adverse

impacts relating to the Project’ simpact to level of service aong Highway 108.

» Impact 4.15-3. Development anticipated as a part of the Riverbank General Plan update will result in
traffic volumesin excess of the historic LOS C threshold, aswell asthe proposed LOSD standard on

Morrill Road west of Oakdale Road. Thisisasignificant and unavoidable impact.

@) Mitigation

Mitigation Measure 4.15-3
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» Any future specific plans proposed in the western half of the Riverbank Planning Area shall provide analysis
of future traffic volumes using refined land use plans and a project-specific level of detail for traffic
generation and distribution. A high degree of east-west (as well as north-south) connectivity shall be provided
with the goal of achieving the City’s prevailing level of service standard using City-approved roadway
segment level of service analysis methodology.

» Landowners and devel opers with property interests described in City specific plans shall fund roadway
facilities, according to City direction, including Morrill Road and the other roadways, and shall contribute on
afair-share basis to roadways and intersections outside specific plan areas affected by future specific plan

devel opment.

(b) Implementation

The identified mitigation measure will beincluded in the Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program adopted

for the Project and incorporated in the General Plan.

(c) Findings

Incorporation of this mitigation measure as a part of specific planning for the western portion of the Riverbank
Planning Area can address traffic congestion along Morrill Road and other routes. The traffic analysis prepared
for anticipated future specific plans would be based on the more refined land use array proposed therein. Thiswill

be more accurate than would this long-term analysis at the General Plan level.

Future specific planswill be required to be consistent with the various relevant policies of the proposed General
Plan, including those that deal with accessibility, connectivity, and other elements of transportation. Since Morrill
Road is anticipated to be located within planned neighborhoods, policiesin the General Plan dictate that
walkability, bicycle accessibility, and other quality of life issues are considered, as well as strict traffic
engineering standards. It is possible that specific plan analysis would show that Morrill Road would continue to
exceed the City’s LOS standard, even after providing many alternative through connections, both east-west and
north-south. It is possible that the City, after balancing the LOS standard with overall quality of life issues, may
keep this roadway segment at two lanes. No feasible mitigation is available that would substantially reduce or

avoid this significant impact. Therefore, thisimpact is considered significant and unavoidable.

Asisfully explained in the Statement of Overriding Considerationsin Section 1.7.8, the environmental,
economic, social, and other benefits of the Project outweigh and override the remaining significant adverse

impacts relating to the Project’ s addition of traffic to Morrill Road beyond level of service standards.
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» Impact 4.15-4. Development under the Riverbank General Plan will result in traffic volumesthat
necessitate improving Riverbank’s streets and intersectionsin order to provide LOS C, under the
current standard, or LOS D, under the proposed standard, or better conditions. Thisisasignificant
impact.

(@) Mitigation

Mitigation Measure 4.15-4

» The City will plan, analyze, and mitigate vehicular transportation using LOS D as the minimum acceptable
standard.

(b) Implementation

The identified mitigation measure will beincluded in the Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program adopted
for the Project and incorporated in the General Plan.

(c) Findings

Level of Service projected based on daily traffic volumes, as provided above, is simply a surrogate methodol ogy
for determining LOS on a peak-hour basis. Thus, the LOS presented as daily volumes are in fact designed to be
representative of afternoon peak-hour conditions. The LOS, then, is not experienced throughout the day, but only
during peak travel times. Traffic volumes on Riverbank’s streets will vary throughout the day, with off-peak
volumes being substantially lower than the volumes occurring during the afternoon peak hour. For this reason, the
City’ s decision to analyze and plan transportation systems according to aLOS D standard instead of LOS C will
not appreciably change traffic congestion as experienced throughout the day.

During the P.M. peak hour, the differencein traffic congestion between LOS C and LOS D is most obvious at
major signalized intersections. As noted in Table 4.15-1, the average delays could increase by 10 to 15 seconds
per vehicle under LOS D, as compared with LOS C. For a motorist at such an intersection, this would increase the
probability of having to wait through more than one signal cycle to clear a given intersection. By definition,
motorists often have to wait through more than one signal cycle when an intersection operates at LOSE. At LOS
D, there may be infrequent occasions when motorists on selected approaches have to wait through more than one

cycle. At LOS C, motorists would nearly always clear the signal in the first cycle.

Building roadways and intersections to the higher vehicular traffic LOS C standard would increase crossing
distances for pedestrians and bicyclists. Building roadways and intersections to this higher standard would have
higher construction and maintenance costs. For further discussion of the City’' s decision, please refer to the
Circulation Element of the updated Genera Plan. Although it may be possible to widen roadways to maintain
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many of the City’ s roadways to maintain the historic LOS C standard, the City will instead implement the
referenced mitigation and apply the LOS D standard. The impact relative to the historic LOS C standard,
therefore, is considered lessthan significant.

» Impact 4.15-5. Development under the Riverbank General Plan will result in traffic volumesthat
necessitate improving Riverbank’s streetsin areaswhere development isunlikely to occur in order to
provide LOSC, under the current standard, or LOS D, under the proposed standard, or better
conditions. Thisisasignificant impact.

(@) Mitigation

Mitigation Measure 4.15-5

» TheCity of Riverbank will update its traffic impact mitigation fee program as part of a Streets Master Plan to

identify the locations where improvements are needed and spread those costs among benefiting parties.

(b) Implementation

The identified mitigation measure will be included in the Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program adopted

for the Project and incorporated in the General Plan.

(c) Findings

Implementing the Circulation Element of the General Plan will require the combined resources of new

devel opment, the City of Riverbank, and other government agencies. While adjacent development will continue to
be directly responsible for implementing the Circulation Element as frontage improvements are made, there will
be locations where roadways need to be improved, but new development is unlikely. The precise location of such
improvementsis not knowable as of the writing of this document. However, with updating of the City’ s traffic
impact fee program as a part of a comprehensive Streets Master Plan, the impact is considered less than

significant.

» Impact 4.15-6. Development anticipated as part of the Riverbank General Plan update will add traffic
to streets beyond the City’ s Planning Area, such as Coffee Road, Oakdale Road, Roselle Avenue,
Terminal Avenue, and ClausRoad in the area south of Claribel Road, to Claribel Road west and east of
River bank, and Santa Fe Road and M cHenry Avenue north of the City. Thisis apotentially significant

impact.
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(@) Mitigation

The City has included an Implementation Strategy in the 2025 General Plan Circulation Element to address multi-

jurisdictional issues:

» Implementation Measure CIRC-8: The City will work with surrounding jurisdictions, the County, and
StanCOG to develop regional solutions to regional vehicular transportation issues. The City will evaluate and
make use of City approved regiona traffic modeling tools, and use such tools for impact assessment and
traffic mitigation for development projects.

In addition, the City has elected to implement the following mitigation:
Mitigation Measure 4.15-6

» The City will participate in an areawide roadway mitigation fee program, in coordination with the City of
Oakdale, Stanislaus County, the City of Modesto, and other agencies with shared transportation planning

i Ssues.

» The City will evaluate inter-city and city-county components of Stanislaus County’ s public facilities fees and
will update the reciprocal fee collection agreement. This agreement would be designed to collect impact fees
when devel opment occurs within the City in the amount necessary to fund roadway improvements outside of
the City limits, on apro-rata, or fair-share basis.

(b) Implementation

The identified mitigation measure will be included in the Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program adopted
for the Project and incorporated in the General Plan. The referenced implementation measure from the Circulation

Element will be implemented proactively by the City following General Plan adoption.

(c) Findings

It isimpossible to know at this point whether such multi-jurisdictional programs would be sufficient to provide
LOS according to locally adopted standards along affected roadways. The City lacks jurisdiction to unilaterally
require roadway improvements beyond the City’ s Planning Area, and there is no additional feasible mitigation
available that would substantially reduce or avoid this significant impact. Therefore, despite all feasible
mitigation, the impact is considered significant and unavoidable.
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Asisfully explained in the Statement of Overriding Considerationsin Section 1.7.8, the environmental,
economic, social, and other benefits of the Project outweigh and override the remaining significant adverse

impacts relating to the Project’ s contribution of traffic volumes to streets beyond the City’s Planning Area.

» Impact 4.15-7. Development anticipated asa part of the Riverbank General Plan update will result in
inter section L evels of Servicein excess of the current LOS C standard. Thisis apotentially significant

impact.

(@) Mitigation

Mitigation Measure 4.15-7

The City will update the Traffic Impact Fee Program to be consistent with the following improvements. Approved
specific plans shall provide the following improvements within proposed specific plan areas or shall fund on a
pro-rata basis the following improvements, or those shown to achieve prevailing City level of service standards
(following adoption of the LOS D standard, for example) and approved by the City following project level traffic
impact analysis.

» SR 108/ Coffee Road: Add separate right turn lanes on SR 108 and dual northbound left turn lanes. This level
of improvement is expected to yield LOS C.

» Oakdale Road / Morrill Road: Add a separate eastbound right turn lane and a dual northbound left turn lane.
Thislevel of improvement is expected to yield LOS C.

» Claribel Road / Oakdale Road: Add separate right turn lanes on all approaches; widen Claribel Road to
provide three through lanes in each direction and widen Claribel Road to provide dual left turn lanesin both
directions. Thislevel of improvement is expected to yield LOS D on a six-lane Claribel Road. To reduce this
impact to aless-than-significant level according to the current LOS standard, it would be necessary to widen
Oakdale Road to provide three through lanes in each direction. With the adoption of the LOS D standard, the

impact would be less than significant without the need for a six-lane Oakdal e Road.

» Patterson Road / Claus Road. Expected improvements are consistent with two lanes in each direction on
Claus Road and on Patterson Road, and thislevel of improvement yields LOS D. To reduce thisimpact to a
less-than-significant level using the current LOS C standard, it would be necessary to add a northbound right
turn lane on Claus Road aong Riverbank High School. With the adoption of the LOS D standard, the impact
would be less than significant without the need for this northbound right turn lane on Claus Road aong
Riverbank High School.
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Claribel Road / Roselle Avenue: Widen Claribel Road to provide three through lanes in each direction and
add separate right turn lanes on each approach. Thislevel of improvement is expected to yield LOS C.

Claribel Road / Terminal Avenue: Widen Claribel Road to provide three through lanes in each direction and
add separate right turn lanes on the southbound, eastbound, and westbound approaches. This level of
improvement is expected to yield LOS C.

Claribel Road / Claus Road: Widen Claribel Road to provide three through lanes in each direction; add
separate right turn lanes on each approach and add dual left turn lanes on both Claribel Road approaches. This
level of improvement is expected to yield LOS D. To reduce thisimpact to aless than significant level under
the current LOS C threshold it would be necessary to either add a second northbound I eft turn lane, OR widen
Claus Road to provide three through lanes in each direction. With the adoption of the LOS D standard, the
impact would be less than significant without the need for the second northbound Ieft turn lane and a six-lane
Claus Road.

Claribel Road / Coffee Road: Widen Claribel Road to provide three through lanes in each direction; add
separate right turn lanes on each approach and add dual left turn lanes on al approaches. Thislevel of
improvement would yield LOS C.

Coffee Road / Morrill Road: Add northbound and westbound right turn lanes. Thislevel of improvement
would yield LOS C.

Implementation

The identified mitigation measure will be included in the Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program adopted

for the Project and incorporated in the General Plan.

Findings

With incorporation of the above described mitigation and Mitigation Measure 4.15-5, the impact is considered

lessthan significant.

Impact 4.15-8. Development anticipated under the Riverbank General Plan update will result in
additional automobile and pedestrian traffic acrossthe at-grade Burlington Northern-Santa Fe
Railroad (BN& SF) crossings on Claribel Road and Patter son Road, which could increase the potential

occurrence of accidents at these locations. Thisisasignificant and unavoidable impact.
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(@) Mitigation

Mitigation Measure 4.15-8

» TheCity will proactively coordinate with BN& SF Railroad and the PUC to identify applicable strategies and
funding for improved at-grade crossings or new grade separation.

» The City will pursue realignment of Terminal Avenue, where determined necessary, to provide proper

spacing relative to the railroad and cross streets.

(b) Implementation

The identified mitigation measure will beincluded in the Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program adopted
for the Project and incorporated in the General Plan.

(c) Findings

The volume of automobile traffic across the BN& SF Railroad is forecast to increase substantially in the future.
The traffic volume forecast for Claribel Road is clearly indicative of the need for a grade separation, and the
volume forecast at the Patterson Road crossing isindicative of the need to widen Patterson Road to four lanes
across the railroad. The feasibility of a grade separation on Claribel Road is linked to plans for aregional
expressway approximately along this corridor. While the regional expressway is preliminarily expected to include
a grade separation across the BN& SF Railroad, an appreciable traffic volume will remain on the current Claribel
Road alignment, even after such afuture expressway isimplemented. As noted previously, the schedule and
funding for implementing the expressway is uncertain, but is likely to be along-term set of improvements. The
existing Claribel Road alignment is likely to carry traffic volumes that will require widening the crossing before
the expressway is built. The City of Riverbank and other affected agencies will need to consider the level of
improvement needed at the existing Claribel Road crossing. Construction of a grade separation on the current
alignment is one option. Construction of a state-of-the-art at-grade crossing as Claribel Road is incrementally
widened is another option. The extent of existing development at the Patterson Road crossing precludes
development of a grade separation at that location. Construction of a state-of-the-art at-grade crossing as Patterson
Road is widened to four lanes will be required.

Because the regional expressway planning is uncertain, and because installing state-of-the-art grade crossings or
grade separation at existing grade crossings in the City would be infeasible if the cost (which is currently
unknown) exceeds the City’ s available financial resources at the time, and because no additional feasible

mitigation is available that would substantially reduce or avoid this significant impact, and because increased
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traffic attributable to the General Plan update could potentially lead to an increase in the number of traffic

accidents along the railroad, thisimpact is considered significant and unavoidable.

Asisfully explained in the Statement of Overriding Considerationsin Section 1.7.8, the environmental,
economic, socia, and other benefits of the Project outweigh and override the remaining significant adverse

impacts relating to the Project’ s addition of traffic across the railroad line.

» Impact 4.15-12. Development under the Riverbank General Plan could result in inadequate emer gency

accessif improperly planned and designed. Thisisa potentially significant impact.

@) Mitigation

The proposed General Plan update does not include urban development of any inherently inaccessible areas. The
proposed General Plan also has explicit connectivity requirements and other requirements for emergency access.
With implementation of General Plan policies, including those that require appropriate emergency access meeting
City and Stanislaus Consolidated Fire Protection District standards, impacts can be mitigated. With high levels of
connectivity guaranteed by the General Plan, and proactive policy deading with emergency access, impacts related
to emergency access are fully addressed (see pages 4.15-39 through 4.15-41 of the EIR).

(b) Implementation

The referenced goals and policies will be implemented through discretionary review, project conditions, and
Genera Plan consistency findings of projects developed under the updated Genera Plan.

(c) Findings

With the various policiesincluded as a part of the General Plan update, implementation of the Plan would have a
less-than-significant impact.

PuBLIC UTILITIES

» Impact 4.16-2. Requireor result in the construction of new water supply and distribution facilities, or
expansion of existing facilities, the construction of which could cause significant environmental effects.
Expansion and extension of water supply and distribution facilitiesis required for buildout of the General
Plan Update. Although Goals and Policies have been identified to reduce impacts, construction of these

facilities could result in significant effectsto the environment. The impact is considered significant and

unavoidable.
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(@) Mitigation

The Updated Water Master Plan (Nolte 2007) identifies measures for meeting the projected water demand
including installation of several groundwater wells, storage tanks, and a grid system of water mains, which would
include both existing and new pipelines. Please refer to the updated Water Supply Study and Water Master Plan,
on file with the City of Riverbank Community Development Department. Proposed General Plan goals,
objectives, policies and actions cal for the provision of an adequate supply of water; the maintenance of water
infrastructure; the coordination between land use planning and water facilities and service; and the promotion of
water conservation measures. These goals, objectives, policies and actions, combined with the improvementsin
the City’ s Updated Water Master Plan would ensure that the City would have the capacity to meet its future water
demands according to the projected buildout of the proposed General Plan. Refer to pages 4.16-25 through 4.16-
26 of the EIR. No further mitigation beyond General Plan policiesisrequired to ensure that the City would have

capacity to meet the future water demands.

(b) Implementation

The Water Master Plan will be implemented by the City and through City review and conditioning of projects
proposed under the updated General Plan. The City’ s water conservation and related policies will be implemented
through review and conditioning of projects to achieve consistency with the General Plan.

(c) Findings

Adherence to Genera Plan goals and policies would provide the City with the means to implement the required
water infrastructure determined in the Updated Water Master Plan, which would ensure that the expansion of
additional water storage and distribution infrastructure would occur. Because of the level of urban devel opment
anticipated under the General Plan, the construction of additional facilities could generate significant impacts.
Although proposed General Plan policy requires infrastructure and facilities to be provided in away that reduces
environmental impacts, the extent of infrastructure required to serve future demand would create significant
impacts. The impacts of infrastructure required to serve General Plan buildout is anal yzed along with the direct
effects of construction and operation of General Plan land uses throughout the EIR. No feasible mitigation is
available that would substantially reduce or avoid this significant impact. The impact is considered significant

and unavoidable.

Asisfully explained in the Statement of Overriding Considerationsin Section 1.7.8, the environmental,
economic, socia, and other benefits of the Project outweigh and override the remaining significant adverse
impacts relating to the Project’ simpacts related to water infrastructure improvements.
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» Impact 4.16-4. Require or result in the construction of new wastewater treatment facilities or expansion
of existing facilities, the construction of which could cause significant environmental effects. The City
would need to provide an additional 4,774,175 gpd of wastewater treatment capacity to meet the projected
buildout of the City’s General Plan. Implementation of proposed Genera Plan policies and City master plans
would ensure that the City would have the capacity to meet its wastewater demands according to the projected
buildout of the proposed General Plan and would reduce adverse environmental impacts associated with
development of thisinfrastructure. However, construction of wastewater collection and conveyance facilities
for urban development of the scope anticipated under the General Plan could have significant impacts. The

impact is considered significant and unavoidable.

(@) Mitigation

Proposed Genera Plan goals, objectives, policies and actions call for the provision of an adequate supply of
water; the maintenance of water infrastructure; the coordination between land use planning and water facilities
and service; and the promotion of water conservation measures. These goals, objectives, policies and actions,
combined with the improvements in the City' s Updated Sewer Collection System Master Plan would ensure that
the City would have the capacity to meet its wastewater demands according to the projected buildout of the
proposed General Plan (see pages 4.16-28 through 4.16-29 of the EIR).

(b) Implementation

The Sewer Collection Master Plan will be implemented by the City and through City review and conditioning of
projects proposed under the updated General Plan. The City’' s wastewater related policies will be implemented
through review and conditioning of projects to achieve consistency with the General Plan.

(c) Findings

Adherence to the above goa's and policies would provide the City with the means to implement the required
wastewater infrastructure determined in the Updated Sewer Collection System Master Plan, which would ensure
that the expansion and i mprovements to infrastructure would occur. Because of the level of urban devel opment
anticipated under the General Plan, the construction of additional facilities could generate significant impacts. The
environmental impacts of infrastructure required to serve General Plan buildout is analyzed along with the direct
effects of construction and operation of General Plan land uses throughout the EIR. No feasible mitigation is
available that would substantially reduce or avoid this significant impact. Theimpact is considered significant

and unavoidable.
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Asisfully explained in the Statement of Overriding Considerationsin Section 1.7.8, the environmental,
economic, social, and other benefits of the Project outweigh and override the remaining significant adverse

impacts relating to the Project’ s wastewater infrastructure related impacts.

» Impact 4.16-5. Require or result in the construction of new storm water drainage facilities or expansion
of existing facilities, the construction of which could cause significant environmental effects. The City
would need to provide stormwater collection, conveyance, treatment (if appropriate), detention/retention, and
disposal facilities (as appropriate) to accommodate additional stormwater runoff generated by urban
development anticipated under the Genera Plan. Implementation of proposed General Plan policies and the
City’s Stormwater Master Plan will ensure the City has adequate facilities to handle additional runoff.
However, based on the scale of devel opment anticipated under the General Plan update, it is possible that
construction and installation of required infrastructure, such as drainage infrastructure require to serve
General Plan buildout could, itself, have significant impacts. The impact is considered significant and

unavoidable.

@) Mitigation

The City's Stormwater Master Plan identifies avariety of recommendations to address existing and future
stormwater drainage. Proposed General Plan goals, objectives, policies and actions call for the provision of an
adequate drainage infrastructure, in order to protect public safety, preserve natura resources, and prevent erosion
and flood potentia (see pages 4.16-31 through 4.16-32 of the EIR).

Instituting the goals, objectives, policies and actionsincluded in the General Plan, as well as the improvements
determined to be necessary in the City’ s Draft Storm Drain System Master Plan would ensure that the City would
have the capacity to meet its storm water drainage demands through expansion of the City’ s existing drainage

infrastructure, according to the projected buildout of the proposed General Plan.

(b) Implementation

The Stormwater Master Plan will be implemented by the City and through City review and conditioning of
projects proposed under the updated General Plan. The City’ s drainage related policies will be implemented

through review and conditioning of projects to achieve consistency with the General Plan.

(c) Findings

Because of the level of urban development anticipated under the General Plan, the construction of additional
facilities could generate significant impacts. The environmenta impacts of infrastructure required to serve

Genera Plan buildout is analyzed aong with the direct effects of construction and operation of Genera Plan land
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uses throughout the EIR. No feasible mitigation is avail able that would substantially reduce or avoid this

significant impact. Theimpact is considered significant and unavoidable.

Asisfully explained in the Statement of Overriding Considerationsin Section 1.7.8, the environmental,
economic, socia, and other benefits of the Project outweigh and override the remaining significant adverse

impacts relating to the Project’ simpacts related to stormwater improvements.

» Growth Inducing Impacts. The General Plan does not propose any specific development projects. In a sense,
then, the General Plan update, therefore would not have direct growth-inducing impacts. Indirect growth-
inducing impacts would occur, however, due in part to changes in the Land Use Diagram and the goals and
policies, of the General Plan. With the substantial amount of new devel opment accommodated under the
General Plan, it is possible that, through expansion of job opportunities in Riverbank or other aspects of the
Generd Plan, growth elsewhere could be facilitated. In thisway, the Genera Planis considered growth
inducing.

(@) Mitigation Measures

Whether or not growth obstacles are eliminated relates to the extent to which the proposed Genera Plan
would increase infrastructure capacity or change the regulatory structure such that additional development in
the Planning Area would be allowed. A physical obstacle to growth typically involves the lack of public
service infrastructure or insufficient infrastructure capacity. The extension of public service infrastructure
(e.g., roadways, water and sewer lines) into areas that are not currently provided with these services would be
expected to support new development. Similarly, the elimination or change to a regulatory obstacle, including
existing growth and development poalicies, could result in new growth. To the extent that infrastructureis
sized to accommodate already approved and expected growth based on the population projections of the
General Plan, growth inducement would not occur. However, if infrastructure and facilities are oversized, or
extended to areas outside of the Planning Area, this could induce growth by providing capacity to areas not
intended for development. As detailed in the Genera Plan, the EIR, and ongoing master planning work by the
City, infrastructure and public services are planned and implemented according to the needs of Riverbank.
The City does not provide urban servicesto areasin the unincorporated County in away that would induce or
facilitate urban development. In fact, the proposed General Plan update includes policy language that
specifically prohibits such public service and infrastructure related growth inducement (see Policy PUBLIC-
2.5 and Policy PUBLIC-3.3, for example).
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(b) Implementation

The City’ s policies that prevent against growth inducement will be implemented through review and conditioning

of projects to achieve consistency with the General Plan.

(c) Findings

Based on Government Code Section 65300, the proposed General Plan is required to serve as a comprehensive,
long-term plan for physical development of the City of Riverbank. By definition, the General Plan isintended to
provide for, and address future devel opment and conservation throughout the City’ s Planning Area. The General
Plan does not propose any specific development projects. In a sense, then, the General Plan update, therefore
would not have direct growth-inducing impacts. Indirect growth-inducing impacts would occur, however, duein
part to changesin the Land Use Diagram and the goals and policies, of the Genera Plan. These changes are
required in order to address long-range land use planning needs of the community. The goals, policies, and
implementation strategies of the updated General Plan provide a framework to accommodate future growth.
Promotion of economic and population growth represents the extent to which the proposed Genera Plan would
increase economic activity and population in the City and region. Anticipated population growth isindirect in
nature because the proposed General Plan does not directly propose development, but only provides the
framework for development planning and implementation to proceed. The proposed General Plan could
accommodate more than 10,000 additional housing units, more than 30,000 additional residents, and more than 3
million square feet of nonresidential building construction. The actual level of buildout and the timing of
construction and development activities would be subject to market conditions and other factors beyond the City’s
control or knowledge. However, with the substantial amount of new devel opment accommodated under the
Generd Plan, it is possible that, through expansion of job opportunities in Riverbank or other aspects of the
Genera Plan, growth elsewhere could be facilitated. No feasible mitigation is available to reduce or avoid this

impact. The General Plan is consider ed growth inducing.

Asisfully explained in the Statement of Overriding Considerationsin Section 1.7.8, the environmental,
economic, social, and other benefits of the Project outweigh and override the remaining adverse growth inducing

impacts of the General Plan.

1.7.5 CUMULATIVE IMPACTS

In addition to the direct and indirect significant impacts caused by the Project discussed above, the City Council
finds that the Project will result in the following significant and unavoidable cumulative impacts:
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AESTHETICS

The continued urbanization of orchards and other open spaces throughout Stanislaus and San Joaquin County
would have a significant cumulative effect on the visua resources of this area due to the substantial change in
landscape from one with amore rural, pastora character to one of urban and suburban development. This change
is already in process and the change in visual character is significant. The agricultural lands of Stanislaus and San
Joaguin counties represent important scenic resources to residents of the area and visitors alike. As most urban
development in this part of the San Joaquin Valley occurs through greenfield development of former
unincorporated agricultural lands brought into cities through annexation, this resultsin substantial changesin the
visual character of this historically agricultura area. Conversion of the rural landscape to a suburban appearance
would result in the reduction of the natural aesthetic qualities of the area. Thisis considered a significant

cumulative impact.

While visual impacts would be reduced by policies proposed in the draft General Plan and cross referenced in
Section 4.12 of the EIR, there is no additiona feasible mitigation available that would substantialy reduce or
avoid the significant impact. The project’ s contribution to the cumulative reduction in the natural aesthetic

gualities of theregion is cumulatively considerable and significant. The impact is significant and unavoidable.

Asisfully explained in the Statement of Overriding Considerationsin Section 1.7.8, the environmental,
economic, socia, and other benefits of the Project outweigh and override the significant adverse cumulative

impacts related to change of the aesthetic environment.

AGRICULTURE

The proposed project could lead to the development of hundreds of acres of high-quality agricultural land, much
of which is currently in agricultural production. As a cumulative effect, thisimpact may be placed into the context
of agricultural land conversion within Stanislaus and San Joaguin counties. Table 6-1 shows the changesin land
use recorded by the California Department of Conservation, Farmland Mapping and Monitoring Program between
2002 and 2004. Ass shown, more than 3,000 acres in Stanidaus County and more than 1,400 acres in San Joaguin
County were converted to urban and built-up land from Prime Farmland between 2002 and 2004. Current plans

for cities in these counties involve many more acres of Prime and other Important Farmland.

Land is being converted from the Prime Farmland, Farmland of Statewide Importance, and Other Land categories
to the Farmland of Local Importance and Urban and Built-up Land categories. Valuable agricultural land, which
is finite and important environmental and economic resource, is being brought out of production. Thisis
considered a significant cumulative impact.
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The proposed project will contribute to the long term loss of high-value farmland in the region by accommodating
urban devel opment outside current City limits. Substantial portions of the converted agricultural land are currently
designated as Prime Farmland and Farmland of Statewide Importance. Although policiesin the draft General Plan
would reduce thisimpact, there is no additional feasible mitigation that would substantially reduce or avoid the
significant impact. Therefore, implementation of the General Plan would have a cumulatively consider able and

significant and unavoidable impact.

Asisfully explained in the Statement of Overriding Considerationsin Section 1.7.8, the environmental,
economic, socia, and other benefits of the Project outweigh and override the significant adverse cumulative

impacts on agriculture.

AIR QUALITY

The Riverbank portion of the San Joaquin Valley Air Basin isin nonattainment for ozone and particulate matter
(both PM 30 and PM5). Future urban devel opment would add to thisair quality problem by adding vehicle trips,

accommodating construction, and through other means. Thisis a significant cumulative impact.

Given that compliance with applicable rules and regulations would be required for the control of stationary-source
TAC emissions, both on-site and off-site, the General Plan contribution to long-term cumulative increasesin
stationary-source TAC concentrations would be less than cumulatively considerable, as discussed above.
Background diesel PM concentrations within the Planning Area are not considered to be relatively high, nor are
any major non-permitted sources of TAC emissions proposed. Exposure to TAC emissions from maobile sources,
specificaly diesel exhaust PM, is of growing concern within the SIVAB. The Planning Area does not involve any
major transportation corridors (experiencing greater than 100,000 vehicles per day). For these reasons, cumulative
impacts in the SIVAB are considered less than cumulatively considerable and lessthan significant.

As described under Impact 4.4-4, implementation of the new General Plan would result in less-than-significant
CO-related air quality impacts from local mobile sources, with mitigation proposed in the Transportation and
Circulation Chapter (4.9) incorporated. Since the model used in the traffic analysisis aregiona transportation
model that includes development forecast in Stanislaus County through 2025, thisis representative of the
cumulative condition. Thus, theimpact would also be lessthan cumulatively considerable and lessthan

significant.

The contributions to short- and long-term criteria pollutant emissions are considered significant and unavoidable.
Although policiesin the General Plan would reduce this impact, there are no other feasible mitigation measuresto
substantially lessen or reduce the impact to aless than significant level, and the cumul ative impacts from short-
and long-term criteria pollutants generated from the proposed General Plan, combined with related projects within

Draft 2025 General Plan FEIR EDAW

City of Riverbank 65 Statement of Findings
LA 128,099,711v1 4-14-09



this portion of the San Joaquin Valley Air Basin are considered cumulatively consider able and significant and

unavoidable.

Finally, the Genera Plan contribution to long-term GHG emissions could not be characterized because it would
be too speculative to conclude that the General Plan would result in anet increase or decrease in GHG emissions

at the plan-level. No impact deter mination can be made on a cumulative basis.

Asisfully explained in the Statement of Overriding Considerationsin Section 1.7.8, the environmental,
economic, social, and other benefits of the Project outweigh and override the significant adverse cumulative

impacts on air quality.

BioLoGICAL RESOURCES

The proposed General Plan would involve construction and occupation of many different urban land uses, as well
as preservation and conservation of certain lands. These changes could affect special-status species or the habitats
they depend on. The loss of habitat or specia-status species would contribute to the loss of species at the regional
level outside Riverbank as other former open spaces experience urban and suburban devel opment. However,
detailed policiesin the General Plan ensure that impacts are less than significant. General Plan policies are
specificaly crafted to avoid significant impacts. Refer to Section 4.5 of the EIR for more information. The impact

is considered lessthan cumulatively consider able and less than significant.

The proposed General Plan would involve construction and occupation of many different urban land uses, as well
as preservation and conservation of certain lands. These changes could affect directly or indirectly affect Waters
of the United States and other important resources. The Stanislaus River corridor serves as an important corridor
for fish and terrestrial wildlife species and could serve as a nursery site. General Plan policies are designed to
avoid potential loss and other adverse effects to the Stanidlaus River corridor and other areas of protected habitat
within the Planning Area. The policies also require evaluation of potential effects and development and
implementation of plansto fully mitigate unavoidable effects in a manner acceptable to the resource agencies.
Successful implementation of these conservation policies would avoid, minimize, and/or compensate for potential
adverse effects to protected habitats. Therefore, theimpact is less than cumulatively consider able and lessthan

significant.

Asisfully explained in the Statement of Overriding Considerationsin Section 1.7.8, the environmental,
economic, socia, and other benefits of the Project outweigh and override the significant adverse cumulative
impacts on biologica resources.
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CULTURAL RESOURCES

The General Plan encourages infill development and revitalization of areas of the city where there may be older
buildings. The General Plan anticipates growth in areas historically used for farming. It is possible that changesin
policiesincluded as a part of the Generad Plan could cause an adverse change relative to historic resources. These
historic resources could be similar in period or could convey similar information as those potentially lost through

redevel opment and revitalization efforts throughout this portion of the San Joaquin Valley.

However, the proposed Riverbank General Plan update includes policies to reduce such impacts. The impact is

lessthan cumulatively consider able and lessthan significant, as aresullt.

Thereisastrong possibility that previously unidentified unique archaeological remains and there is the possibility
that Native American remains may be discovered in subsurface contexts prior to or during Genera Plan
implementation. It is possible that a unique archaeol ogical resource or Native American remains could be
adversely affected by General Plan implementation. These resources could be similar in period or could convey
similar information as those potentially lost through urbani zation throughout this portion of the San Joaguin
Valley.

However, the proposed General Plan update includes policies and existing State law provides requirements that

reduce such impacts. The impact isless than cumulatively consider able and less than significant, as a result.

HYDROLOGY AND WATER QUALITY

Construction activities throughout the Middle San Joaguin-Lower Merced-Lower Stanislaus watershed have the
potential to release pollutants into surface water bodies, potentially violating water quality standards or harming
biological resources. Because construction activities would occur over such alarge area the substantia
construction-rel ated alteration of drainages could result in soil erosion and stormwater discharges of suspended
solids, increased turbidity, and potential mobilization of other pollutants from project construction sites as
contaminated runoff to on-site and ultimately off-site drainage channels and the Stanislaus River. Impervious
surfaces would be added through urban development of the watershed and additional effluent from wastewater
treatment plants could also affect water quality, if not properly implemented. Additiona water demand could

result in overdraft of aquifers.

Construction activities in the proposed City of Riverbank General Plan Update areas could add to the potentia for
soil erosion and sedimentation in the watershed, as well asimpervious surfaces and additional wastewater
treatment demand locally. Construction processes may also involve the potential for releases of other pollutantsto
surface waters and/or the storm drain system, including oil and gas, chemical substances used in the construction

process, accidental discharges, waste concrete and wash water.
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However, for most proposed construction activities, there are regul atory requirements designed to ensure ongoing
water quality, such as Section 401 water quality certification, NPDES stormwater permit for general construction
activity, and any other necessary site-specific WDRs or waivers under the Porter-Cologne Act. These existing
regulatory requirements would apply to various devel opment projects throughout the watershed, as well asto
devel opment projects accommodated under the Riverbank General Plan. The Riverbank General Plan also
includes policiesin the Conservation and Open Space Element to address ongoing water quality in the Planning
Area (as noted in the Hydrology section of the EIR — please see Section 4.10 for more information). Asnoted in
the Hydrology and Water Quality section of the EIR (Section 4.10), the City can serve projected peak demands
without depletion of the aquifer. Proposed Generd Plan policies also address conservation measures, further
reducing the potential impact. Theimpact islessthan cumulatively considerable and less than significant.

POPULATION AND HOUSING

The Riverbank General Plan includes goal s, policies, and implementation strategies that will guide land use
change in the City, including policies that avoid dividing communities, requiring replacement housing, and other
land use related impacts. The General Plan provides generalized buildout estimates that are used, in part, in the
analyses presented throughout the EIR that disclose the environmental impacts associated with this growth. As
such, thereis no significant cumulative impact outside what is analyzed and disclosed throughout the EIR relative
to population and housing growth in Riverbank. The General Plan includes policies that prevent against any
infrastructure or public service extensions that could induce additional unplanned population growth. The impact

is considered lessthan cumulatively consider able and less than significant.

PuBLIC SERVICES, INCLUDING RECREATION
Law Enforcement

Future regional growth would result in a need for expanded law enforcement services throughout the County.
Growth in Riverbank would result in the need for additional law enforcement facilitiesin the long term, and it is
possible that growth elsewhere in areas served by the Stanislaus County Sheriff’s Department would create the
need for additional facilities. The construction of additional law enforcement facilities could case adverse

environmenta impacts.

However, the General Plan update identifies goals and standards for law enforcement service provision. The City
has adopted General Plan policies that require the planning, phasing, and financing of public services and
facilities consistent with City and other service provider standards along with new growth. The planning, phasing,
and financing of public services and facilities will occur asinterested landowners and devel opers fund Master
Service Elements for annexation proposals that are more fully described in Specific Plans. These Specific Plans
will be prepared by the City consistent with the General Plan, and will be paid for by representatives of interested
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devel opers and landowners. As specific development projects are proposed, additional project-specific
environmental analysis would be completed. With implementation of General Plan policy, cumulative impact

related to law enforcement is considered less than cumulatively consider able and less than significant.

Fire Protection

Future regional growth would result in increased demand for fire services throughout the County. According to
the Fire Digtrict, future growth within the current City of Riverbank service areawould not result in cumulative
impacts related to the addition of Fire District facilities or other actions of the Fire District. However, urban
development in the Riverbank new growth areas (outside current City limits), “all growth within the Fire District
will impact [the Fire District’ s] ability to provide services and result in the need for additional facilities. The Fire
District and City, however, will cooperate as new growth areas to be annexed to the City to ensure the “needs of
both entities are met.” To this end, the City has prepared for adoption and the Fire District concurs with the Land
Use Element Policy LAND-5.2:

“Infill development will be given priority to remaining capacity for water supply and delivery, wastewater
treatment and conveyance, stormwater collection and conveyance, and other services and infrastructure
currently in place. Development impact fees shall reflect the existing capacity to serve infill devel opment
areas. Any urban development of new growth areas shall plan and finance necessary infrastructure and
service expansion to serve those areas.”

New growth areas will be developed in accordance with Specific Plans, which shall be drafted consistent with this
General Plan Update and EIR. Specific Plans are to be drafted in coordination with requirements of the Fire
District and other public service providers. Fire stations could be sited in locations such as those shown in the
City’s Land Use Diagram and designated CIVIC (C) (see Figure LAND-4). Landowners and developers
interested in developing new growth areas will fund Master Services Elements, per Stanidaus Local Agency
Formation Commission (LAFCO) policy, in conjunction with Specific Plans that illustrate the type and location
of new public facilities required to serve the needs of new growth. The public facilities planning and financing
will be according to the City’ s public service standards as described throughout this General Plan, the City’s
development codes, and master utilities planning. With the implementation of this General Plan and implementing
actions consistent with the Generad Plan, cumulative impacts related to fire response, repression, and emergency
responseislessthan cumulatively consider able and less than significant.
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Schools

Regiona growth would result in increased demand for school s throughout the County. However, the City is
planning to accommodate local school needs locally. Goals and policiesin the proposed General Plan (Public

Facilities and Services Element) detail the City’ s perspective on school services.

It is not possible to know exactly where additional school facilities will be constructed to serve the needs
generated by growth within the Riverbank Planning Area at any given time. It is possible that temporary
classrooms might be added at an existing school within the Sylvan Unified School District or the Riverbank
Unified School District until such time as a permanent new school is constructed somewhere in the Planning Area

to serve additional demand.

Landowners and interested devel opersin the City’s new growth areas will fund planning documentation, provide
financing for, and dedicate land for future public facilities, as directed by the City. As noted throughout the
General Plan, the City will coordinate with local school districts to ensure appropriate level of service standardsin
new growth areas are achieved. The City has established standards and criteriain general terms throughout the
Genera Plan update. More detailed information will be provided in Master Service Elements, which areto be
funded by interested developers and landowners through the Specific Plan process. These Master Service
Elements will serve as mechanisms to ensure that policies of local school districts are implemented along with
new growth. The environmental analysis throughout the EIR takes into account service and facility expansion and
the corresponding potentia for environmental impacts, including that of public school provision. As specific
schoal facility expansion or improvement projects are identified, additional project-specific environmental
analysis would be completed. With implementation of General Plan policy, cumulative impact related to public

school provision is considered lessthan cumulatively consider able and less than significant.

Parks and Recreational Facilities

The proposed General Plan update indicates the City' s goals and policies for parkland provision relative to new
growth areas and the existing devel oped City alike. The City has established policies for parkland and open space
provision to provide existing and future residents with a full range of passive and active recreational opportunities
locally. By providing for recreationa needs for the existing and future population, the City has ensured against the
deterioration of local and regional facilities.

Landowners and interested devel opersin the City’s new growth areas will fund planning documentation, provide
financing for, and dedicate land for future public facilities, as directed by the City. The City has established
standards and criteriain genera terms throughout the General Plan update. More detailed information will be

provided in Master Service Elements, which are to be funded by interested devel opers and landowners through
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the Specific Plan process. These Master Service Elements will serve as mechanisms to ensure that Stanislaus
LAFCO policies and those of the City’ s related to parks and recreation are also implemented along with new
growth. The environmental analysis throughout the EIR takes into account service and facility expansion and the
corresponding potential for environmenta impacts, including local and regional parks and recreation services and
facilities. As specific development proposals are identified, additional project-specific environmenta analysis
would be completed to ensure General Plan standards are implemented. With implementation of General Plan
policy, cumulative impacts related to parks and recreational services are considered lessthan cumulatively

considerable and lessthan significant.

TRANSPORTATION/TRAFFIC

The traffic analysis included in Section 4.15 al so addresses cumulative impacts to the regiona transportation
system since aregiona traffic model was used to analyze impacts of the proposed Genera Plan at buildout, along
with projected regiona growth. While the proposed General Plan includes various policies to reduce traffic
demand and mitigation for roadway segments and intersections, traffic along the Claribel Road alignment would
exceed level of service standards. As discussed in these findings regarding Impact 4.15-1, Mitigation Measure
4.15-1 may reduce the impact on Claribel Road. However, because the effectiveness of Mitigation Measure 4.15-
1isuncertain, and because there is no additional feasible mitigation available that would substantialy reduce or
avoid this significant impact, thisimpact remains asignificant cumulative impact.

Landowners and interested devel opers in the City’ s new growth areas will fund planning documentation, provide
financing for, and dedicate land for future public facilities, as directed by the City. The City has established
standards and criteriain genera terms throughout the General Plan update. More detailed information will be
provided in Master Service Elements, which are to be funded by interested devel opers and landowners through
the Specific Plan process. These Master Service Elements will serve as mechanisms to ensure that Stanislaus
LAFCO policies, those of the City's, and those of the County and Caltrans related to transportation are also
implemented along with new growth. The environmental analysis throughout the EIR takesinto account roadway
expansion and other improvements required to serve new growth, and the corresponding potential for
environmental impacts. As Specific Plans and other devel opment proposals are identified, additional project-
specific environmental analysis would be completed to ensure Genera Plan standards are implemented. With
implementation of General Plan policy, cumulative impacts are analyzed, addressed, and mitigated. However,
even with policy compliance and mitigation, potentia level of service impacts could result and there are no
additional feasible mitigation measures. The transportation impacts are significant. The contribution of the
Riverbank General Plan update is cumulatively consider able and significant. Theimpact is significant and

unavoidable.
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Asisfully explained in the Statement of Overriding Considerationsin Section 1.7.8, the environmental,
economic, social, and other benefits of the Project outweigh and override the significant adverse cumulative

impacts related to transportation and traffic.

UTILITIES
Water Services

Future urban growth in the County will increase demand for municipa water service. Much of this increased
demand would be met through the use of groundwater from the same aquifer as would be used to meet future
needsin Riverbank. New devel opment throughout the County and in other locations that could affect the
groundwater aguifer would also be subject to State legislation that requires water supply assessments that address
ongoing water supply adequacy for property subdivision proposas (SB 610 and SB 221). State law requires
adequate water supplies beidentified prior to approva of large projects. As noted earlier, the City has recently
studied future groundwater needs. As noted in the Hydrology and Water Quality section of the EIR (Section
4.10), the City can serve projected peak demands without depletion of the aquifer. Please also refer to ongoing
master planning work on water supply and groundwater source efficiency on file with the Community
Development Department. The proposed Genera Plan update includes City goals and policies for water supply
and conservation for new growth areas and the existing developed City dike.

Wastewater Services

The City will require wastewater treatment plant expansion and sewer collection and conveyance facilitiesto meet
the proposed buildout of the proposed General Plan. The existing City WWTP has existing permits, successful
operations, and can be upgraded to meet needs within current City limits. The Sewer Collection System Master
Plan recommended several improvements to the sewer collection systemsto ensure that the City would have the

capacity to meet its wastewater demands according to the projected buildout of the proposed General Plan.

Stormwater Management

Development under the General Plan has the potential to cause significant impacts by increasing stormwater
runoff associated with construction activities and increasing impermeable surfaces, thereby placing greater
demands on the stormwater handling system. Runoff from developed surfaces, building roofs, parking lots and
roads also contain impurities and has the potential to increase flooding. The City’s Storm Drain System Master
Plan identifies existing deficiencies and recommendations for their improvementsin order to serve the growth
projected in the General Plan update. Proposed Genera Plan goals, objectives, policies and actions call for the
provision of an adequate drainage infrastructure, in order to protect public safety, preserve natural resources, and

prevent erosion and flood potential. Instituting the goals, objectives, policies and actions included in the General
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Plan, as well as the improvements determined to be necessary in the City' s Draft Storm Drain System Master Plan
would ensure that the City would have the capacity to meet its storm water drainage demands through expansion

of the City’s existing drainage infrastructure, according to the projected buildout of the proposed General Plan.

Solid Waste Management

Growth in the region will contribute to the need for adequate solid waste disposal facilities. Asnoted in Section
4.12 of the EIR (Utilities), Riverbank is served by Gilton Solid Waste (GSW). Asthe franchise waste hauler,
Gilton is contractually obligated to accommodate any increase in the need for residential and commercia waste
management services. Solid waste hauled by GSW from Riverbank is deposited in two landfills and a waste-to-
energy facility. These are the Forward, Inc. landfill in San Joagquin County, the Fink Road Landfill in Stanislaus
County (administered by the County Public Works Department), and the Covanta Waste-to-Energy Facility in
Stanislaus County (administered by County Department of Environmental Resources). The Covanta Facility was
built with an official manufacturer’ s capacity of 243,000 tons, and the service areais contractually required to
send at least this amount to the facility per year. Recently the facility has handled 250-260,000 tons per year. The
Fink Road Landfill is currently at approximately 50 percent capacity with a projected closing date of 2023 and an
overal capacity of 12 million cubic feet.

Utilities Impact Conclusion

Landowners and interested devel opersin the City’ s new growth areas will fund planning documentation, provide
financing for, and dedicate land for future public facilities, as directed by the City. The City has established
standards and criteriain genera terms throughout the General Plan update, including standards and criteria for
water supply and conservation; wastewater collection, conveyance, treatment, and disposal; stormwater
management; and solid waste management. More detailed information will be provided in Master Service
Elements, which are to be funded by interested devel opers and landowners through the Specific Plan process.
These Master Service Elements will serve as mechanisms to ensure that devel opment occurs consistent with
policies of relevant service providers, including the City. The environmental analysis throughout the EIR takes
into account utility expansions required to serve new growth and the corresponding potential for environmental
impacts of these expansions. As Specific Plans and other devel opment proposals are identified, additional project-
level environmental analysis would be completed to ensure Genera Plan standards are implemented. With
implementation of General Plan policy, cumulative impacts related to utilities are considered lessthan

cumulatively consider able and less than significant.
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1.7.6 PARTLY RECIRCULATED DRAFT EIR

CEQA Guidelines Section 15088.5 requires alead agency to recirculate an EIR for further review and comment
when significant new information is added to the EIR after public notice is given of the availability of the draft
EIR but before certification of the Final EIR. New information added to an EIR ishot “significant” unlessthe EIR
is changed in away that deprives the public of ameaningful opportunity to comment upon a substantial adverse
environmental effect of the project or afeasible way to mitigate or avoid such an effect that the project proponent
declines to implement. The CEQA Guidelines provide the following examples of significant new information

under this standard:

» A new significant environmental impact would result from the project or from a new mitigation measure

proposed to be implemented.

» A substantial increase in the severity of an environmental impact would result unless mitigation are

adopted that reduce the impact to alevel of insignificance.

» A feasible project alternative or mitigation measure considerably different from others previously
analyzed would clearly lessen the environmental impacts of the project, but the project's proponents

declineto adopt it.

» Thedraft EIR was so fundamentally and basically inadequate and conclusory in nature that meaningful
public review and comment were precluded. (Mountain Lion Coalition v. Fish and Game Com. (1989)
214 Cal.App.3d 1043).

(CEQA Guidelines, Section 15088.5, subd. (a).)

Recirculation is not required where the new information added to the EIR merdly clarifies or amplifies or makes
insignificant modificationsin an adeguate EIR. (CEQA Guidelines, Section 15088.5, subd. (b).)

An origina Draft Program EIR was circulated for public review between February 15th and April 1, 2008. There
were 11 comment letters received on the original Draft EIR addressing avariety of topics. Based on these
comments, the level of interest in the General Plan and its environmental documentation, the City elected to revise
the Genera Plan and EIR and recirculate sections of the EIR with clarifying information for public review.

Under CEQA Guidelines Section 15088.5(c), if arevision to an EIR islimited to a few chapters or portion of the
EIR, the City need only circulate the chapters or portions that have been modified. Specifically, the following EIR

sections were included in the partly recirculated EIR:
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Changesin the Revised General Plan and Recirculated EIR relate to afew specific issues. The traffic analysiswas
revised to ensure that effects of other development projects and plans in other jurisdictions are appropriately
considered. Up-to-date information related to the North County Corridor Expressway planning isincluded. The
impacts of the General Plan Update are analyzed both relative to existing (pre-update) level of service standards,
aswell as proposed level of service standards. The revised EIR includes additional regulatory information
submitted by the California Department of Water Resources regarding State-designated floodways. Updated
information provided by the Stanislaus Consolidated Fire Protection District isincluded. The revised EIR contains
additional explanation on the purpose and content of a program EIR (as compared with the more typical project
level analysis). The Reserve overlay designation, which restricts development according to several important
environmenta and planning criteria, is more clearly described in the revised General Plan and Recirculated EIR.
The Clustered Rural Residential land use designation is more clearly described in the revised draft General Plan
and Recirculated EIR. The agricultural mitigation policy in the Conservation and Open Space Element has been

revised to include reference to the creation of agricultural resource conservation programs.
Clarifying information has been added to the Draft General Plan Update.

The City requested, pursuant to the CEQA Guidelines Section 15088.5(f)(2), that reviewers of the partly
recirculated draft EIR document limit their comments to the materia included in the partly recirculated EIR, and

not make new comments on matters not included in that document. The City’ s written responses address (1)
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comments received on sections of the February 2008 Draft EIR that are not being recirculated, and (2) comments

received during the public review period on sections of the Draft EIR being recirculated.

NO FURTHER RECIRCULATION

No further recirculation of the EIR is required, because there has been no significant new information regarding
the project following the partial recirculation of the EIR. Policy CONS-3.1 (regarding agricultural mitigation),
Policy CONS-3.2 (regarding agricultura buffers), and Implementation Strategy CONS-1 (regarding agricultural
mitigation) have been changed and clarified though the Erratato the Final EIR. The City Council has considered
these changes and concluded that such changes would not cause a new significant impact, substantialy increase
the severity of an environmental impact, make a new feasible project alternative or mitigation measure available
that would substantially lessen or avoid a significant impact of the project, or otherwise preclude meaningful
public review and comment on the draft EIR. The other proposed changes to the draft EIR, asreflected in the
Final EIR, including the Errata, merely clarify or amplify or make insignificant modifications in an adequate EIR.

1.7.7 BASIS TO APPROVE THE PROJECT RATHER THAN AN ALTERNATIVE TO THE
PROJECT

Where alead agency has determined that, even after the adoption of all feas ble mitigation measures, a project as
proposed will still cause one or more significant environmental effects that cannot be substantially lessened or
avoided, the agency, prior to approving the project as mitigated, must first determine whether, with respect to
such impacts, whether there remain any project alternatives that are both environmentally superior and feasible
within the meaning of CEQA. As noted under the head “ Findings Required under CEQA” above, an dternative
may be “infeasible” if it fails to fully promote the lead agency’ s underlying goals and objectives with respect to
the project. Thus, “‘feasibility’ under CEQA encompasses ‘ desirability’ to the extent that desirability is based on
areasonable balancing of the relevant economic, environmental, social, and technological factors.” of a project.
(City of Del Mar, supra, 133 Cal.App.3d at p. 417; see also Sequoyah Hills, supra, 23 Cal.App.4th at p. 715.)

SUMMARY OF DISCUSSION OF ALTERNATIVES IN THE FINAL EIR

The Draft EIR evaluates arange of potential aternativesto the Project. The Draft EIR examinesthe
environmenta impacts of each aternative in comparison with those of the Project and the relative ability of each
aternative to satisfy the project objectives. The Draft EIR also compares the environmental impacts of the Project
and each of the aternatives. The Draft EIR also summarizes the process of selecting the alternatives evaluated in
the Draft EIR aswell as dternatives rejected for further evaluation and the bases for their rejection.
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SUMMARY OF FINDINGS RELATING TO THE ALTERNATIVES EVALUATED IN THE DRAFT EIR

The City considered approximately six different land use and circulation alternatives as a part of the General Plan
update process. These dternatives had alarger and smaller overall development footprint, increased or decreased
density compared to one another, as well as creating variation among other attributes. While there may be
similarities between the previously considered aternatives and the array presented in this section, the alternatives
were specifically reconstituted for the purposes of the EIR analysis. The City determined that a simple repeat of
the earlier range of aternatives would not serve the decision makers or public as well as the present range. For
example, aternatives previously considered in some instances had larger development footprints compared to the
proposed General Plan update, with additional lower-density residential land on the outskirts of the Planning
Area. Thisis not helpful for comparison in an EIR since the purpose of aternatives analysis here isto reduce
environmental impacts for potentially significant impacts compared to the proposed project. The larger
development footprint alternative with additional lower-density housing at the fringe would increase

environmental impacts compared to the proposed General Plan update.

The Final EIR evaluated three alternatives to the Project. The feasibility of each of these alternativesis
determined below.

Alternative 1. No Project: Buildout of the Existing General Plan.

This dternative assumes that the Riverbank General Plan update would not be implemented, and that the Planning

Areawould build out as indicated by the existing (pre-update) General Plan.

This no project aternative is not the same as the “no build” alternative, which is used in some CEQA alternatives
anayses. The existing Genera Plan land use diagram provided by the City shows large, undevel oped areas with
the designation “Neighborhood.” Thiswas aflexible land use designation applied to lands west of the existing
developed City. This designation, however, is not described in the narrative of the existing (pre-update) General
Plan, and thereforeit is unclear what types of land uses and what intensity of development might be anticipated.

Feasibility/Ability to Meet Project Objectives

Under the No Project Alternative, the City would continue to implement its existing (pre-update) General Plan,
which would remain as the adopted long-range planning policy document for the City. Failure to update the City’s
existing Genera Plan will not result in acomprehensive update to the City’ s existing goals and policiesto help
incorporate current planning, environmental, and regulatory trends and objectives. The updated General Plan also
better reflects existing, on-the-ground conditions than the City’s existing General Plan. The No Project
Alternative would also not establish long-term policies and guidance to direct Riverbank City’s growing

population through the year 2025.
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Further, the failure to adopt new economic strategies, such as those outlined in the Economic Devel opment
Element and the failure to update the City’ s land use designations make this alternative inconsistent with
objectives to support economic devel opment. Without changesin the City’s land use policies, the City could not
achieve objectives related to non-vehicular transportation, resource conservation, and increased City quality of

life.

Additionaly, the 2025 General Plan explicitly recognizes the importance of coordinating with the County and
nearby cities. The County, regional government, and nearby cities are essential to the success of the General
Plan’s policies and programs. Of particular relevance for regional coordination are the City’ s policies on regional

transportation and agricultural mitigation.

The proposed General Plan isfocused on the pressing community planning issues suggested by the public,
Planning Commission, and City Council during the extensive outreach that accompanied the General Plan update
process. The 2025 General Plan has comprehensive policies designed to effectively address the loss of fertile
agricultural land and support for the local agricultural economy, whereas the current General Plan does not. The
2025 Genera Plan addresses air quality, whereas the existing General Plan does not. The 2025 General Plan
addresses climate change, whereas the existing General Plan does not. In many other ways, the current General
Plan does not address, or does not adequately address the full range of key socia, economic, and environmental
issues that will confront Riverbank between now and 2025. The current General Plan does not address

redevel opment and revitalization of Downtown Riverbank and the Patterson Road corridor.

For these reasons, the City Council rejects the No Project Alternative as infeasi ble within the meaning of CEQA
and CEQA case law.

Alternative 2. Reduced Footprint, Increased Density

This aternative assumes that the overall urban devel opment footprint would be reduced to avoid specific
environmenta resource areas. The footprint would be reduced to avoid sensitive biologica areas, avoid high-
quality agricultural lands, reduce the amount of land subject to earth disturbance, preserve the aesthetic value of
more open land surrounding the city, and avoid steep slopes and the river bluff areas northwest of the city.

This dternative, like the proposed 2025 General Plan, would also employ certain ideas that are also fundamental
to the proposed Genera Plan update, such as placing different land uses in proximity to one another with a
compact design to facilitate other than automobile travel. At buildout, this alternative would have roughly the
same level of development compared with the proposed General Plan update, as measured in dwelling units and

nonresidential building square footage.
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Feasibility/Ability to Meet Project Objectives

The concept of “feasibility” encompasses the question of whether a particular dternative or mitigation measure
promotes existing City policies, as well asthe underlying goals and objectives of a project. In sum, Alternative 2

would not achieve the Project objectives to the same degree that the 2025 General Plan would.

A diverse and desirable balance of land uses can help to support the City’ s fiscal viability and promote a desirable
community in which people work, shop, live, visit, and recreate. A diversity of land uses also has positive effects
on community livability and quality of life. With the substantially increased residential densitiesin Alternative 2,
the array of housing types would be somewhat narrowed, compared to the 2025 Genera Plan. Whereas the 2025
General Plan encourages more compact devel opment patterns than present today in Riverbank and elsewherein
growing central valley communities, Alternative 2 would envision very substantial changesin residential density.
While the 2025 General Plan provides a balance of housing opportunities with somewhat increased densities,
Alternative 2 would not provide new opportunities for lower-density housing. With the relatively more narrow
range of housing opportunity provided under Alternative 2, it islikely the absorption rate for new devel opment
would be slower. It isaso possible that Alternative 2 would accommodate a more narrow range of household
types and incomes compared to the 2025 Genera Plan. Alternative 2 would not achieve the City’ s project
objectives related to choice and diversity to the same extent that the 2025 General Plan does. Alternative 2 would
not provide the same variety of housing types. With dower absorption rates and a more narrow range of
household types and incomes, Alternative 2 may not enable the City to encourage infill and redevel opment of the
Downtown and the Patterson Road corridor to the same degree as with the 2025 General Plan. The City’s goal of
environmental ly sensitive opening of the river corridor to public access and views would not be accomplished to

the same extent with the incorporation of Alternative 2.

The City’ s Vision Statement and Guiding Principles address the City’ s Identity in 2025. The community
envisions Riverbank’ s unique qualities enhanced through a bal ance between the built environment, the natura
environment, and the working agricultural landscape. Thisincludes opening public accessto the Stanislaus River,
making better use of this community asset. The community supports increasing public access and access to views
along the river corridor, so long as the natural beauty and function of the river is protected. When urban
development anywhere in Riverbank, the General Plan calls for preserving important open green spaces around
the City, including important natural habitat, and creating distinct buffers between urban and agricultural lands.
Alternative 2 does not open access to the river corridor to the extent that the 2025 Genera Plan does.

For these reasons, the City Council rejects Alternative 3 as infeasible within the meaning of CEQA and CEQA

case law.
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Alternative 3. Reduced Footprint, Similar Density

This aternative assumes that the overall extent of urban development would be reduced substantially compared to
the proposed General Plan update. Instead of proposing urban devel opment for the magority of the Planning Area,
areas in the western and northeastern portions would be designated for agricultural and resource conservation
lands. Preservation would avoid sensitive biological areas, avoid conversion of high-quality agricultural lands,
reduce the amount of land subject to earth disturbance, preserve the aesthetic value of more open land surrounding
the city, and avoid steep slopes and the river bluff areas northwest of the city.

Feasibility/Ability to Meet Project Objectives

The concept of “feas bility” encompasses the question of whether a particular alternative or mitigation measure
promotes existing City policies, as well as the underlying goals and objectives of a project. In sum, Alternative 3
would not accomplish the City’ s project objectives to the same extent that the proposed 2025 General Plan would.

The City’ s Vision Statement and Guiding Principles address the City’ s Identity in 2025. The community
envisions Riverbank’ s unique qualities enhanced through a balance between the built environment, the natural
environment, and the working agricultural landscape. This includes opening public accessto the Stanislaus River,
making better use of this community asset. Currently many in the community believe that the City is not taking
appropriate advantage of this natural asset, in terms of public access to the river corridor itself, as well as views of
the river. The community supportsincreasing public access and access to views along the river corridor, so long
asthe natural beauty and function of theriver is protected. Alternative 2 does not open access to the river corridor
to the extent that the 2025 General Plan does.

In addition, since the overall development footprint of Alternative 3 is substantially reduced (compared with the
proposed 2025 General Plan), development under this scenario would involve greatly reduced population and
employment growth. In the City’ s judgment, devel opment allowed under a scenario such as Alternative 3 would
not adequately address growth needs through 2025. It is not possible to know exactly what the demand for
housing and business growth would be between present and 2025. However, the City has prepared this General
Plan update with that timeline, and intends for the land use array described in the Genera Plan to accommodate
future growth needs during this time horizon, in away that is consistent with the City’s Vision Statement and
Guiding Principles. Since Alternative 3 may not accommaodate growth needs through 2025, this aternative does
not suit the underlying project objectives to the same extent that that proposed 2025 Genera Plan does.

For these reasons, the City Council rejects Alternative 3 as infeasible within the meaning of CEQA and CEQA

case law.
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CONCLUSION REGARDING PROJECT ALTERNATIVES

Based on the foregoing analysis and pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6, the City has considered a
range of reasonable aternatives to the proposed Project, which could feasibly attain most of the basic objectives
of the project but would avoid or substantialy lessen certain significant effects of the project. The City has
evaluated the comparative merits of the various alternatives and identified and analyzed potential environmentally

superior aternatives in addition to the No Project adternative.

For the purposes of the EIR, Alternatives 2 and 3 are environmentally superior because these alternatives would

reduce impacts in the most topic areas compared to the proposed 2025 Genera Plan.

Based on this analysis and substantial evidence in the record, the City finds and determines that components of
Alternatives 2 and 3 are economically, legally, socidly, technologically and environmentally feasible. However,
the Genera Plan update must be adopted and implemented as awhole, and the components must be internally
consistent. As explained more fully above, none of the alternatives, in its pure form, is feasible within the
meaning of CEQA and therefore each alternative isrejected in favor of the 2025 General Plan.

1.7.8 OVERRIDING CONSIDERATIONS JUSTIFYING PROJECT APPROVAL

In accordance with CEQA Guidelines Section 15093, the City Council has, in determining whether or not to
approve the Project, balanced the economic, social, technological, and other benefits of the Project against its
unavoidable environmental risks, and has found that the benefits of the Project outweigh the significant adverse
environmental effectsthat are not mitigated to less-than-significant levels, for the reasons set forth below. The
following statementsidentify the reasons why, in the City Council’ s judgment, the benefits of the Project
outweigh its unavoidabl e significant effects.

Any one of the reasons for approval cited below is sufficient to justify approval of the Project. Thus, evenif a
court were to conclude that not every reason is supported by substantial evidence, the City Council will stand by
its determination that each individual reason is sufficient. The substantial evidence supporting the various benefits
can be found in the preceding findings and in the documents found in the Record of Proceedings, as defined in
Section 1.5.

FRAMEWORK FOR ACHIEVING THE COMMUNITY’S VISION

The Project is aguide for both land use change and resource conservation in Riverbank through 2025. It contains
the policy framework necessary to fulfill the community’s Vision Statement for the 2025 Genera Plan:
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Riverbank in 2025 has a small-town character where residents can live, work, and play locally. The City
has a thriving downtown that offers a variety of retail opportunities and services and functions as the
social and cultural heart of the community. Riverbank has a heathy and diversified industrial base served
by its railroad, safe and walkable / bikable neighborhoods, and a wide range of employment and housing
opportunities for its diverse population. Although we welcome automobiles, Riverbank is a place for
PEOPLE. Those who choose not to drive can easily and safely walk, bicycle, or use public transit to get to
work, school, shopping, or alocal park. Riverbankers strong sense of community identity is reflected in
its public gathering places and activities, architectura variety, and the ways in which the City’ s riverfront
location, railroad-oriented history, agricultural heritage, and other unique qualities are celebrated in the
built environment. Riverbank in 2025 has succeeded in creating aBALANCE between housing and jobs
for its residents, commerce and industries that support the local economy, and the protection of

agriculture and natural resources.

Thistheme of balance is carried throughout the Plan in its goals, policies, and programs. The balance the City is

considering in its updated policiesinvolves:

» abalance between the needs of the built environment, the natural environment, and the working agricultural
landscape;

» abalance among types of jobs and housing to meet local needs, civic activities, transportation choices, and the

needs of the young and needs of the old;
» abalance between housing, commerce, industry, circulation, and open spaces for agriculture and nature;
» abalance between the needs of existing Riverbank residents and future residents;
» abalance of policiesthat can create both economic and fiscal sustainability

In the context of this General Plan, the City’ s proposed policies provide for viable sol utions today while seeking
also to provide a high quality of life for future residents. The City’ s Vision Statement emphasizes quality of life
for Riverbankers, regardless of their age, needs, physical or developmental abilities, preferences, backgrounds,
and incomes.

The City’ s Vision Statement and Guiding Principles provided the foundation for the entire 2025 Riverbank
General Plan, defining the desired future qualities of the City. The City’s Vision Statement is a broad, long-range
view of the community’s consensus on important aspects of the community’ s future. Special attention must be

given to the Vision dueto the level of consensus this represents among residents, the Planning Commission, and
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the City Council. The Vision Statement and Guiding Principles document was used and frequently referenced in
developing the Land Use and Circulation Alternatives considered by the community and decision makers. The
Vision Statement and Guiding Principles guided devel opment of General Plan policy. The Vision Statement
provides the setting and framework for al of the goas, policies, and implementation measures. The Vision
Statement emerged through coll aboration between City staff and residents, Planning Commission, and the City

Council.

The General Plan reflects the priorities of Riverbank’s people. Although certain aspects of the 2025 General Plan
arerequired by State law, the content of Riverbank’s General Plan is specific to priorities of Riverbank’ s residents

and public officias.

EcoNnomic DEVELOPMENT

The quality of life experienced by City residents is greatly affected by the local economy and their sense of
economic well being. Riverbank City’s economy is rooted in agriculture, manufacturing, and other major private

and public employment sectors.

However, Riverbank has fallen behind some cities in the region in jobs-housing balance. The City wishesto more
closely match the skills and interests of its existing and future residents with local employment opportunities. The
City’ s economic devel opment strategy focuses on exploiting local competitive advantages, diversified bus nesses
and industries, a highly trained and educated workforce, accessibility to multi-modal transportation options,
affordable housing, and efficient and environmentally sustainable public infrastructure and services. The quality
of life of Riverbank’s existing and future residents depends on increasing opportunitiesto live, work, and recreate
locally.

Although not required by State general plan guidelines, the General Plan contains an economic development
element. The General Plan’s new Economic Development Element provides a comprehensive economic
development program, based on an understanding of regional economic trends and opportunitiesin Riverbank.
Economic Development Element goals, policies and implementation measures related to encourage creation of

jobsfor City residents and promote the City’ s social, economic, and fiscal sustainability.

SocIAL EQuiTy

The 2008 General Plan emphasizes socid equity by promoting a range of loca housing choices that best meet
residents needs, regardless of household type, income, needs, and preferences. The General Plan provides
policies to ensure the City is, and will be, home to al generations—a community where children can grow, raise

families, and stay in the community as they age. Policies will encourage a variety of jobs, activities, travel
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options, and public services accessible to all residents. Growth is to be managed as a way maintaining and

improving the local quality of life and enhancing social, economic, and physical community connectivity.

LONG-RANGE GUIDE FOR GROWTH MANAGEMENT

The 2025 General Plan provides the City with a guide for day-to-day decision making toward long-term
prosperity and sustainability. Together, the General Plan Elements are a comprehensive statement of the goals,

policies, standards, and implementation measures for managing growth and conservation within the City.

The General Plan is structured to achieve its goals by the year 2025. The planning process allows periodic updates
to address any deviations from the General Plan’s goals or palitical-economic conditions. The Generd Plan’s
goals and policies are intended to maintain and enhance the small-town character, while allowing for economic
growth and conservation of environmenta resources. The updated policies are considered feasible and as such,
take into account current land economic conditions and realistic growth assumptions. The growth estimates used
in developing the General Plan and analyzing environmenta impacts are consistent with emerging land use
policies and goals at the regional level. The 2025 General Plan recognizes that regional planning is crucial to
addressing today’ s most pressing planning issues, including reduction of vehicle miles traveled, improving air
quality, reducing greenhouse gas emissions, preservation of agriculture, water quality management, and

transportation planning and investment.

General Plan Update Reflects Current Environmental and Planning Trends

The City has changed substantially since the last General Plan update, and the region has experienced very
substantial change. The General Plan upholds and greatly expands and enhances the decision making guide
provided in the previous General Plan. The Plan provides new tools and strategies designed to maintain and
enhance long-term quality of lifein Riverbank, and in the northern San Joaquin Valley.

The 2025 General Plan contains a variety of policies and implementation measures that incorporate the latest
State and federa regulations on wetlands and habitat preservation, air quality management, water quality
protection, cultural resources, hazards and hazardous materials, and other key topics. The 2025 Generd Plan
reflects the existing, on-the-ground land use context, which has changed locally regionally since the last General
Plan update.

The 2025 General Plan intends to protect both important natural resources and people; directing devel opment
away from hazard areas; preserving agriculture; maintaining and improving air quality; protecting public hedlth;
avoiding damage to important habitat areas; reduce greenhouse gas emissions, and promote energy conservation.
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Any one of the above listed reasons is sufficient, in and of itself, to support the approval of the Project,

notwithstanding the significant and unavoidable environmental impacts described in this document.

1.8 MITIGATION MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM

In accordance with CEQA and the CEQA Guidelines, the City Council must adopt a mitigation monitoring and
reporting program (MMRP) to ensure that the mitigation measures adopted herein are implemented in the

implementation of the Riverbank 2025 Genera Plan.

The Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program must identify the entity responsible for monitoring and
implementation and the timing of such activities. The City will use the MMRP to track compliance with project

mitigation measures. The MMRP will remain available for public review during the compliance period.

Further, with respect to the 2025 Genera Plan’s goals, policies, and implementation measures intended to serve as
mitigation, consistent with the CEQA Guidelines (Section 15097 (b)), the City’s annual report on the status of the
General Plan will serve as the basis for its mitigation monitoring and report program. As such, the City will not
require a separate mitigation monitoring and reporting program for the General Plan goals, policies, and

implementation measures, even those specifically drafted to address environmental impacts.
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ERRATA

Final Environmental Impact Report for the
Riverbank General Plan 2005-2025

Approved and Incorporated by the City Council on April 22, 2009

1. In the Final EIR, the text of Policy CONS-3.1, beginning on 4.3-13, is amended to
read:

Pollcy CONS 3.1 Ihe@@w%prep&meeempmhenswe%ust&m&bte—Agneultur&l

thls—tmpaet— All tvpes of development that result from annexatlons and Iead to the
irreversible conversion of farmland to urban uses and impact of such conversion of
farmland is determined to be significant and such development shall mitigate for such
impacts by permanently preserving at least one acre of farmland for each acre
converted (1:1 mitigation ratio). In all cases where farmlands are converted, the City
shall determine if a project has a significant impact by using the State Department of
Conservation Land Evaluation and Site Assessment model. In determining the
appropriate mitigation ratio for the conversion of agricultural resources, the location of
the procured easement in combination with LESA score shall be considered. The LESA
score of the land protected must be equal to or greater than the land converted.

Notwithstanding the foregoing, if projects adhere to performance standards that lessen
the impact to farmlands and the rate of conversion to urban use, then in-lieu mitigation
may be permitted. The City shall monitor the effectiveness of the in-lieu mitigation
measures annually in a written report to the Planning Commission and City Council. It
is the intent of these written reports to develop and adopt a manual of best development
practices that minimize the conversion of farmlands.

2. In the Final EIR, the text of Implementation Strategy CONS-1, beginning on 4.3-
13 is amended to read:

Implementatlon Strategy CONS-1: Deveteement—ptemetsenel—subel%&en&m#be
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Components-aspart-of such-a-Specific-Plan—Any person or entity with a project, plan or
subdivision that converts Important Farmland, as designated by maps maintained by the
California Department of Conservation, shall mitigate the effects of such urban
development on Important Farmland. To the extent that Important Farmlands serve as
groundwater recharging areas and act as a natural filtration for protection of water
quality, farmland mitigation efforts should seek to maximize water conservation and
water quality benefits. Mitigation measures should also attempt to reduce the
cumulative climate change that impacts may have on agricultural production. Farmland
mitigation measures can be accomplished by either:

(1) Procuring a conservation easement on farmland of similar quality on the
following acreage basis:

(a) On a 1:1 basis within the Stanislaus River watershed, hereby defined
as the area within Stanislaus and San Joaquin counties between the Tuolumne and
Calaveras Rivers; or

(b) On a 1.5:1 basis if land is preserved outside of Stanislaus River

watershed.
- Or -

(2) Implementing approved sustainable development practices, which at a
minimum require all of the following:

(a) Density. All residential buildings must be built in the upper twenty-five
percent of the lower density land use designation, upper fifty percent of the medium
density land use designation or above the minimum density of the higher density land
use designation; and all non-residential buildings must be developed at or greater than
a Floor Area Ratio of 0.25; and

(b) Water Conservation. All residential and/or non-residential buildings
must be designed to conserve at least ten percent (10%) more water than required
under the applicable building code; and all aspects of landscaping from the selection of
plants to soil preparation and the installation of irrigation systems shall be designed to
reduce water demand by installing native landscaping. New development shall be
encouraged to retain runoff, decrease flooding, and recharge groundwater; and install
purple pipe in anticipation of the future availability of recycled water; and
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(c) Water Quality. New development shall implement Low Impact
Development (LID) strategies and technigues. One of LID's primary goals is to reduce
runoff volume by infiltrating rainfall water to groundwater, evaporating rainwater back to
the atmosphere after a storm and finding beneficial uses for water rather than exporting
it as a waste product down storm sewers. The result is a landscape functionally
equivalent to predevelopment hydrologic conditions, which means less surface runoff
and less pollution damage to the Stanislaus River and ground water resources. In
demonstration of meeting this requirement, at least ten percent (10%) of all driveways,
streets and parking areas must be permeable surfaces; and

(d) Energy. All residential and/or non-residential buildings must be built,
plumbed and ready for installation of solar enerqy technology; and

(e) Rating / Score. All residential buildings must be rated by Build It
Green, California Green Builder or another recognized residential green building
program, and/or all non-residential buildings must be scored using the U.S.
Environmental Protection Agency’s Energy Star program.

The goal of these practices is to lessen the effects of urban development on Important
Farmland through conservation or sustainable development.
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City of Riverbank

Resolution No. 2009-

A Resolution of the City Council of the City of Riverbank, California, Certifying the Final
Environmental Impact Report Prepared for Riverbank General Plan 2005-2025

Whereas, the City of Riverbank is considering adoption of Riverbank General Plan
2005-2025; and

Whereas, the Planning Commission and the City Council have held 19 separate public
workshops and meetings on setting community expectations and to update the General Plan of
the City; and

Whereas, the Planning Commission held a public hearing on the matter on July 18,
2006, where the Commission duly considered alternatives to the General Plan; and

Whereas, the Planning Commission did recommend a preferred land use alternative
that the Commission found best reflects the City’s vision statement and guiding principles,
subject to certain stipulations; and

Whereas, on August 14, 2006, at a regularly scheduled public hearing the City Council
did affirm the Planning Commission recommendation and selected a preferred land use
alternative for Riverbank General Plan 2005-2025; and

Whereas, since the selection of Land Use Alternative 5, the preferred land use
alternative, and adoption of the City of Riverbank Vision Statement, staff has diligently prepared
a General Plan that reflects the preferred land use alternative and Vision Statement and the
Planning Commission has held three workshops on the various elements of the General Plan;
and

Whereas, Riverbank General Plan 2005-2025 is a project subject to environmental
review under the California Environmental Quality Act (Pub. Res. Code 8821000 et seq.)
(“CEQA™); and

Whereas, a Notice of Preparation was filed for a Draft Program Level Environmental
Impact Report (“EIR”) on September 18, 2006; and

Whereas, a Draft Program Level EIR was prepared for the General Plan Update; and

Whereas, the Environmental Review Committee issued a Notice of Availability and the
Draft EIR was made available to the public on January 15, 2008; and

Whereas, the State Clearinghouse commenced review on February 14, 2008, and
ended review on April 1, 2008; and
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Whereas, in response to concerns voiced at the April 17, 2008, Environmental Review
Committee meeting responding to comments regarding the Draft EIR, the Environmental
Review Committee decided to recirculate certain sections of the Draft EIR; and

Whereas, a Notice of Availability was issued for the partial recirculation of the Draft EIR
on July 7, 2008; and

Whereas, staff has prepared written responses to all comments received during the
public comment periods for the Draft EIR required by CEQA, and

Whereas, staff has prepared a Final EIR, incorporated herein by this reference as
Exhibit “A” hereto, consisting of a revision of the original Draft EIR and the partly recirculated
Draft EIR; the comments and responses to comments; a list of persons, organizations, and
public agencies submitting comments received by the City prior to the end of the public review
period; revisions to the Draft EIR as reflected in the responses to comments and the revised
Draft EIR; and the Errata for the Final EIR; and

Whereas, notice of a public hearing of the Planning Commission of the City of Riverbank
on the matter of Riverbank General Plan 2005-2025 and the Final EIR was given in accordance
with applicable law; and

Whereas, on October 8, 2008, the Planning Commission of the City of Riverbank, in
accordance with Government Code Section 65353 and CEQA Guidelines Section 15202(b),
held a public hearing on the matter of the proposed Riverbank General Plan 2005-2025 and the
Final EIR, and at the public hearing the Planning Commission of the City of Riverbank
considered all of the information, testimony, and evidence presented; and

Whereas, on October 8, 2008, following closure of the public hearing held by the
Planning Commission of the City of Riverbank, the Planning Commission of the City of
Riverbank adopted Planning Commission Resolution No. 2008-014, recommending that the City
Council certify the EIR and approve and adopt Riverbank General Plan 2005-2025, and such
resolution was transmitted to the City Council as provided therein; and

Whereas, written proposed responses were provided in November 2008 to all public
agencies that submitted comments on Riverbank General Plan 2005-2025 and the EIR; and

Whereas, no significant new information has been added to the EIR after public notice
was given of the availability of the partly recirculated Draft EIR for public review; and

Whereas, notice of a public hearing of the City Council of the City of Riverbank on
January 26, 2009, on the matter of Riverbank General Plan 2005-2025 and the Final EIR was
given in accordance with applicable law; and

Whereas, on January 26, 2009, the City Council of the City of Riverbank, in accordance
with Government Code Section 65355 and CEQA Guidelines Section 15202 (b), opened a public
hearing on the matter of the proposed Riverbank General Plan 2005-2025 and the Final EIR,
and at the public hearing the City Council considered all of the information, testimony, and
evidence presented; and

Whereas, at the January 26, 2009, hearing, the City Council voted to continue the public
hearing to February 4, 2009; and
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Whereas, on February 4, 2009, the City Council continued the public hearing on
Riverbank General Plan 2005-2025 and the Final EIR, and at the public hearing the City
Council considered all of the information, testimony, and evidence presented, and closed the
public hearing; and

Whereas, notice of a second public hearing of the City Council of the City of Riverbank
on March 4, 2009, on the matter of Riverbank General Plan 2005-2025 and the Final EIR was
given in accordance with applicable law; and

Whereas, on March 4, 2009, the City Council of the City of Riverbank, in accordance
with Government Code Section 65355 and CEQA Guidelines Section 15202(b), held a public
hearing on the matter of the proposed Riverbank General Plan 2005-2025 and the Final EIR
and considered all of the information, testimony, and evidence presented, and closed the public
hearing; and

Whereas, notice of a third public hearing of the City Council of the City of Riverbank on
April 22, 2009, on the matter of Riverbank General Plan 2005-2025 and the Final EIR was
given in accordance with applicable law; and

Whereas, on April 22, 2009, the City Council of the City of Riverbank, in accordance
with Government Code Section 65355 and CEQA Guidelines Section 15202(b), held a public
hearing on the matter of the proposed Riverbank General Plan 2005-2025 and the Final EIR
and considered all of the information, testimony, and evidence presented; and

Whereas, all actions required to be taken precedent to the adoption of this Resolution
have been duly and regularly taken in accordance with applicable law; and

Whereas, as a result of the circulation and recirculation of the Draft Program Level EIR
and the associated Riverbank General Plan 2005-2025, mitigation measures and policies have
been refined to insure that Riverbank General Plan 2005—-2025 will reflect the community vision,
expectations and desires; and

Whereas, Staff has prepared proposed CEQA Findings of Fact and Statement of
Overriding Considerations of the City of Riverbank for the Riverbank 2025 General Plan
Environmental Impact Report attached hereto as Exhibit “B” and by this reference incorporated
herein;

Now Therefore, the City Council of the City of Riverbank does hereby resolve as
follows:

Section 1. Recitals Incorporated. The foregoing Recitals to this Resolution are true and
correct and are incorporated herein and made a part hereof.

Section 2. Certification of the Final EIR.

A. The City Council finds and determines as follows:

1. The City Council has read and considered the Final EIR, which consists
of a revision of the original Draft EIR and the partly recirculated Draft EIR, and appendices
thereto; the comments received within the public review period of which notice was given and
review provided as required by CEQA; a list of persons, organizations, and public agencies
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commenting on the Draft EIR through comments received by the City prior to the end of the
public review period; the written responses to comments which were prepared; revisions to the
Draft EIR as reflected in the responses to comments and the revised Draft EIR; and the Errata
for the Final EIR.

2. The City Council has reviewed and considered the Final EIR, including
the Errata for the Final EIR, which is incorporated herein and made a part hereof. The Final EIR
considers all potentially significant environmental impacts of Riverbank General Plan 2005-
2025, and the Final EIR is complete and adequate and fully complies with CEQA.

3. Because the Final EIR identifies one or more significant environmental
effects of the project, the City Council hereby adopts the Findings of Fact set forth in sections
1.1-1.6 and 1.9 of the CEQA Findings of Fact and Statement of Overriding Considerations of
the City of Riverbank for the Riverbank 2025 General Plan Environmental Impact Report
attached hereto as Exhibit “B”.

4, The City Council has considered all significant impacts, mitigation
measures, and project alternatives identified in the Final EIR, including the policies and
mitigation measures implemented through the Errata for the Final EIR. The City Council finds
that the benefits of adopting Riverbank General Plan 2005-2025 outweigh the unavoidable
adverse environmental impacts and adopts the Statement of Overriding Considerations set forth
in sections 1.7 and 1.9 of the CEQA Findings of Fact and Statement of Overriding
Considerations of the City of Riverbank for the Riverbank 2025 General Plan Environmental
Impact Report attached hereto as Exhibit “B”.

5. The City Council hereby adopts the Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting
Program set forth in sections 1.8 and 1.9 of the CEQA Findings of Fact and Statement of
Overriding Considerations of the City of Riverbank for the Riverbank 2025 General Plan
Environmental Impact Report attached hereto as Exhibit “B”.

6. The foregoing findings and determinations, which reflect the independent
analysis of the City Council of the matters in the record pertaining thereto and are the
independent judgment of the City Council, are based on the information in the record, including
but not limited to the findings set forth in Exhibit “B”. The City Council further finds that
substantial evidence exists in the record for each and every finding made in Exhibit “B".

B. The City Council hereby approves and certifies the Final EIR.

C. The City Council hereby identifies that the location of record with respect to the
Final EIR and other documents and material constituting the record of proceedings with respect
to the certification of the Final EIR is as specified in section 1.5 of Exhibit “B” hereto. Pursuant
to the requirements of State law, within one working day of the date of adoption of this
Resolution, the City Clerk shall make available at City Hall for public review a copy of Riverbank
General Plan 2005-2025 and Final EIR.

D. The City Council directs the Community Development Department to prepare a
Notice of Determination for the Final EIR that is consistent with State CEQA Guidelines Section
15094(b) and to promptly file the Notice of Determination with the County Clerk of the County of
Stanislaus and the State Clearinghouse, including making any payment required under Fish &
Game Code Section 711.4.
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PASSED, APPROVED, AND ADOPTED this 22nd day of April 2009.

Mayor
STATE OF CALIFORNIA )
COUNTY OF STANISLAUS ) ss
CITY OF RIVERBANK )

I, Linda Abid-Cummings, City Clerk of the City of Riverbank, County of Stanislaus, State
of California, hereby attest to the above signature and certify that Resolution No. 2009-
was adopted by the City Council of the City of Riverbank at a regular meeting held on the 22nd
day of April 2009, by the following vote:

AYES: Councilmembers:

NOES: Councilmembers:

ABSENT: Councilmembers:

City Clerk Linda Abid-Cummings
City of Riverbank
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EXHIBIT“A”
TO RESOLUTION NO. 2009-

Final EIR for City of Riverbank General Plan 2005-2025

[UNDER SEPARATE COVER]

AVAILABLE FOR REVIEW AT
http://www.riverbank.org/Depts/CommunityDevelopment/GeneralPlanUpdate/default.aspx

Exhibit “A” to Resolution No. 2009- -Al-
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EXHIBIT“B”
TO REsoLUTION No. 2009-
CEQA Findings of Fact and Statement of Overriding Considerations

of the City of Riverbank for the
Riverbank 2025 General Plan Environmental Impact Report

Exhibit “B” to Resolution No. 2009-
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ERRATA
The City of Riverbank General Plan 2005-2025
Approved and Incorporated by the City Council on April 22, 2009

1. In the General Plan, the text of Policy CONS-3.1, beginning on CONS-5, is
amended to read:

Pollcy CONS 3.1 Ihe—&tyw%prep&ma—eemptehensweéest&mr&ble#gneu#uml

thls—tmpaet— All tvpes of development that result from annexatlons and Iead to the

irreversible conversion of farmland to urban uses and impact of such conversion of
farmland is determined to be significant and such development shall mitigate for such
impacts by permanently preserving at least one acre of farmland for each acre
converted (1:1 mitigation ratio). In all cases where farmlands are converted, the City
shall determine if a project has a significant impact by using the State Department of
Conservation Land Evaluation and Site Assessment model. In determining the
appropriate mitigation ratio for the conversion of agricultural resources, the location of
the procured easement in combination with LESA score shall be considered. The LESA
score of the land protected must be equal to or greater than the land converted.

Notwithstanding the foregoing, if projects adhere to performance standards that lessen
the impact to farmlands and the rate of conversion to urban use, then in-lieu mitigation
may be permitted. The City shall monitor the effectiveness of the in-lieu mitigation
measures annually in a written report to the Planning Commission and City Council. It
is the intent of these written reports to develop and adopt a manual of best development
practices that minimize the conversion of farmlands.

2. In the General Plan, the text of Implementation Strategy CONS-1, beginning on
CONS-11 is amended to read:

Implementatlon Strategy CONS-1: Deveteementeerejeetsﬂand—subdwgenyﬁul—be
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Components-aspart-of such-a-Specific-Plan—Any person or entity with a project, plan or
subdivision that converts Important Farmland, as designated by maps maintained by the
California Department of Conservation, shall mitigate the effects of such urban
development on Important Farmland. To the extent that Important Farmlands serve as
groundwater recharging areas and act as a natural filtration for protection of water
quality, farmland mitigation efforts should seek to maximize water conservation and
water quality benefits. Mitigation measures should also attempt to reduce the
cumulative climate change that impacts may have on agricultural production. Farmland
mitigation measures can be accomplished by either:

(1) Procuring a conservation easement on farmland of similar quality on the
following acreage basis:

(a) On a 1:1 basis within the Stanislaus River watershed, hereby defined
as the area within Stanislaus and San Joaquin counties between the Tuolumne and
Calaveras Rivers; or

(b) On a 1.5:1 basis if land is preserved outside of Stanislaus River

watershed.
- Or -

(2) Implementing approved sustainable development practices, which at a
minimum require all of the following:

(a) Density. All residential buildings must be built in the upper twenty-five
percent of the lower density land use designation, upper fifty percent of the medium
density land use designation or above the minimum density of the higher density land
use designation; and all non-residential buildings must be developed at or greater than
a Floor Area Ratio of 0.25; and

(b) Water Conservation. All residential and/or non-residential buildings
must be designed to conserve at least ten percent (10%) more water than required
under the applicable building code; and all aspects of landscaping from the selection of
plants to soil preparation and the installation of irrigation systems shall be designed to
reduce water demand by installing native landscaping. New development shall be
encouraged to retain runoff, decrease flooding, and recharge groundwater; and install
purple pipe in anticipation of the future availability of recycled water; and
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(c) Water Quality. New development shall implement Low Impact
Development (LID) strategies and technigues. One of LID's primary goals is to reduce
runoff volume by infiltrating rainfall water to groundwater, evaporating rainwater back to
the atmosphere after a storm and finding beneficial uses for water rather than exporting
it as a waste product down storm sewers. The result is a landscape functionally
equivalent to predevelopment hydrologic conditions, which means less surface runoff
and less pollution damage to the Stanislaus River and ground water resources. In
demonstration of meeting this requirement, at least ten percent (10%) of all driveways,
streets and parking areas must be permeable surfaces; and

(d) Energy. All residential and/or non-residential buildings must be built,
plumbed and ready for installation of solar enerqy technology; and

(e) Rating / Score. All residential buildings must be rated by Build It
Green, California Green Builder or another recognized residential green building
program, and/or all non-residential buildings must be scored using the U.S.
Environmental Protection Agency’s Energy Star program.

The goal of these practices is to lessen the effects of urban development on Important
Farmland through conservation or sustainable development.
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City of Riverbank

Resolution No. 2009-

A Resolution of the City Council of the City of Riverbank, California, Approving and Adopting
Riverbank General Plan 2005-2025

Whereas, Section 65300 of the State of California Government Code states that each
planning agency shall prepare and the legislative body of each city shall adopt a
comprehensive, long-term general plan for the physical development of the city, and any land
outside its boundaries which in the planning agency’s judgment bears relation to its planning;
and

Whereas, Goal | of the existing, adopted General Plan of the City of Riverbank states a
desire, “To maintain an up-to-date Land Use Element of the General Plan and to ensure
compatibility with the Zoning and Subdivision Ordinances”; and

Whereas, Policy la of the existing, adopted General Plan states that, “A comprehensive
review of the land use element will be made at least every 5 years to ensure that it remains
responsive to changing conditions”; and

Whereas, the Implementation Measure for Policy la, states that, “A comprehensive
review of the land use element will be conducted no later than 1991”; and

Whereas, the City of Riverbank last updated its General Plan Land Use and Circulation
elements in 1988, its Conservation Element and Open Space elements in 1988, its Noise
Element in 1985 and its Safety Element in 1984 (collectively the “1988 General Plan™); and

Whereas, Section 65040.5 of the State of California Government Code states that the
Governor's Office of Planning and Research shall notify a City with a General Plan that has not
been revised within eight years and notify the Attorney General if a General Plan of a City has
not been revised within ten years; and

Whereas, the City has been notified by the Governor’s Office of Planning and Research
that the current General Plan and has notified the Attorney General of such; and

Whereas, Section 65401 of the State Government Code states that a coordinated
Capital Improvement Program shall be prepared and reviewed for conformity to the policies of
the General Plan; and

Whereas, the General Plan governs the need for public facilities and directs the public’s
investment in the development of the complex urban infrastructure that is necessary to support
the physical operation of the City; and

Whereas, the General Plan sets the policies for location, size, timing and financing of
major streets, water, sewer, drainage systems, parks and playgrounds, public safety facilities,
libraries, school facilities, and public health facilities well in advance of their construction; and
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Whereas, the General Plan sets policies that are essential to minimizing costs,
optimizing project need and usefulness, and maximizing public benefit and private sector
support; and

Whereas, the General Plan identifies forecasted population and improvements needed
to meet this forecasted population so that community expectations are met; and

Whereas, the Planning Commission and City Council have held 19 separate public
workshops and meetings on setting community expectations and to update the General Plan of
the City; and

Whereas, the result has been background reports, vision statement and guiding
principles for the preparation of a General Plan update; and

Whereas, the vision statement and guiding principles state a desire to accomplish and
implement the vision statement of the City; and

Whereas, the vision of Riverbank is:

Riverbank in 2025 has a small-town character where residents can live, work,
and play locally. The City has a thriving downtown that offers a variety of retail
opportunities and services and functions as the social and cultural heart of the
community. Riverbank has a healthy and diversified industrial base served by its
railroad, safe and walkable/bikable neighborhoods, and a wide range of employment and
housing opportunities for its diverse population. Although we welcome automobiles,
Riverbank is a place for PEOPLE. Those who choose not to drive can easily and safely
walk, bicycle, or use public transit to get to work, school, shopping, or a local park.
Riverbankers’ strong sense of community identity is reflected in its public gathering
places and activities, architectural variety, and the ways in which the City’s riverfront
location, railroad-oriented history, agricultural heritage, and other unique qualities are
celebrated in the built environment. Riverbank in 2025 has succeeded in creating a
BALANCE between housing and jobs for its residents, commerce and industries that
support the local economy, and the protection of agriculture and natural resources.

Whereas, Staff has presented five land use alternatives for consideration of the General
Plan update all of which could implement the vision of Riverbank; and

Whereas, after due consideration of the alternatives presented, Land Use Alternative 5
has been selected the preferred Land Use Alternative; and

Whereas, in the development of a General Plan utilizing Land Use Alternative 5, the
following guiding principles shall be implemented:

A. Small-Town Character: Riverbank in 2025 will be a pleasant, quiet,
friendly community with a distinct small-town character.

1. Public spaces in Riverbank where people can meet and interact with
friends and neighbors are essential to our community.

2. Our neighborhoods are best served by attractive, safe, tree-lined,
pedestrian-friendly streetscapes.
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3. Our children should be able to safely walk or bike to school.

4, Downtown should be the social and cultural heart of our community, and
must not be left behind as the City grows.

5. Small, locally-owned businesses are an important part of the unique
character of Riverbank and essential to a healthy local economy.

6. Our streets and public spaces should be designed with people in mind,
not only for the convenience of cars.

7. Commercial corridors, such as Patterson Road, should be attractive,
unique, pedestrian-friendly centers of commerce to enhance the City’s character.

8. Our City can grow without being overcome by traffic, noise, air quality, or
other impacts that would sacrifice the small-town character.

B. Community ldentity: In 2025, Riverbank’s unique qualities will be
enhanced through a balance between the built environment, the natural
environment, and the working agricultural landscape.

1. The Stanislaus River is a wonderful community asset, the natural beauty
and function of which we should protect as we increase public access to the River and
its views.

2. Agriculture is important to our history, economy, and culture. Riverbank
should remain an agricultural center for the region. We should conserve agricultural
lands, nurture industries that rely on agriculture, market local agricultural goods, and
increase the productivity of local agriculture through research and development.

3. Riverbank’s historic roots in agriculture, the railroad, and the River,
should be recognized, celebrated, and respected as we create the City’s future.

4, Downtown should remain a walkable, pedestrian-scaled commercial
center that best reflects our community’s unique identity and our desire to maintain our
small town image.

5. Riverbank should preserve open green spaces around the City to
maintain a distinct identity and create buffers between urban and agricultural uses of
land.

C. Choice and Diversity: In 2025, Riverbank will enjoy a variety of
entertainment opportunities, retail and commercial services, housing types, job
opportunities, and activity destinations that are easily accessible by car, transit,
on foot, or bicycle. Choices and opportunities will be available to the greatest
extent possible regardless of the physical or developmental abilities, needs,
preferences, backgrounds, and incomes of our residents.

1. We value the opportunities to live, shop, work, and recreate locally if we
choose.
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2. We will design our community so that people can walk, bicycle, or use
public transit if they choose not to drive.

3. Existing and future residents should have local housing choices that best
meet their needs.

4, The City is, and will be, home to all generations. Riverbank is a
community where children can grow, raise families, and stay in the community as they
age.

5. We will encourage a diversity of jobs and economic opportunities as the
City grows.
6. We value education and skills that provide residents an opportunity for

economic advancement. Our schools are vital to the social and economic well being of
Riverbank. We will seek employers who can offer living wages and well-paying jobs for
our residents.

D. Improved Quality of Life as the City Grows: In 2025, growth and
change have been managed to benefit existing and future residents.

1. Our City will benefit from an appropriate balance between housing,
commerce, industry, circulation, and open spaces for agriculture and nature.

2. The future health of Riverbank requires that older neighborhoods be
improved at the same time that new areas develop.

3. Those who benefit from development should compensate for the public
costs of serving such development.

4, A healthy community requires that its citizens feel a sense of connection.
Physical, economic, or social barriers that prevent us from living as one community
should be removed whenever possible.

5. New development should increase, not impede, our sense of being
connected as one community.

6. Our City government, guided by the public interest, should be an active
leader in improving the quality of life in Riverbank.

7. Economic and fiscal sustainability are important to Riverbank’s future and
our citizens’ quality of life. Development decisions should contribute to the economic
health and fiscal sustainability of the City.

E. Safe, Healthy, and Secure Environment: In 2025, Riverbank’s
citizens will travel, work, live, and participate in activities confident of their
personal and their families’ safety and security.

1. Our community should provide for a diversity of safe and lawful economic,
social, and civic opportunities for people of all ages to nurture and enhance each others’
quality of life.
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2. Our City should be safe and healthy for all our residents.

3. Community design should encourage people to look out for one another,
to view and monitor public spaces, and to feel ownership and interest in our community’s
safety and security.

4, Pedestrians and bicyclists should be as confident in their ability to travel
safely in Riverbank as do our drivers.

5. The air we breathe and the water we use affect our health and well-being.
We want growth and development to maintain the high standards for the quality of our
air and water.

6. Maintaining and improving our urban tree canopy is important to our air
quality, climate, aesthetic enjoyment, and overall quality of life; and

Whereas, the Planning Commission held a public hearing on the matter on July 18,
2006, where the Commission duly considered alternatives to the General Plan; and

Whereas, the Planning Commission did recommend that Land Use Alternative 5 best
reflects the City’s vision statement and guiding principles with the following stipulations:

1. The eastern and urbanized areas of the Land Use Alternative shall be co-
terminus with the Riverbank Unified School District and Sylvan School District
boundaries, respectively.

2. The entire Land Use Alternative area shall be placed within the City of
Riverbank Sphere of Influence.

3. The Urban Reserve designation shall be an overlay designation to be
placed over underlying land use designations in which specific criteria and benchmarks
shall be set prior to the removal of the Urban Reserve overlay.

4, Objective, performance based criteria and benchmarks shall be identified
for each area designated Urban Reserve.

5. All areas east of Eleanor Road shall be placed under the Urban Reserve
Overlay designation.

6. The Urban Reserve designation that is within the area of the Scenic 108
Corridor Agreement signed by the cities of Riverbank and Oakdale shall not be removed
prior to 2011.

7. The western boundary shall be defined by a multi-use transition area
edge while the eastern boundary shall be defined by a soft edge of rural cluster land
uses; and

Whereas, on August 14, 2006, at a regularly scheduled public hearing the City Council
did affirm the Planning Commission recommendation and selected Land Use Alternative 5 as
the preferred land use alternative for the General Plan update; and
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Whereas, since the selection of Land Use Alternative 5 and adoption of the City of
Riverbank Vision Statement, staff has diligently prepared a General Plan that reflects the
preferred land use alternative and Vision Statement and the Planning Commission has held
three workshops on the various elements of the General Plan; and

Whereas, Section 15097(a) of the California Environmental Quality Act (*CEQA”)
Guidelines (14 Cal. Code Regs. § 15097(a)), states that a local agency must prepare a
mitigation monitoring and reporting program to ensure that the mitigation measures and project
revisions identified in the EIR are implemented; and,

Whereas, Section 15097(b) of the CEQA Guidelines, states that in cases of General
Plan adoption the monitoring plan shall apply to policies and any other portion of the General
Plan that is a mitigation measure of adopted alternative; and,

Whereas, the policies contained in the City of Riverbank General Plan 2005-2025 and
the proposed mitigation measures identified in the environmental impact report (“EIR”) prepared
by the City would mitigate significant environmental impacts to the greatest extent feasible; and,

Whereas, Pursuant to Section 15097(c) of the CEQA Guidelines the City of Riverbank
will choose to monitor mitigation, report on mitigation or both as deemed appropriate, depending
on the complexity of the impact; and,

Whereas, notice of a public hearing of the Planning Commission of the City of Riverbank
on the matter of Riverbank General Plan 2005-2025 and the EIR was given in accordance with
applicable law; and

Whereas, on October 8, 2008, the Planning Commission of the City of Riverbank, in
accordance with Government Code Section 65353 and CEQA Guidelines Section 15202(b),
held a public hearing on the matter of the proposed Riverbank General Plan 2005-2025 and the
draft EIR, and at the public hearing the Planning Commission of the City of Riverbank
considered all of the information, testimony, and evidence presented; and

Whereas, at the public hearing on October 8, 2008, the Planning Commission
considered several alternatives to the proposed agricultural mitigation policy and
implementation strategy and the proposed agricultural buffer policy, including alternatives
reflected in Policy CONS-3.1, Policy CONS-3.2, and Implementation Strategy CONS-1 as set
forth in Riverbank General Plan 2005—-2025, including the General Plan Errata.

Whereas, on October 8, 2008, following closure of the public hearing held by the
Planning Commission of the City of Riverbank, the Planning Commission of the City of
Riverbank adopted Planning Commission Resolution No. 2008-014, recommending that the City
Council certify the EIR and approve and adopt Riverbank General Plan 2005-2025, and such
resolution was transmitted to the City Council as provided therein; and

Whereas, notice of a public hearing of the City Council of the City of Riverbank on
January 26, 2009, on the matter of Riverbank General Plan 2005-2025 and the Final EIR was
given in accordance with applicable law; and

Whereas, on January 26, 2009, the City Council of the City of Riverbank, in accordance
with Government Code Section 65355 and CEQA Guidelines Section 15202 (b), opened a public
hearing on the matter of Riverbank General Plan 2005-2025 and the Final EIR, and at the
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public hearing the City Council considered all of the information, testimony, and evidence
presented; and

Whereas, at the January 26, 2009, hearing, the City Council voted to continue the public
hearing to February 4, 2009; and

Whereas, on February 4, 2009, the City Council continued the public hearing on
Riverbank General Plan 2005-2025 and the Final EIR, and at the public hearing the City
Council considered all of the information, testimony, and evidence presented, and closed the
public hearing; and

Whereas, notice of a second public hearing of the City Council of the City of Riverbank
on March 4, 2009, on the matter of Riverbank General Plan 2005-2025 and the Final EIR was
given in accordance with applicable law; and

Whereas, on March 4, 2009, the City Council of the City of Riverbank, in accordance
with Government Code Section 65355 and CEQA Guidelines Section 15202(b), held a public
hearing on the matter of the proposed Riverbank General Plan 2005-2025 and the Final EIR
and considered all of the information, testimony, and evidence presented, and closed the public
hearing; and

Whereas, notice of a third public hearing of the City Council of the City of Riverbank on
April 22, 2009, on the matter of Riverbank General Plan 2005-2025 and the Final EIR was
given in accordance with applicable law; and

Whereas, on April 22, 2009, the City Council of the City of Riverbank, in accordance
with Government Code Section 65355 and CEQA Guidelines Section 15202(b), held a public
hearing on the matter of the proposed Riverbank General Plan 2005-2025 and the Final EIR
and considered all of the information, testimony, and evidence presented; and

Whereas, all actions required to be taken precedent to the adoption of this Resolution
have been duly and regularly taken in accordance with applicable law; and

Whereas, Riverbank General Plan 2005-2025, attached hereto as Exhibit “A” and by
this reference incorporated herein, is composed of the following elements: Land Use,
Circulation, Conservation and Open Space, Economy, Air Quality, Community Character and
Design, Noise; and Public Services and Facilities, thereby complying with Section 65302 of the
State of California Government Code; and

Whereas, the City, by and through its Planning Commission and Community
Development Department, prepared Riverbank General Plan 2005-2025 as a comprehensive
revision to, and updating of the 1988 General Plan; and

Whereas, Riverbank General Plan 2005-2025 was prepared pursuant to Government
Code Section 65350 et. seq., and is intended to supersede the 1988 General Plan in its entirety,
excepting and incorporating the Housing Element update adopted in December of 2004 (Res.
No. 2004-147); and

Whereas, Riverbank General Plan 2005-2025 and the associated EIR have provided
Riverbank residents with opportunities to articulate their vision of the future of Riverbank, both
gualitative and quantitative; and
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Whereas, the Draft General Plan and the associated EIR have identified the
fundamental issues and the need for a proactive response to the changes that growth will
inevitably bring to Riverbank; and

Whereas, the Draft General Plan and the associated EIR contain policies and mitigation
measures that ensure orderly development that best serves the common interests of the people
of both Riverbank and neighboring Stanislaus County; and

Whereas, the City will undertake such steps as are necessary and as required to
implement Riverbank General Plan 2005-2025, including the designation of a citizens advisory
panel to assist in developing implementing ordinances in a process and manner that the Mayor,
City Council, and Planning Commission deem appropriate; and

Whereas, the Planning Commission will monitor progress towards full implementation of
Riverbank General Plan 2005—-2025 and may recommend revisions from time to time to address
changing circumstances, priorities or conditions in a manner that is consistent with State law:

Now Therefore, the City Council of the City of Riverbank does hereby resolve as
follows:

Section 1. Recitals Incorporated. The foregoing Recitals to this Resolution are true and
correct and are incorporated herein and made a part hereof.

Section 2. Approval and Adoption of Riverbank General Plan 2005—-2025.

A. The City Council has read and considered Riverbank General Plan 2005-2025,
including the General Plan Errata, and all of the documentation comprising the foregoing, as
presented to the City Council concurrent with this Resolution, and finds that Riverbank General
Plan 2005-2025, which is incorporated herein and made a part hereof as though fully set forth,
is consistent with the requirements of State law, specifically Government Code Section 65300 et
seq.

B. The City Council hereby approves and adopts Riverbank General Plan 2005—
2025 in its entirety, including the General Plan Errata, subject to the mitigation measures
specified in sections 1.7.4 and 1.7.5 of the CEQA Findings of Fact and Statement of Overriding
Considerations of the City of Riverbank for the Riverbank 2025 General Plan Environmental
Impact Report attached as Exhibit “B” to Riverbank City Council Resolution No. 2009- (A
Resolution of the City Council of the City of Riverbank, California, Certifying the Final
Environmental Impact Report Prepared for Riverbank General Plan 2005-2025); Riverbank
General Plan 2005-2025, in conjunction with the Housing Element adopted in December 2004,
shall henceforth constitute the General Plan of the City of Riverbank, subject to such
amendments as may occur in the future pursuant to the requirements and procedures of
applicable law relating to the amendment of general plans.

C. The City Council hereby approves and adopts the Mitigation Monitoring and
Reporting Program for Riverbank General Plan 2005-2025, as set forth in Exhibit “C” attached
hereto and incorporated herein by this reference.

C. Pursuant to the requirements of State law, within one working day of the date of
adoption of this Resolution, the City Clerk shall make available at City Hall for public review a
copy of Riverbank General Plan 2005-2025 and Final EIR.
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PASSED, APPROVED, AND ADOPTED this 22nd day of April 2009.

Mayor
STATE OF CALIFORNIA )
COUNTY OF STANISLAUS ) ss
CITY OF RIVERBANK )

I, Linda Abid-Cummings, City Clerk of the City of Riverbank, County of Stanislaus, State
of California, hereby attest to the above signature and certify that Resolution No. 2009-
was adopted by the City Council of the City of Riverbank at a regular meeting held on the 22nd
day of April 2009, by the following vote:

AYES: Councilmembers:

NOES: Councilmembers:

ABSENT: Councilmembers:

City Clerk Linda Abid-Cummings
City of Riverbank
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EXHIBIT“A”
TO RESOLUTION NO. 2009-

Draft City of Riverbank General Plan 2005-2025

[UNDER SEPARATE COVER]

AVAILABLE FOR REVIEW AT
http://www.riverbank.org/Depts/CommunityDevelopment/GeneralPlanUpdate/default.aspx
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EXHIBIT“B”
TO RESOLUTION NO. 2009-

Final EIR for City of Riverbank General Plan 2005-2025

[UNDER SEPARATE COVER]

AVAILABLE FOR REVIEW AT
http://www.riverbank.org/Depts/CommunityDevelopment/GeneralPlanUpdate/default.aspx

Exhibit “B” to Resolution No. 2009- -B.1-
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EXHIBIT*C”

TO RESOLUTION NoO. 2009-

Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program
1.1 CEQA Requirement

Section 21081.6 of the Public Resources Code requires a Lead Agency that approves or carries
out a project, where a CEQA document has identified significant environmental effects, to adopt
a “reporting or monitoring program for the changes to the project which it has adopted or made
a condition of a project approval in order to mitigate or avoid significant effects on the
environment.”

This Environmental Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program (MMRP) has been prepared to
provide for the monitoring of mitigation measures required of the Riverbank 2025 General Plan
(the Project), as set forth in the Final Environmental Impact Report (FEIR). The City of
Riverbank (City) is the Lead Agency that must adopt the MMRP for development and operation
of the Project. This report will be kept on file with the City of Riverbank Community Development
Department, 6617 Third Street, Riverbank, CA.

The CEQA statutes and Guidelines provide direction for clarifying and managing the complex
relationships between a Lead Agency and other agencies with implementing and monitoring
mitigation measures. In accordance with CEQA Guidelines Section 15097(d), “each agency has
the discretion to choose its own approach to monitoring or reporting; and each agency has its
own special expertise.” This discretion will be exercised by implementing agencies at the time
they undertake any of portion of the Project, as identified in the EIR.

The Riverbank General Plan contains the seven elements mandated by State law plus optional
elements, as accommodated under State law. Together these Elements represent Riverbank’s
overarching policy and planning document. The General Plan contains the community’s long-
range objectives for conservation and physical development in the City. The General Plan
provides decision makers, City staff, property owners, and the public at large with the City’s
policy direction for managing land use change. The General Plan is comprehensive in scope,
addressing land use, transportation, housing, economic development, public facilities and
infrastructure and open space preservation, among many other subjects. The General Plan
includes land use designations that represent future development potential. The General Plan
also includes narrative policies, many of which would mitigate potential environmental impacts.
There is a detailed description of mitigating policies in each section of the EIR. Although these
polices would mitigate or avoid impacts, they are not mitigation measures, but rather are parts
of the Project, just as land use designations are part of the Project. Therefore, General Plan
policies are not included in this MMRP.

1.2 Project Monitoring and Reporting Plan

The matrix presented later in this MMRP includes those mitigation measures for the Project
identified in the EIR and the party responsible for verification. The table, which constitutes the
monitoring and reporting plan, includes the following:

» Alisting of every mitigation measure contained in the EIR.
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» Timing of implementation for each mitigation measure.

» Identification of individuals or organizations responsible for monitoring and/or reporting.
» ldentification of individuals or organizations responsible for verifying compliance.

1.3 Changes to Mitigation Measures

Any substantive change in the MMRP shall be reported in writing. Modifications to the mitigation
measures may be made by the City subject to one of the following findings, documented by
evidence included in the record:

» The mitigation measure included in the FEIR and the MMRP is no longer required because
the significant environmental impact identified in the FEIR has been found not to exist, or to
occur at a level which makes the impact less than significant as a result of changes in the
Project, changes in conditions of the environment, or other factors.

OR,

» The modified or substitute mitigation measure provides a level of environmental protection
equal to, or greater than that afforded by the mitigation measure included in the FEIR and
the MMRP; and,

» The modified or substitute mitigation measure or measures do not have significant adverse
effects on the environment in addition to, or greater than those which were considered by
the responsible hearing bodies in their decisions on the FEIR and the proposed Project;
and,

» The modified or substitute mitigation measures are feasible, and the City, through measures
included in the MMRP or other City procedures, can ensure implementation.

14 Support Documentation
Findings and related documentation supporting the findings involving modifications to mitigation

measures shall be maintained in the Project file with the MMRP and shall be made available to
the public upon request.
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Table 1-1
Summary of Mitigation Measures, Responsible Parties, and Timing

Party
Party Responsible for
Mitigation Measure Responsible for Timeframe for Implementation o
; Verifying
Implementing d
Compliance
Mitigation Measures 4.4-1a: In addition to the As specific During project construction Community
measures required by the SIVAPCD ISR rule, development Development
each project applicant shall implement the projects are Department,
following measures to further reduce construction- |proposed within San Joaquin
related equipment exhaust emissions: the City, project Valley Air
applicants shall Pollution

» Provide commercial electric power to the
project site in adequate capacity to avoid or

minimize the use of portable electric generators

and the equipment.

» Where feasible, replace/substitute fossil-fueled

(e.g., diesel) equipment with electrically driven
equivalents (provided they are not run via a
portable generator set).

» To the extent feasible, use alternate fuels and
emission controls to further reduce NOX and
PM10 exhaust emissions above the minimum
requirements set for in the ISR rule.

» When not in use, on-site equipment shall not
be left idling.

» Limit the hours of operation of heavy duty
equipment and/or the amount of equipment in
use at any one time.

» Curtail construction during periods of high
ambient pollutant concentrations; this may
include ceasing of construction activity during
the peak-hour of vehicular traffic on adjacent
roadways or on Spare the Air Days.

implement
relevant
aspects of
Mitigation
Measures 4.4-
la and 1b.

Control District
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Table 1-1

Summary of Mitigation Measures, Responsible Parties, and Timing

Mitigation Measure

Party

Responsible for
Implementing

Timeframe for Implementation

Party
Responsible for
Verifying
Compliance

» Staging areas for heavy-duty construction
equipment shall be located as far as possible
from sensitive receptors.

» Before construction contracts are issued, the
project applicants shall perform a review of new
technology, in consultation with SIVAPCD, as
it relates to heavy-duty equipment, to
determine what (if any) advances in emissions
reductions are available for use and are
economically feasible. Construction contract
and bid specifications shall require contractors
to utilize the available and economically
feasible technology on an established
percentage of the equipment fleet. It is
anticipated that in the near future, both NOX
and PM10 control equipment will be available.

Mitigation Measure 4.4-1b: The following
SJIVAPCD-recommended enhanced and additional
control measures shall be implemented by each
project applicant to further reduce fugitive PM10
dust emissions.

» Install sandbags or other erosion control
measures to prevent silt runoff to public
roadways from adjacent project areas with a
slope greater than 1%.

» Suspend excavation and grading activity when
winds exceed 20 mph.
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Table 1-1
Summary of Mitigation Measures, Responsible Parties, and Timing

Party
Party Responsible for
Mitigation Measure Responsible for Timeframe for Implementation o
; Verifying
Implementing d
Compliance
» Limit area subject to excavation, grading, and
other construction activity at any one time.
Mitigation Measure 4.4-3: The following As specific Incorporated into project application materials, Community
SJVAPCD-recommended mitigation measure shall | development project design, improvements planning, conditions |Development
be applied, as appropriate, at the project level as |projects are of approval, and project construction, as appropriate | Department,,
the City considers development applications under | proposed within San Joaquin
the General Plan update: the City, project Valley Air
applicants shall Pollution

» Area Source: Provide electric maintenance

equipment, use solar, low-emissions, or central

water heaters (residential and commercial),
increase wall and attic insulation beyond Title
24 requirements (residential and commercial),
and orient buildings to take advantage of solar
heating and natural cooling and use passive
solar designs (residential, commercial, and
industrial), and eliminate or limit the amount of

traditional fireplaces installed (e.g., natural gas
fireplaces/inserts or at least EPA certified wood

stoves or inserts instead of open hearth
fireplaces), energy efficient windows (double
pane and/or Low-E), highly reflective roofing
materials, cool paving, radiant heat barrier,
install photovoltaic cells, programmable
thermostats for all heating and cooling
systems, awnings or other shading
mechanisms for windows, porch, patio, and
walkway overhangs, ceiling and whole house

implement
relevant
aspects.

Control District
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Table 1-1
Summary of Mitigation Measures, Responsible Parties, and Timing

Party
Party Responsible for
Mitigation Measure Responsible for Timeframe for Implementation ponsT:
Implementing Verlfylng
Compliance

fans, utilize passive solar cooling and heating

designs, utilize day lighting systems such as

skylights, light shelves, interior transom

windows, and electrical outlets around the

exterior of the units to encourage use of electric

landscape maintenance equipment.

Projects shall include as many clean alternative

energy features as possible to promote energy

self-sufficiency (e.g., photovoltaic cells, solar

thermal electricity systems, small wind

turbines).
» The project shall require that all diesel engines

be shut off when not in use on the premises to

reduce idling emissions.
Mitigation Measure 4.4-5. The only measure Specific During project design and construction Community
available to completely mitigate the impact— projects Development
completely separating emission sources (diesel proposed under Department
vehicles associated with commercial trucking the General
activities at commercial and industrial land uses) |Plan are
from all sensitive receptors—is not feasible. The |responsible for
best available alternatives to reduce the impact implementing
are the following: mitigation

» Orient loading dock activities as far away and
downwind from existing or proposed sensitive
receptors as feasible.

» Incorporate idle reduction strategies that
reduce the main propulsion engine idling time
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Table 1-1
Summary of Mitigation Measures, Responsible Parties, and Timing

Party
Party Responsible for
Mitigation Measure Responsible for Timeframe for Implementation Verifvi
; erifying
Implementing d
Compliance
through alternative technologies such as,
IdleAire, electrification of truck parking, and
alternative energy sources for TRUs to allow
diesel engines to be completely turned off.
Mitigation Measure 4.4-6: The following Specific During project design and construction Community
mitigation measures shall be implemented by the | projects Development
applicant at the project level during General Plan | proposed under Department
buildout: the General
Plan are

» The deeds to all properties of proposed
sensitive uses located within two miles of the

WWTF within the Planning Area shall include a

disclosure clause (odor easement), prepared
by an attorney with expertise in the field, and
approved by the City of Riverbank, advising
buyers and tenants of the potential adverse
odor impacts from the WWTF and surrounding
agricultural operations.

» Odor control devices shall be installed at the
emitter to reduce the exposure of receptors to
objectionable odorous emissions if an odor-
emitting facility is to occupy space in a
proposed commercial land use area.

» The odor-producing potential of land uses shall

be considered when the exact type of facility
that would occupy commercial areas is
determined.

responsible for
implementation.
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Table 1-1
Summary of Mitigation Measures, Responsible Parties, and Timing

Party
Party Responsible for
Mitigation Measure Responsible for Timeframe for Implementation \F; ifvi
Implementing eritying
Compliance
Mitigation Measure 4.7-1 Community Following General Plan adoption, ongoing Community
» TheCity will coordinate with Modesto Irrigation Development Development
District, PG& E, and other responsible companiesto |and Public and Public
provide for the continued maintenance, Works Works
devel opment, and expansion of energy efficient Departments Departments
electricity and natural gas systems.
» The City will participatein regiona siting plans for
energy facilities.
» The City will uselocal utilitiesinfrastructure
planning and financing strategies to promote energy
efficient land use practices. The City’s goal for
energy conservation strategies will be to reduce
energy demand generated by infrastructure to serve
new development and offset remaining demand
through generation of renewable sources within the
devel opment.
» TheCity will identify opportunities and support
programs to reduce e ectricity demand related to the
water supply system during peak hours and
opportunities to reduce the energy needed to
operate water conveyance and treatment systems.
Mitigation Measure 4.9-3: Establish a Vector City of Following General Plan adoption — target: 2011 City and East
Prevention and Control Program. The City shall Riverbank — Side Mosquito
develop a Vector Prevention and Control Program. |various Abatement
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Table 1-1
Summary of Mitigation Measures, Responsible Parties, and Timing

Party
Party Responsible for
Mitigation Measure Responsible for Timeframe for Implementation ponst
Implementing Verlfylng
Compliance

This program shall be coordinated with and departments District, as
reviewed by the East Side Mosquito Abatement could be appropriate
District. This plan shall include applicable involved
prevention and control measures, and address including
created (e.g., storm drainage features) mosquito Community
vector habitat. Prevention and control measures Development
within the program may include, but not be limited |and/or Public
to, one or more of the following: the use of Works
biological controls (natural predators) in wetlands
and other standing water features, provide outreach
and education information on vectors to
homeowners, and utilize storm drainage features
that are self-draining.
Mitigation Measure 4.12-2: The City shall require all Specific During project design and construction Community
construction projects to implement the following projects Development
mitigation measure to reduce short-term proposed under Department
construction noise levels. the General
All construction equipment shall be properly Plan are
maintained and equipped with noise control, such |résponsible for
as mufflers, in accordance with manufacturers’ implementing
specifications. mitigation
Mitigation Measure 4.12-3: Newly constructed Specific During project design and construction Community
commercial and multi-family development projects | projects Development
that involve construction of surface parking lots proposed under Department
shall provide at least a 10-foot wide landscaped the General
setback between the edge of the parking lot Plan are

surface and the edge of the nearest proposed

responsible for
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Table 1-1
Summary of Mitigation Measures, Responsible Parties, and Timing

Party
Party Responsible for
Mitigation Measure Responsible for Timeframe for Implementation o
; Verifying
Implementing d
Compliance
building. implementing
mitigation
Mitigation Measure 4.12-4: Require, as a condition of | Specific During project design and construction Community
approval, that any project that places sensitive projects Development
receptors within 100 feet of a railroad analyze and |proposed under Department
mitigate for any potential vibration impacts. the General
Plan are
responsible for
implementing
mitigation
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Table 1-1
Summary of Mitigation Measures, Responsible Parties, and Timing

Party
Party Responsible for
Mitigation Measure Responsible for Timeframe for Implementation \‘; ifvi
Implementing eritying
Compliance
Mitigation Measure 4.15-1 City of Following General Plan adoption, ongoing City of
» The City will continue to participate with other Riverbank Riverbank
regional jurisdictionsin the Stanislaus County Community Community
North County Corridor Joint Powers Authority, Development Development
according to the terms of this Joint Powers and Public and Public
arrangement. The Joint Powers Arrangement is Works Works
intended to result in the planning and Departments Departments
implementation of a new regional east-west
expressway serving northern Stanislaus County.
Mitigation Measure 4.15-2 City of Following General Plan adoption, ongoing City of
» Widen SR 108 to four lanes as new development | Riverbank Riverbank
occurs and include applicableimprovementsasa | Community Community
part of the City’ s traffic impact fee program. Development Development
and Public and Public
Works Works
Departments Departments
Mitigation Measure 4.15-3 Specific plan Following General Plan adoption, ongoing City of
» Any future specific plans proposed in the western | proponents Riverbank
half of the Riverbank Planning Area shall provide |involved in Community
analysis of future traffic volumes using refined land | western Development
use plans and a project-specific level of detail for | Riverbank are and Public
traffic generation and distribution. A high degree of | responsible for Works
east-west (as well as north-south) connectivity shall |implementation Departments

be provided with the goal of achieving the City’'s
prevailing level of service standard using City-
approved roadway segment level of service anaysis
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Table 1-1

Summary of Mitigation Measures, Responsible Parties, and Timing

Mitigation Measure

Party

Responsible for
Implementing

Timeframe for Implementation

Party
Responsible for
Verifying
Compliance

methodol ogy.

» Landowners and developers with property interests
described in City specific plans shal fund roadway
facilities, according to City direction, including
Morrill Road and the other roadways, and shall
contribute on a fair-share basis to roadways and
intersections outside specific plan areas affected by
future specific plan development.
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Table 1-1
Summary of Mitigation Measures, Responsible Parties, and Timing

Party
Party Responsible for
Mitigation Measure Responsible for Timeframe for Implementation \F; ifvi
Implementing eritying
Compliance

Mitigation Measure 4.15-4 Community Following General Plan adoption, ongoing Community

» The City will plan, analyze, and mitigate vehicular | Development Development
transportation using LOS D as the minimum and Public and Public
acceptable standard. Works Works

Departments Departments

Mitigation Measure 4.15-5 Community |Following General Plan adoption, ongoing Community

» TheCity of Riverbank will update its traffic impact | Development Development
mitigation fee program as part of a Streets Master and Public and Public
Plan to identify the locations where improvements Works Works
are needed and spread those costs among benefiting | Departments Departments
parties.

Mitigation Measure 4.15-6 Community |Following General Plan adoption, ongoing Community

» TheCity will participate in an areawide roadway Development Development
mitigation fee program, in coordination with the and Public and Public
City of Oakdale, Stanislaus County, the City of Works Works
Modesto, and other agencies with shared Departments Departments,
transportation planning issues. City of _

» TheCity will evaluate inter-city and city-county Oakdale, City
components of Stanislaus County’s public facilities of Modesto,
fees and will update the reciprocal fee collection and Stanislaus
agreement. This agreement would be designed to COU”'[Y:_ as
collect impact fees when development occurs appropriate
within the City in the amount necessary to fund
roadway improvements outside of the City limits,
on apro-rata, or fair-share basis.

Mitigation Measure 4.15-7 Community |Following General Plan adoption — target 2011 Community
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Table 1-1

Summary of Mitigation Measures, Responsible Parties, and Timing

Mitigation Measure

Party

Responsible for
Implementing

Timeframe for Implementation

Party
Responsible for
Verifying
Compliance

The City will update the Traffic Impact Fee
Program to be consistent with the following
improvements. Approved specific plans shall
provide the following improvements within
proposed specific plan areas or shall fund on a
pro-rata basis the following improvements, or
those shown to achieve prevailing City level of

service standards (following adoption of the LOS D

standard, for example) and approved by the City

following project level traffic impact analysis.

» SR 108/ Coffee Road: Add separate right turn
lanes on SR 108 and dual northbound left turn
lanes. Thislevel of improvement is expected to
yield LOSC.

» OakdaleRoad / Morrill Road: Add a separate
eastbound right turn lane and a dual northbound |eft
turn lane. Thislevel of improvement is expected to
yield LOSC.

» Claribel Road / Oakdale Road: Add separate right
turn lanes on al approaches; widen Claribel Road
to provide three through lanes in each direction and
widen Claribel Road to provide dual left turn lanes
in both directions. Thislevel of improvement is
expected to yield LOS D on a six-lane Claribel
Road. To reduce thisimpact to a less-than-
significant level according to the current LOS
standard, it would be necessary to widen Oakdale
Road to provide three through lanesin each

Development
and Public

Works

Departments

Development
and Public
Works
Departments
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Table 1-1

Summary of Mitigation Measures, Responsible Parties, and Timing

Mitigation Measure

Party

Responsible for
Implementing

Timeframe for Implementation

Party
Responsible for
Verifying
Compliance

direction. With the adoption of the LOS D standard,
the impact would be less than significant without
the need for a six-lane Oakdal e Road.

» Patterson Road / Claus Road. Expected
improvements are consistent with two lanesin each
direction on Claus Road and on Patterson Road,
and thislevel of improvement yields LOSD. To
reduce this impact to aless-than-significant level
using the current LOS C standard, it would be
necessary to add a northbound right turn lane on
Claus Road aong Riverbank High School. With the
adoption of the LOS D standard, the impact would
be less than significant without the need for this
northbound right turn lane on Claus Road along
Riverbank High School.

» Claribel Road / Roselle Avenue: Widen Claribel
Road to provide three through lanesin each
direction and add separate right turn lanes on each
approach. Thislevel of improvement is expected to
yield LOSC.

» Claribel Road / Terminal Avenue: Widen
Claribel Road to provide three through lanesin
each direction and add separate right turn lanes on
the southbound, eastbound, and westbound
approaches. Thislevel of improvement is expected
toyield LOS C.

» Claribel Road / Claus Road: Widen Claribel Road
to provide three through lanes in each direction; add
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Table 1-1

Summary of Mitigation Measures, Responsible Parties, and Timing

Mitigation Measure

Party

Responsible for
Implementing

Timeframe for Implementation

Party
Responsible for
Verifying
Compliance

separate right turn lanes on each approach and add
dual left turn lanes on both Claribel Road
approaches. This level of improvement is expected
toyield LOS D. To reduce thisimpact to alessthan
significant level under the current LOS C threshold
it would be necessary to either add a second
northbound left turn lane, OR widen Claus Road to
provide three through lanesin each direction. With
the adoption of the LOS D standard, the impact
would be less than significant without the need for
the second northbound left turn lane and a six-lane
Claus Road.

» Claribel Road / Coffee Road: Widen Claribel
Road to provide three through lanesin each
direction; add separate right turn lanes on each
approach and add dual left turn lanes on dl
approaches. This level of improvement would yield
LOSC.

» CoffeeRoad /Morrill Road: Add northbound and
westbound right turn lanes. Thislevel of
improvement would yield LOS C.

Exhibit “C” to Resolution No. 2009-
LA 128,100,612v1 4-13-09




Table 1-1
Summary of Mitigation Measures, Responsible Parties, and Timing

Party
Party Responsible for
Mitigation Measure Responsible for Timeframe for Implementation \F; ifvi
Implementing eritying
Compliance
Mitigation Measure 4.15-8 Community |Following General Plan adoption, ongoing Community
» TheCity will proactively coordinate with BN& SF | Development Development
Railroad and the PUC to identify applicable and Public and Public
strategies and funding for improved at-grade Works Works
crossings or new grade separation. Departments Departments
» The City will pursue realignment of Terminal
Avenue, where determined necessary, to provide
proper spacing relative to the railroad and cross
streets.
Mitigation Measure 4.15-9 Community |Following General Plan adoption — target 2012 Community
» Because the General Plan must deal with bothnew | Development Development
growth areas and the existing developed areaof the | and Public and Public
community, the City of Riverbank will need to Works Works
establish guidelines for permissible traffic volumes | Departments Departments

on streets with fronting development. These
guidelines may either be part of the specific plan
process or as part of the City’ s street improvement
standards.
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