RESOLUTION NO. 2023-88

RESOLUTION OF THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF GALT, CALIFORNIA,
APPROVING THE ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT FOR THE LIPPI RANCH
SUBDIVISION PROJECT; ADOPTING CALIFORNIA ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY ACT
FINDINGS; ADOPTING A STATEMENT OF OVERRIDING CONSIDERATIONS; AND
ADOPTING A MITIGATION MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM

WHEREAS, the City Council of the City of Galt (“City”’) adopted the City's current General Plan on
April 7, 2009 and certified the Final Environmental Impact Report for the General Plan by adopting Resolution
No. 2009-28, herein incorporated by reference, providing a basis of project approval; and

WHEREAS, TTLC Galt — Lippi Ranch, LLC submitted an application to the City of Galt Community
Development Department requesting approval of a General Plan Amendment, Rezone, and Tentative
Subdivision Map, and Design Review for the Lippi Ranch Subdivision Project (Project); and

WHEREAS, pursuant to section 21067 of the California Environmental Quality Act (Pub. Resources
Code, § 21000 et seq.) (“CEQA”), section 15367 of the State CEQA Guidelines (Cal. Code Regs., tit. 14, §
15000 et seq.), and the City's Local CEQA Guidelines, the City is the lead agency for the proposed Project; and

WHEREAS, a Draft Environmental Impact Report (EIR) (SCH# 2023030579) was prepared for the
Project and circulated for a 45-day period from August 24, 2023 through October 12, 2023 during which time
one comment letter was received; and

WHEREAS, the City has prepared a Final EIR, consisting of the comments received during the
45-day public review and comment period on the Draft EIR, written responses to those comments, and
revisions to the Draft EIR. For the purposes of this Resolution, the “EIR” shall refer to the Draft EIR, as
revised by the Final EIR, together with the other sections of the Final EIR; and

WHEREAS, the Draft EIR for the Project concludes a significant and unavoidable environmental
impact to cultural and historic resources with the implementation of mitigation measures; and

WHEREAS, the Draft EIR for the Project was prepared based upon the proposed demolition of on-
site structures and removal of on-site trees, the development of 94 single-family residences ranging in size from
1,494 square feet (sf) to 1,826 sf, as well as internal roadways and a biofiltration basin; and

WHEREAS, the City of Galt held a public hearing on the Project by the Planning Commission on
November 16, 2023, noticed in accordance with applicable law, and the Planning Commission reviewed the
Draft EIR for the Project and considered all evidence in the record including the staff report, comments
received on the documents, and oral and written testimony and, using their independent judgment,
recommended certification of said EIR, as well as approval of the Project; and

WHEREAS, the City Council of the City of Galt held a duly noticed public hearing on December
19, 2023 and has reviewed the EIR and Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program (MMRP) for the
Project, and General Plan Amendment, Rezone, Tentative Subdivision Map, and Design Review and
considered all evidence in the record including the staff report, comments received on the documents, the
recommendation from the Planning Commission, and oral and written testimony.

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED AND DETERMINED, as follows:

1. CERTIFICATION OF THE FINAL EIR

A. The City Council certifies that it has been presented with the Final EIR and that it has
reviewed and considered the information contained in the Final EIR prior to making the following findings.
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B. Pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15090 (Title 14 of the California Code of
Regulations, Section 15090) the City Council certifies that the Final EIR has been completed in compliance
with CEQA and the State CEQA Guidelines. The City Council certifies the Final EIR for the Project as
described above.

C. The City Council further certifies that the Final EIR reflects its independent judgment and
analysis.

2. FINDINGS

Having received, reviewed, and considered the Final EIR and other information in the record of
proceedings, the City Council hereby adopts the following findings in compliance with CEQA and the
CEQA Guidelines:

Part A: Findings regarding the environmental review process and the contents of the Final EIR.
Part B: Findings regarding the significant environmental impacts of the Project and the mitigation
measures for those impacts identified in the Final EIR and adopted as conditions of approval, as well as the

reasons that some potential mitigation measures are rejected.

Part C: Findings regarding the reasonableness of the range of alternatives evaluated in the Final
EIR.

Part D: Statement of Overriding Considerations.

The City Council certifies that these findings are based on full appraisal of all viewpoints, including
all comments received up to the date of adoption of these findings, concerning the environmental issues
identified and discussed in the Final EIR. The City Council adopts the findings and the statements in Parts
A, B, C, and D for the Project.

In addition to the findings regarding environmental impacts and mitigation measures, Part E, below,
identifies the custodian and location of the record of proceedings, as required by CEQA.

Part F describes the MMRP for the Project. As described in Part F, the City Council hereby adopts
the MMRP as set forth in Exhibit A to these findings.

Part A. Environmental Review Process

Notice of Preparation and Scoping Meeting

On March 22, 2023, the City issued a Notice of Preparation (NOP) announcing the intended
preparation of the Draft EIR and describing its proposed scope. Attached to the NOP was an Initial Study
(IS) prepared for the Project. During the 30-day circulation of the NOP, a public scoping meeting was held
on April 13, 2023 for the purpose of informing the public and receiving comments on the scope of the
environmental analysis to be prepared for the Project.

The City received a total of six comment letters from State, regional, and local agencies and
organizations.

Preparation of the EIR

The City completed the Draft EIR for the Project and, beginning on August 24 2023, the City made
the Draft EIR available for review and comment. A Notice of Availability was published and the period for
receipt of comments on the Draft EIR remained open for 45 days, to October 12, 2023. Copies of the Draft
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EIR document were made available at the City of Galt City Hall, located at 380 Civic Drive, Galt, and on
the City’s website at:

https://www.cityofealt.org/government/community-development/planning/development-projects-
environmental-documents

This period satisfied the requirement for the public review period as set forth in Section 15105 of
the CEQA Guidelines. During the comment period, the City received one comment letter. A list of the
public agency commenting on the Draft EIR is included in Chapter 1, Introduction and List of Commenters,
of the Final EIR.

On October 26, 2023, the City published the Final EIR for the Project. The Final EIR includes
comments received on the Draft EIR and responses to significant environmental issues raised in the
comments prepared in accordance with CEQA and the CEQA Guidelines.

The City Council finds and determines that the Final EIR provides adequate, good faith, and
reasoned responses to all comments raising significant environmental issues.

Absence of Significant New Information

CEQA Guidelines Section 15088.5 requires that a lead agency 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 a Draft EIR, but before certification of the Final EIR. New information added to an EIR is
not “significant” unless the EIR is changed in a way that deprives the public of a meaningful opportunity
to comment upon a substantial adverse environmental effect of the project or a feasible way to mitigate or
avoid such an effect that the project proponent declines to implement. Recirculation is not required where
the new information added to the EIR merely clarifies or amplifies or makes insignificant modifications in
an adequate EIR. The Guidelines provide examples of significant new information under this standard,
which include the following:

1. A new significant environmental impact that would result from the Project (or any
alternative) or from a new mitigation measure proposed to be implemented.

2. A substantial increase in the severity of an environmental impact would result unless
mitigation measures are adopted that reduce the impact to a level of insignificance.

3. A feasible project alternative or mitigation measure considerably different from others
previously analyzed would clearly lessen the significant environmental impacts of the Project
(or an alternative), but the Project's proponents decline to adopt it.

4.  The Draft EIR was so fundamentally and basically inadequate and conclusory in nature that
meaningful public review and comment were precluded.

Having reviewed all the information in the record, the City Council finds that significant new
information has not been added to the Final EIR since public notice was given of the availability of the
Draft EIR. New or substantial changes to the Draft EIR were not proposed as a result of the public comment
process. The Final EIR responds to comments. Therefore, the City Council finds that recirculation of the
EIR is not required.

Differences of Opinion Regarding the Impacts of the Project

In making its determination to certify the Final EIR and to approve the Project, the City Council
recognizes that a range of technical and scientific opinion exists with respect to certain environmental
issues. The City Council acknowledges that it has acquired an understanding of the range of this technical
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and scientific opinion by its review of the Draft EIR, the comments received on the Draft EIR and the
responses to those comments in the Final EIR, as well as testimony, letters, and reports regarding the Final
EIR and its own experience and expertise in these environmental issues. The City Council acknowledges
that it 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 Final EIR, and the reports prepared by the experts who
prepared the EIR, by the City’s consultants, and by staff, addressing those comments. The City Council
acknowledges that it has gained a comprehensive and well-rounded understanding of the environmental
issues presented by the Project. The City Council acknowledges that in turn, this understanding has enabled
the City Council to make its decisions after weighing and considering the various viewpoints on these
important issues. The City Council accordingly certifies that its findings are based on full appraisal of all
of the evidence contained in the Final EIR, as well as the evidence and other information in the record
addressing the Final EIR.

Part B. Impacts and Mitigation Measures

The City Council acknowledges that these findings provide the written analysis and conclusions of
the City Council regarding the environmental impacts of the Project and the mitigation measures identified
by the IS and EIR, and adopted by the City Council as conditions of approval for the Project.

1. Significant or Potentially Significant Impacts Mitigated to a Less-Than-Significant Level.

The following significant and potentially significant environmental impacts of the Project,
including cumulative impacts, are being mitigated to a less-than-significant level and are set out below.

Pursuant to Section 21081(a)(1) of CEQA and Section 15091(a)(1) of the CEQA Guidelines, as to
each such impact, the City Council, based on the evidence in the record before it, finds that changes or
alterations incorporated into the Project by means of conditions or otherwise, mitigate, avoid or
substantially lessen these significant or potentially significant environmental impacts of the project to a
less-than-significant level. The basis for the finding for each identified impact is set forth below.

e Impact IV-a: Have a substantial adverse effect, either directly or through habitat
modifications, on any species identified as a candidate, sensitive, or special status species in
local or regional plans, policies, or regulations, or by the California Department of Fish and
Wildlife or U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service. The project site does not have the potential to contain
special-status plants, but does provide potential habitat for Swainson’s hawk and white-tailed kite,
and contains suitable nesting trees for other raptors, western red bats, and migratory birds protected
by the MBTA. While habitat for western burrowing owl, tricolored blackbird, and the greater
sandhill crane are not encountered on-site, the project site is within the South Sacramento Habitat
Conservation Plan (SSHCP) modeled habitat for the aforementioned species. Therefore, the Project
would modify the habitat of special-status species protected by the SSHCP. Obtaining an SSHCP
Permit and complying with all applicable SSHCP measures would ensure significant impacts are
reduced to a less-than-significant level. Therefore, Mitigation Measures IV-1 through IV-9 require
compliance with applicable SSHCP measures. Mitigation Measure IV-4 specifies that a qualified
biologist shall conduct a nesting bird survey prior to the commencement of construction.
Implementation of Mitigation Measures IV-1 through IV-9 would ensure that the impact is less
than significant.

o Impact IV-e: Conflict with any local policies or ordinances protecting biological resources,
such as a tree preservation policy or ordinance. Of the 138 on-site trees, 60 would be removed
as part of the Project. According to the Arborist Report prepared for the project, four oak trees
slated for removal are considered protected trees. The removal of on-site trees would conflict with
the local City policies as set forth in Section 18.52.060 of the Municipal Code. Obtaining a tree
removal permit from the City of Galt would mitigate any significant impacts to a less than
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significant level. Therefore, Mitigation Measure IV-10 requires the applicant to obtain a tree
removal permit and comply with the conditions set forth therein. Implementation of Mitigation
Measure IV-10 would ensure that the impact is less than significant.

e Impact V-b,c: Cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of a unique
archaeological resource pursuant to Section 15064.5, or disturb any human remains,
including those interred outside of dedicated cemeteries. A site-specific cultural resources study
was conducted for the Project did not identify any on-site cultural resources. However, the project
site could contain unique archaeological resources and/or human remains that would only be
discovered upon ground-disturbing activities, such as grading. Therefore, Mitigation Measures V-
1 and V-2 would require that all construction work be halted upon the discovery of either
archaeological resources or human remains, and the appropriate authorities notified of the
discovery. Implementation of Mitigation Measures V-1 and V-2 would ensure the impact is less
than significant.

o Impact VII-f: Directly or indirectly destroy a unique paleontological resource or site or
unique geologic feature. The City’s General Plan does not note the existence of any unique
geological features within the City. As such, the project site is unlikely to contain any unique
geologic features; however, previously unknown paleontological resources could exist within the
subject property or off-site improvement areas due to the presence of the Dry Creek channel within
five miles of the project site. Thus, ground-disturbing activity, such as grading, trenching, or
excavating associated with implementation of the Project, could have the potential to disturb or
destroy such resources. Therefore, Mitigation Measure VII-1 would require all work to cease within
100 feet of any discovered paleontological resource during construction or grading activities.
Compliance with Mitigation Measure VII-1 would ensure the impact is less than significant.

e TImpact VIII-a,b: Generate greenhouse gas emissions, either directly or indirectly, that may
have a significant impact on the environment, or conflict with an applicable plan, policy or
regulation adopted for the purpose of reducing the emissions of greenhouse gasses. The City
of Galt Climate Action Plan (CAP) includes a sustainability checklist to be used in analyzing the
consistency of new development projects within the City. However, CAP Transportation Measure
9 requires the project construction fleet to include a percentage of construction equipment meeting
the U.S. EPA’s Tier 4 standards. Because the construction fleet engine tiers are not known at this
time, Mitigation Measure VIII-1 requires the project applicant to submit proof of compliance with
U.S. EPA Tier 4 engine requirements. Implementation of Mitigation Measure VIII-1 would ensure
that the impact is less than significant.

e Impact IX-b: Create a significant hazard to the public or the environment through
reasonably foreseeable upset and accident conditions involving the likely release of hazardous
materials into the environment. The project site has historically been used as agricultural land,
and was developed with a residential building and a barn. Therefore, the project site could
potentially contain persistent pesticides and arsenic in on-site soils, existing septic systems and/or
water wells, asbestos-containing materials, lead-based paints, and caulk containing polychlorinated
biphenyls (PCBs) or mercury associated with the existing structures. Therefore, the Project could
create a significant hazard to the public or the environment through reasonably foreseeable upset
and accident conditions involving the likely release of hazardous materials into the environment.
Mitigation Measures IX-1 through IX-4 require site-specific assessments and surveys to ensure
substantially hazardous conditions are not present on-site. Implementation of Mitigation Measures
IX-1 through IX-4 would ensure that the impact is less than significant.

e Impact IX-f: Impair implementation of or physically interfere with an adopted emergency
response plan or emergency evacuation plan. The Project would not substantially alter the
existing circulation system in the surrounding area. However, without proper planning of
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construction activities, construction traffic and temporary roadway conditions associated with the
proposed off-site improvements could interfere with existing roadway operations during the
construction phase, which could result in a significant impact. Therefore, Mitigation Measure IX-
5 requires preparation of a Construction Traffic Control Plan, including plans for major truck trips,
construction staging areas, and construction hours, for review and approval by the City.
Implementation of Mitigation Measure IX-5 would ensure that the impact is reduced to less than
significant.

e Impact X-a: Violate any water quality standards or waste discharge requirements or
otherwise substantially degrade surface or ground water quality. The Project would include
disturbance of approximately 8.99 acres, and, thus, is subject to the relevant requirements within
the State Water Resources Control Board’s (SWRCB) National Pollutant Discharge Elimination
System (NPDES) General Construction Permit, as well as the County-wide Stormwater Quality
Improvement Program (SQIP), and the City of Galt’s Stormwater Management Program. The
Project would be required to implement all applicable goals, policies, and best management
practices (BMPs) set forth by the above programs. Compliance with the foregoing requirements is
typically demonstrated through implementation of a Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan
(SWPPP). However, the Project’s construction activities could result in an increase in erosion, and
consequently affect water quality, representing a potentially significant impact, and a SWPPP has
not yet been prepared for the project. Therefore, Mitigation Measure X-1 would require the
obtaining and compliance with a NPDES General Construction Permit, as well as the preparation
of a SWPPP. Implementation of Mitigation Measure X-1 would ensure the impact is less than
significant.

e Impact XIII-a: Generation of a substantial temporary or permanent increase in ambient
noise levels in the vicinity of the project in excess of standards established in the local general
plan or noise ordinance, or applicable standards of other agencies. According to the Noise
Analysis prepared for the Project, operation of the Project would not result in the generation of a
substantial permanent increase in ambient noise levels in the vicinity of the project in excess of
City standards. However, construction noise associated with the Project could result in a significant
impact should activities not adhere to the requirements of the City of Galt Noise Ordinance set
forth in Municipal Code Section 8.40.060(E). Therefore, Mitigation Measures XIII-1 and XIII-2
require project construction activities to adhere to all applicable City standards, including those
associated with permitted hours of operation and other factors affecting construction noise and
nearby sensitive land uses. In addition, Mitigation Measure XIII-3 requires the project applicant to
designate a disturbance coordinator to process any and all public complaints about construction
noise disturbances. Implementation of Mitigation Measures XIII-1 through XIII-3 would ensure
that the impact is less than significant.

¢ Impact XVII-c,d: Substantially increase hazards due to a geometric design feature (e.g.,
sharp curves or dangerous intersections) or incompatible uses (e.g., farm equipment), or
result in inadequate emergency access. The Project would not substantially increase hazards due
to a design feature, or incompatible uses, or result in inadequate emergency access. However,
without proper planning of construction activities, construction traffic could interfere with existing
roadway operations during the construction phase, which could result in a risk to public safety.
Therefore, project traffic related to construction activities could result in a significant impact, and
Mitigation Measure XVII-1 would require implementation of Mitigation Measure IX-5, as defined
above. Implementation of the aforementioned mitigation measure would ensure that the impact is
less than significant.

e Impact XVIII-ab: Listed or eligible for listing in the California Register of Historical
Resources, or in a local register of historical resources as defined in Public Resources Code
section 5020.1(Kk), or a resource determined by the lead agency, in its discretion and supported
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by substantial evidence, to be significant pursuant to criteria set forth in subdivision (c) of
Public Resources Code Section 5024.1. In applying the criteria set forth in subdivision (c) of
Public Resources Code Section 5024.1, the lead agency shall consider the significance of the
resource to a California Native American tribe. Based on the history of disturbance at the project
site as a result of past development and agricultural uses, as well as the lack of identified tribal
cultural resources at the site and within the off-site improvement areas, tribal cultural resources are
not expected to occur within the proposed improvement areas. Nevertheless, the possibility exists
that development of the Project could result in a substantial adverse change in the significance of a
tribal cultural resource if previously unknown tribal cultural resources are uncovered during
grading or other ground-disturbing activities. Therefore, Mitigation Measure XVIII-1 requires
implementation of Mitigation Measures V-1 and V-2, which would, as explained above, ensure that
the impact is less than significant.

2. Significant and Unavoidable Impacts

A mitigation measure to mitigate, avoid, or substantially lessen the following significant
environmental impact of the Project has been identified. However, pursuant to Section 21081(a)(3) of
CEQA and Section 15091(a)(3) of the CEQA Guidelines, as to the impact and mitigation measure, the City
Council, based on the evidence in the record before it, specifically finds that the mitigation measure would
not reduce the impact to a less-than-significant level. Feasible mitigation to avoid demolition of the historic
barn does not exist. The impact and mitigation measure, and the facts supporting the finding of insufficiency
of the mitigation measure, are set forth below. Notwithstanding the disclosure of the impact and the finding
of insufficiency, the City Council elects to approve the Project due to the overriding considerations set forth
below in Part D, Statement of Overriding Considerations.

e Impact 4.1-1: Cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of a historical resource
pursuant to CEQA Guidelines, Section 15064.5. Pursuant to a site-specific field survey
conducted by ECORP as part of the Cultural Resources Inventory and Evaluation Report prepared
for the Project, five historic-period resources occur on the Lippi Ranch property. The resource sites
include the main residence (LR-01), a barn (LR-02), a pumphouse (LR-03), a ranch-style house
(LR-04), and a dingbat-style apartment building (LR-05). According to the Cultural Resources
Inventory and Evaluation Report, LR-01, LR-03, LR-04, and LR-05 are not eligible for listing on
the National Register of Historic Places (NRPH) and/or the California Register of Historic
Resources (CRHR), nor qualify as historic property or historically significant resources. However,
LR-02 is eligible for listing on the NRHP/CRHR. Development of the Project would require
demolition of LR-02, which would consequently result in a substantial adverse change in the
significance of a historical resource pursuant to Section 15064.5 of the CEQA Guidelines.
Therefore, a significant impact would occur. Implementation of Mitigation Measure 4.1-1 would
require the project applicant to educate the public on the history of the Lippi family and the local
level of significance of Lippi Ranch for its association with the development of irrigated agriculture
and viticulture in the City of Galt. However, implementation of Mitigation Measure 4.1-1 would
not reduce the impact to a less-than-significant level, as development of the Project would still
require demolition of LR-02. Therefore, even with implementation of the following mitigation
measure, the impact would remain significant and unavoidable.

The City Council acknowledges that in making these findings, the City Council has considered the
opinions of other agencies and members of the public, including opinions that disagree with some of the
analysis and significance thresholds used in the EIR. The City Council finds that the determination of
significance thresholds is a judgment within the discretion of the City Council; the significance thresholds
used in the EIR are supported by substantial evidence in 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 environmental effects of the Project.



RESOLUTION NO. 2023-88
PAGE 8 OF 13

In particular, the EIR relied on significance criteria for evaluating impacts that are tailored to this
type of project. The criteria used in the EIR to determine whether an impact is or is not “significant” are
based on (a) CEQA-stipulated “mandatory findings of significance” listed in CEQA Guidelines section
15065; (b) the relationship of the Project effect to the adopted policies, ordinances and standards of the City
and of responsible agencies; and (c) commonly accepted practice and the professional judgment of the EIR
authors and City staff.

A full explanation of the 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 determinations regarding the Project’s impacts and mitigation measures designed to address
those impacts. In making these findings, the City Council ratifies, adopts, and incorporates the analysis and
explanation in the Final EIR, and 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.

The City Council adopts, and incorporates as conditions of approval of the Project, the mitigation
measures set forth in the MMRP attached to these findings as Exhibit A to reduce or avoid the potentially
significant and significant impacts of the Project. The City Council acknowledges that in adopting these
mitigation measures, the City Council intends to adopt each of the mitigation measures recommended for
approval by the Final EIR. Accordingly, in the event a mitigation measure recommended in the Final EIR
has inadvertently been omitted from Exhibit A, such mitigation measure is hereby adopted and incorporated
in the findings below by reference. In addition, in the event the language describing a mitigation measure
set forth in Exhibit A fails to accurately reflect the mitigation measures in the Final EIR due to a clerical
error, the language of the mitigation measure as set forth in the Final EIR shall control, unless the language
of the mitigation measure has been specifically and expressly modified by these findings.

The City Council hereby finds that the adopted mitigation measures are changes or alterations that
have been required in, or incorporated into, the Project which reduce or avoid significant effects on the
environment to the maximum extent feasible.

Changes to mitigation measures were not made in response to any comments on the Draft EIR.

Part C. Alternatives

Summary of Discussion of Alternatives in the Final EIR

The Draft EIR evaluates three potential alternatives to the Project. The Draft EIR examines the
environmental impacts of each alternative in comparison with the Project and the relative ability of each
alternative to satisfy project objectives.

Findings Relating to Alternatives

In making these findings, the City Council certifies that it has independently reviewed and
considered the information on alternatives provided in the Final EIR, including the information provided
in comments on the Draft EIR and the responses to those comments in the Final EIR. The Draft EIR’s
discussion and analysis of these alternatives is not repeated in these findings, but the discussion and analysis
of the alternatives in the Draft EIR is incorporated in these findings by reference.

The Draft EIR describes and evaluates in detail three alternatives to the Project. The City Council
acknowledges that the reasons for the City Council’s decision to approve the Project instead of the
remaining alternatives are presented below. The City Council finds that the Project would satisfy the project
objectives, and the remaining alternatives are unable to satisfy the project objectives to the same degree as
the Project. The City Council further finds that, on balance, none of the remaining alternatives has
environmental advantages over the Project that are sufficiently great to justify approval of such an
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alternative instead of the project, in light of each such alternative’s inability to satisfy the objectives to the
same degree as the Project. Accordingly, the City Council determines to approve the Project instead of
approving one of the remaining alternatives.

Description of Project Objectives
The Project objectives are the following:

1. Create an economically integrated community with medium-high density residential
homes that seamlessly blend in with the diversity of population and income levels in the
surrounding neighborhoods;

2. Provide a neighborhood with compact and efficient homes, including alley-loaded
attainable housing options that minimize energy and water consumption;

3. Build a walkable neighborhood with an interconnecting trail to promote a healthy lifestyle;

4. Develop a neighborhood in an area already planned for urban growth and in close
proximity to jobs and services,

5. Reduce greenfield development in outlying areas by utilizing Lippi’s infill property
opportunity which has accessible infrastructure, and consistent with City of Galt’s current
infrastructure plans and growth policies;

6. Provide a neighborhood that will establish a transition from lower density residential areas
to multi-family and commercial areas nearby; and

7. Implement thoughtful theming through the landscape plan to preserve and celebrate the
historic identity of the Lippi Ranch property and its former winery operation.

Discussion and Findings Relating to the Alternatives Evaluated in the Draft EIR
Chapter 6 of the Draft EIR evaluates the following three altematives, which are summarized below:
e No Project (No Build) Alternative;
e Avoidance Alternative; and
e Avoidance and Clustered Units Alternative.

No Project (No Build) Alternative.

The No Project (No Build) Alternative considers the effects of forgoing the Project entirely, and
leaving the project site in its current condition. The No Project (No Build) Alternative thus allows decision-
makers to compare the impacts of the Project to retaining the existing condition of the site. The No Project
(No Build) Alternative describes the environmental conditions that exist at the time that the environmental
analysis commences.

Because the No Project (No Build) Alternative would not include development of the site, land
disturbance and any associated physical environmental impacts would not occur. As such, construction
activities would not occur and the historic buildings identified on-site would not be demolished. Therefore,
impacts associated with historic resources would not occur with implementation of the No Project (No
Build) Alternative.

The No Project (No Build) Alternative would not meet any of the project objectives because the
site would not be developed with an economically integrated community with medium-high density
residential homes by developing the site (Objective #1), provide a neighborhood with compact and efficient
homes (Objective #2), or build a walkable neighborhood with an interconnecting trail to promote a healthy
lifestyle (Objective #3). In addition, the Alternative would not allow for development of a neighborhood in
an area already planned for urban growth and in close proximity to jobs and services (Objective #4), reduce
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greenfield development in outlying areas (Objective #5), or provide a neighborhood that would establish a
transition from lower density residential areas to multi-family and commercial areas (Objective #6). The
Alternative would also not implement thoughtful theming through the landscape plan of the neighborhood
to preserve and celebrate the historic identify of the Lippi Ranch property and its former winery operation
(Objective #7). Thus, none of the identified objectives would be fulfilled.

Although the City is not required by law to consider the feasibility of the No Project (No Build)
Alternative, the City Council nevertheless does so and rejects the Alternative as undesirable. The City
Council believes the Project is consistent with the City’s development goals and regulatory planning
documents. The City Council therefore sees no need to forestall development on the project site and instead
chooses to approve the project as proposed.

Avoidance Alternative

Under the Avoidance Alternative, the development area on the project site would be adjusted to
avoid disturbance of the existing on-site structures.

Under the Avoidance Alternative, the development area on the project site would be adjusted to
avoid disturbance of the existing on-site structures, including the barn that has been determined to be
eligible for listing on the NRHP/CRHR. While an opportunity exists to preserve only the barn structure and
develop around said structure, due to the location of the barn in relation to the other existing structures and
the proposed residences, a reasonable assumption has been made that all existing on-site structures located
in the northern portion of the project site would remain under the Avoidance Alternative. Accordingly, the
disturbance area would be reduced by 2.34 acres, and the total number of proposed single-family residential
units would be reduced by 25. The remaining 6.65 acres of the project site would be developed with 69
single-family residential units, resulting in a slight reduction in residential density from 10.44 dwelling
units per acre (dw/ac) to 10.37 dw/ac.

Because the identified historic building would not be demolished as part of the Avoidance
Alternative, the significant and unavoidable impact identified for the Project in the Draft EIR related to
cultural and historic resources would not occur, and Mitigation Measure 4.1-1 would not be required. In
addition, because the Avoidance Alternative would include similar development as the Project, but with 25
less units, all of the project objectives would be fully or partially met under the Alternative.

Overall, the impacts identified for the Project related to cultural and historic resources would be
fewer under the Avoidance Alternative as compared to the Project.

Avoidance and Clustered Units Alternative

Similar to the Avoidance Alternative, the development area on the project site under the Avoidance
and Clustered Units Alternative would be adjusted to avoid the existing on-site structures, including the
barn, which is eligible for listing on the NRHP/CRHR. The disturbance area under the Avoidance and
Clustered Units Alternative would be reduced by 2.34 acres, and the remaining 6.65 acres of the project
site would be developed with the same number of residential units as the Project (i.e., a total of 94 single-
family residential units), but clustered to more closely resemble condominiums. The overall density of the
project site would increase from 10.44 dwac to 14.13 duw/ac under the Avoidance and Clustered Units
Alternative. Consequently, the Alternative would require approval of a General Plan Amendment to change
the land use designation of the site from Low Density Residential (LDR) to High Density Residential
(HDR), which allows for a density range from 14 to 24 dw/ac; and a Rezone to change the zoning district
from Low Density Single-Family Residential (R1A) to High Density Multiple-Family Residential District
(R4), which allows for a density range from 14 to 24 du/ac. While the site plan would need to be
reconfigured under the Avoidance and Clustered Units Alternative, all other aspects of the Project, such as
development of a new loop road, walking paths with paseos and benches, and off-site improvements would
be similar under the Avoidance and Clustered Units Alternative.
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The Avoidance and Clustered Units Alternative would involve a smaller disturbance area and
would avoid disturbance of the existing on-site structures, including the barn that has been determined to
be eligible for listing on the NRHP/CRHR. Because the existing on-site structures would be preserved
under the Avoidance and Clustered Units Alternative, Mitigation Measure 4.1-1 would not be required and
the significant and unavoidable impact identified for the Project would not occur.

The Avoidance and Clustered Units Alternative would include similar development as the Project
and, thus, would generally meet the majority of the project objectives. However, development under the
Avoidance and Clustered Units Alternative would increase the density from medium-high density
residential to high-density residential development; therefore, the Avoidance and Clustered Units
Alternative would not meet Objective #1.

Pursuant to CEQA, a lead agency should adopt a feasible project alternative that substantially
lessens or avoids significant environmental effects of the Project. The Project would have one area of
concern that would result in significant and unavoidable impacts: cultural and historic resources. As
indicated above, the Avoidance and Clustered Units Alternative would avoid the aforementioned impact
due to the change in construction area. Therefore, the impacts identified for the Project related to cultural
and historic resources would be fewer under the Avoidance and Clustered Units Alternative as compared
to the Project.

Findings Regarding Reasonable Range of Alternatives

An EIR is required to identify the environmentally superior alternative from among the range of
reasonable alternatives that are evaluated. Section 15126.6(e)(2) of the CEQA Guidelines requires that an
environmentally superior alternative be designated and states that if the environmentally superior
alternative is the “No Project” alternative, the EIR shall also identify an environmentally superior
alternative among the other alternatives.

Of the alternatives evaluated for the Project, the environmentally superior alternative would be the
No Project (No Build) Alternative. The Alternative would avoid all significant impacts associated with the
Project because the No Project (No Build) Alternative would not require any site disturbance or project
construction. However, in accordance with section 15126.6(¢)(2) of the CEQA Guidelines, if the No Project
Alternative is identified as the environmentally superior alternative, the EIR shall also identify an
environmentally superior alternative among the other alternatives.

Based on a review of the remaining project alternatives, both the Avoidance Alternative and the
Avoidance and Clustered Units Alternative would avoid the significant and unavoidable impact identified
for the Project related to cultural and historic resources. However, the Avoidance Alternative would be
capable of generally meeting all project objectives, while the Avoidance and Clustered Units Alternative
would not meet Objective #1. Therefore, the Avoidance Alternative would be considered the
Environmentally Superior Alternative.

Part D. Statement of Overriding Considerations

Pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15092, the City Council finds that, in approving the Project,
it has eliminated or substantially reduced all significant and potentially significant effects of the project on
the environment where feasible, as shown in the EIR and described in these findings.

As set forth in the preceding sections, the City of Galt’s approval of the Project will result in one
significant adverse environmental effect that cannot be avoided even with the adoption of all feasible
mitigation measures. In the City Council’s judgment, the Project and its benefits outweigh its unavoidable
significant effect. The following Statement of Overriding Considerations identifies the reasons why, in the
City Council’s judgment, the benefits of the project, as approved, outweigh its unavoidable significant
effect.
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Any one of the stated reasons is sufficient to justify approval of the Project. Thus, even if a court
were to conclude that not every reason set forth in this Statement is supported by substantial evidence, the
City Council finds that any individual reason is separately sufficient. This Statement is supported by the
substantial evidence set forth in the Draft EIR, Final EIR, and the findings set forth above and in the
documents incorporated by reference above.

The following considerations support approval of the Project:

e The Project would help stabilize the community’s housing market by providing 94 single-
family residences that meet the housing needs of existing and future Galt residents.

e The Project would create an inviting aesthetic streetscape comprised of residence and
landscaping.

e The Project will provide land uses that are economically beneficial to the City through
property tax revenue.
e The Project will provide land uses that are economically beneficial to the City through
development impact fee revenue for public facilities, including:
o Fire protection: The Project applicant is required to pay Capital Impact Fees per
the Cosumnes Community Services District Fire Department fee structure.
o Police protection: The additional personnel and materials costs would be offset
through the increased revenue, and fees required prior to development.
o Schools: The Project applicant is required to pay school impact fees to the Galt
Joint Union Elementary School District (GJUESD) and Galt Joint Union High
School District (GJUHSD), which are established pursuant to Section 17620 et.
seq. of the California Education Code.

e The Project will provide necessary on-site infrastructure and develop off-site
improvements to upgrade the City’s infrastructure, including replacement of existing water
and sanitary sewer lines, as well as connections to nearby sidewalk facilities.

e The Project will eliminate a deteriorating building with poor structural integrity that
represents an undesirable aesthetic addition to the surrounding neighborhood and a
potential hazard to public safety.

As explained above, the City Council has balanced these benefits and considerations against the
significant unavoidable environmental effect of the Project and has concluded that the impacts to cultural
and historic resources are outweighed by the foregoing benefits, among others. The City Council believes
the Project benefits outlined above override the single significant and unavoidable environmental impact
associated with the Project.

The City Council adopts the mitigation measures in the final MMRP, incorporated by reference
into these findings, and finds that any residual or remaining effects on the environment resulting from the
Project, identified as significant and unavoidable in the Findings of Fact, are acceptable due to the benefits
set forth in this Statement. The City Council makes this Statement of Overriding Considerations in
accordance with Section 15093 of the CEQA Guidelines in support of approval of the Project.

Part E. Record of Proceedings

Various documents and other materials constitute the record upon which the City Council bases
these findings and the approvals contained herein. The record of these proceedings is located at, and may
be obtained from, the Galt City Hall, 380 Civic Drive, Galt, California 95632.
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Part F. Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program

In accordance with CEQA and the CEQA Guidelines, the City Council must adopt a MMRP to
ensure that the mitigation measures adopted herein are implemented. The City Council hereby adopts the
MMRP for the Project attached to these findings as Exhibit A, and is incorporated herein by reference.

NOTICE OF DETERMINATION

A Notice of Determination shall be filed with the County of Sacramento and the State
Clearinghouse within five (5) working days of final Project approval.

The City Clerk shall certify to the passage and adoption of this resolution and enter it into the book
of original Resolutions.

PASSED AND ADOPTED by the City Council of the City of Galt, California, this 19" day of
December, 2023, upon motion by Council Member Lozano, seconded by Council Member Papineau, by
the following vote, to wit:

AYES: Council Members: Lozano, Papineau, Farmer, Vandenburg, Sandhu
NOES: Council Members:
ABSTAIN: Council Members:
ABSENT: Council Members:

7
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MAYOR, City of Galt

ATTEST:

~

City Clerk, City of Galt



