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3.0 Environmental Setting, Impacts, and Mitigation Measures
3.8 Aesthetics

Bar S-9, north of the bridge, would not be mined within 300 feet of the roadway, but mining
activity on Bar S-8, south of the bridge, would occur within 300 feet of the scenic corridor. All
mining and REP activities would be temporary in nature (no permanent structures would be
built) and visible for only a limited duration from the roadway, and the project’'s presence within
300 feet of a scenic corridor would not cause a significant impact on a scenic vista, with the
exception of mining activities at Bar S-8. Mining activities at Bar S-8 would occur within 300 feet
of the scenic corridor (visible to viewers on Geyserville Bridge) would therefore represent a
significant but temporary impact on a scenic vista. However, under SMARO, special provisions
for screening may be required by the County. The placement of screening may be a visual
barrier that obstructs the expansive view of the river, such that it would contrast substantially
with the riverbed’s existing overall form, line, color, or texture; the screening would be
considered more obtrusive to the visual landscape, and as such is not proposed as a mitigation
measure.

Expansive views of the lower Alexander Valley are available sporadically throughout the hills to
the east of the study area. As previously described, the most unobstructed views of the study
area from the hills are private views, and Figure 3.8-2 is included in this analysis only to
illustrate such vistas. In the most expansive views from the hills, the study area (Bars S-4 and
S-5 in this view) is visible within a larger landscape that includes residences, agricultural
facilities, and other buildings that are visible throughout the valley. In such views, equipment
associated with mining activity, including vehicles and temporary bridges, at either Bar S-4 or
Bar S-5 would be at least partially visible. In addition, access roads that are installed or altered
to allow for mining equipment and vehicles would likely be more prominent from this vantage
point, accentuating an already existing linear form in the visual landscape.

However, mining activity in general would be inevident or subordinate to the larger landscape,
which includes vineyards and the hills opposite the valley, all of which are prominent in views
from the casino. Alterations to the riverbed after skimming and the REP would be inevident in
views throughout the eastern hills.

Because of the duration and proximity of views, along with the lack of dominance posed by
mining activities relative to the larger landscape, impacts on potential public scenic vistas from
the project would be considered less than significant.

Mitigation Measures

None
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