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1 INTRODUCTION

1.1 INTRODUCTION

The Russell Ranch Project (proposed project) Draft Environmental Impact Report (EIR) has
been prepared in accordance with the California Environmental Quality Act of 1970, Pub. Res.
Code 8§ 21000 et seq., as amended (CEQA) and the Guidelines for Implementation of the
California Environmental Quality Act, Cal. Code Regs. Title 14, § 15000 et seq. (CEQA
Guidelines). The City of Folsom is the lead agency for the environmental review of the proposed
project evaluated herein and has the principal responsibility for approving the project. As
required by Section 15121 of the CEQA Guidelines, this EIR will (a) inform public agency
decision-makers, and the public generally, of the significant environmental effects of the project,
(b) identify possible ways to minimize the significant adverse environmental effects, and (c)
describe reasonable project alternatives. The public agency shall consider the information in the
EIR along with other information that may be presented to the agency.

1.2 BACKGROUND

The proposed project is part of the approved Folsom Plan Area Specific Plan (FPASP), which is
a comprehensively planned community that proposes new development based upon principles of
“Smart Growth” and Transit Oriented Development. The FPASP area is generally bounded by
Prairie City Road on the west, Highway 50 (US 50) on the north, and White Rock Road on the
south. The Sacramento County/El Dorado County boundary is located near the site to the east.
The FPASP includes 10,210 residential units at various densities on a total of 1,477.2 acres;
362.8 acres designated for commercial and industrial use, including a regional shopping center;
public/quasi-public uses; elementary, middle, and high schools on 179.3 acres; 121.7 acres of
community and neighborhood parks; stormwater detention basins; 1,053.1 acres of open-space
areas and open-space preserves; and major roads with landscaping. The Russell Ranch project
site was included in the FPASP as a mixed use development including 1,119 residential units,
380,061 square feet of commercial, an elementary school, and approximately 105 acres of open
space and parks.

As required by CEQA and the National Environmental Protection Act (NEPA), a joint
Environmental Impact Report/Environmental Impact Statement (EIR/EIS) was prepared to
analyze the potential environmental impacts of the FPASP. The Folsom South of U.S. 50
Specific Plan Project EIR/EIS (FPASP EIR/EIS) evaluated the FPASP at a programmatic level
with some impact areas including additional detailed analysis, where applicable. The FPASP
EIR/EIS was certified and the FPASP approved by the City Council on June 14, 2011. Thus, the
FPA was subsequently annexed to the City of Folsom.
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1.3 PROJECT DESCRIPTION

This section provides an overview of the project location and components. For additional project
description details, please refer to Chapter 3, Project Description, of this EIR.

Project Location

The proposed project would be located within the City of Folsom, which is within Sacramento
County, California. The project site is in the southeastern section of the City of Folsom, on the
southern side of US 50, near the Sacramento County/El Dorado County boundary to the east.
The project site is within the eastern portion of the Hillside District of the FPASP, bounded by
US 50 to the north, White Rock Road to the South, and Placerville Road and the Sacramento-
Placerville Transportation Corridor (SPTC) tracks to the west.

The required off-site water infrastructure improvement needed to serve the proposed project
would extend from the project site north to the intersection of East Bidwell and Iron Point Road.
The off-site sewer infrastructure improvement needed to serve the proposed project would
extend from the project site west and head north under US 50 near Prairie City Road. In addition,
off-site roadways would be extended from Placerville Road west to Scott Road.

Project Components

The proposed project consists of a 429.7-acre Planned Development, including the development
of approximately 875 residential units on 216.9 acres, 164 acres of parks and open space, 14.3
acres of public/quasi-public uses (including a 9.7-acre elementary school site), and 34.5 acres of
associated off-site backbone infrastructure and roadway improvements over three phases of
development. The project includes both Large-Lot and Small-Lot Vesting Tentative Subdivision
Maps. The Large-Lot Subdivision Map would subdivide the 429.7-acre site into 34 lots by use
and the Small-Lot Subdivision Map would further subdivide the Large-Lot into smaller
individual residential lots. Because the proposed project is located on an undeveloped hillside,
grading will be required within each of the three phases of development.

1.4 PURPOSE OF THE EIR

As provided in CEQA Guidelines Section 15021, public agencies are charged with the duty to
avoid or minimize environmental damage where feasible. The public agency has an obligation to
balance a variety of public objectives, including economic, environmental, and social factors.

CEQA requires the preparation of an EIR prior to approving any project that may have a
significant effect on the environment. For the purposes of CEQA, the term project refers to the
whole of an action that has the potential for resulting in a direct physical change or a reasonably
foreseeable indirect physical change in the environment (CEQA Guidelines Section 15378[a]).
With respect to the proposed project, the City has determined that the proposed development is a
project that has the potential for resulting in significant environmental effects within the
definition of CEQA.
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The EIR is an informational document that apprises decision makers and the general public of
the potential significant environmental effects of a proposed project. An EIR must describe a
reasonable range of potentially feasible alternatives to the project and identify feasible measures
to minimize any significant effects. The lead agency, which is the City of Folsom for this project,
is required to consider the information in the EIR in deciding whether to approve or deny the
application. The basic requirements for an EIR include discussions of the environmental setting,
environmental impacts, mitigation measures, alternatives, growth inducing impacts, and
cumulative impacts.

1.5 EIR PROCESS

The EIR process begins with the decision by the lead agency to prepare an EIR, either during a
preliminary review of a project or at the conclusion of an Initial Study. Once the decision is
made to prepare an EIR, the lead agency sends a Notice of Preparation (NOP) to appropriate
government agencies and, when required, to the State Clearinghouse (SCH) in the Office of
Planning and Research (OPR), which will ensure that responsible and trustee State agencies
reply within the required time. The SCH assigns an identification number to the project, which
then becomes the identification number for all subsequent environmental documents on the
project. Commenting agencies have 30 days to respond to the NOP and provide information
regarding alternatives and mitigation measures they wish to have explored in the EIR and to
provide notification regarding whether the agency will be a responsible agency or a trustee
agency for the project. An NOP (see Appendix A) was prepared for the proposed project and was
circulated from June 6, 2014 to July 7, 2014. A public scoping meeting was held on June 19,
2014 for the purpose of informing the public and receiving comments on the scope of the
environmental analysis to be prepared for the proposed project. See Section 1.7 below for a
summary of comments received on the NOP.

As soon as the Draft EIR is completed, a notice of completion will be filed with the SCH and a
public notice of availability will be published to inform interested parties that a Draft EIR is
available for agency and public review. In addition, the notice provides information regarding
the location of copies of the Draft EIR available for public review and any public meetings or
hearings that are scheduled. The Draft EIR will be circulated for a period of 45 days, during
which time reviewers may make comments. The lead agency must respond to comments in
writing, describing the disposition of any significant environmental issues raised and explaining
in detail the reasons for not accepting any specific comments concerning major environmental
issues. If significant new information, as defined in CEQA Guidelines Section 15088.5, is added
to an EIR after public notice of availability is given but before certification of the EIR, the
revised EIR or affected chapters must be recirculated for an additional public review period with
related comments and responses.

A Final EIR will be prepared, containing the Draft EIR or a revision thereof as well as comments
and responses to comments on the Draft EIR. Before approving a project, the lead agency shall
certify that the Final EIR has been completed in compliance with CEQA, and that the Final EIR
has been presented to the decision-making body of the lead agency, which has reviewed and
considered the EIR. The lead agency shall also certify that the Final EIR reflects the lead
agency’s independent judgment and analysis.
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The findings prepared by the lead agency must be based on substantial evidence in the
administrative record and must include an explanation that bridges the gap between evidence in
the record and the conclusions required by CEQA. If the decision-making body elects to proceed
with a project that would have unavoidable significant impacts, then a Statement of Overriding
Considerations explaining the decision to balance the benefits of the project against unavoidable
environmental impacts must be prepared.

1.6 ScoPEOF THE EIR

This EIR constitutes a project-level analysis, and pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15161,
covers “all phases of the project including planning, construction, and operation.” State CEQA
Guidelines Section 15126.2(a) states, in pertinent part:

An EIR shall identify and focus on the significant environmental effects of the
proposed project. In assessing the impact of a proposed project on the
environment, the lead agency should normally limit its examination to changes in
the existing physical conditions in the affected area as they exist at the time the
notice of preparation is published, or where no notice of preparation is published,
at the time environmental analysis is commenced.

Pursuant to these guidelines, the scope of this EIR addresses specific issues and concerns
identified as potentially significant in the NOP prepared for the proposed project (see Appendix
A). The City determined that the following issues will be addressed in the EIR:

Aesthetics;

Air Quality and Climate Change;

Biological Resources:

Cultural Resources;

Land Use and Planning;

Noise;

Public Services, Utilities, and Hydrology; and
Transportation, Traffic, and Circulation.

The evaluation of effects is presented on a resource-by-resource basis in Chapters 4.1 through
4.8 of the EIR. Each technical chapter is divided into four sections: Introduction, EXisting
Environmental Setting, Regulatory Setting, and Impacts and Mitigation Measures.

Impacts that are determined to be significant in Chapter 4, and for which feasible mitigation
measures are not available to reduce those impacts to a less-than-significant level, are identified
as significant and unavoidable. Chapter 5 of the EIR presents a discussion and comprehensive
list of all significant and unavoidable impacts identified in Chapter 4.
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Although this is a project-level EIR, certain mitigation measures from the following
environmental documents that have been certified by the Folsom City Council or have been
released for public review, with approval anticipated prior to public hearings on this EIR, apply
to the proposed project:

1. FPASP EIR/EIS, certified by the Folsom City Council on June 14, 2011, a copy of which
is available for viewing at the City of Folsom Planning Public Counter located on the 2"
floor of the City Hall Building at 50 Natoma Street in Folsom, CA (from 8:00 a.m. to
1:00 p.m. Monday through Friday). A copy is also available for download from the City’s
website at:

http://www.folsom.ca.us/agendas/MG123784/AS123792/A1124381/Documents.htm;

2. Addendum to the FPASP EIR/EIS for Purposes of Analyzing an Alternative Water
Supply for the Project (Addendum to the FPASP EIR/EIS), certified by the Folsom City
Council on December 11, 2012, a copy of which is available for viewing at the City of
Folsom Planning Public Counter located on the 2" floor of the City Hall Building at 50
Natoma Street in Folsom, CA (from 8:00 a.m. to 1:00 p.m. Monday through Friday). A
copy is also available for download from the City’s website at:

http://www.folsom.ca.us/agendas/MG123784/AS123792/A1124381/Documents.htm; and

3. South of Highway 50 Backbone Infrastructure Project Initial Study/Mitigated Negative
Declaration (Backbone Infrastructure MND), dated December 2014, which was released
for public review and comment on December 10, 2014, and is anticipated to be
considered by the City Council for approval prior to public hearings on the proposed
project entitlements and this EIR.

Each of the environmental documents listed above includes mitigation measures imposed on the
FSASP to mitigate plan-level environmental impacts, which are, therefore, applicable to the
proposed project. The mitigation measures are referenced specifically throughout this EIR and
are incorporated by reference in the environmental analysis. Appendix J to this EIR, FPASP
Mitigation Analysis, identifies the specific mitigation measures that apply at the plan-level and
that shall continue to be applicable to the proposed project, along with the specific reference to
the source of the mitigation measure. This EIR does not alter, modify, or withdraw any of those
mitigation measures, and the Applicant will agree, as part of the conditions of approval for the
proposed project, to comply with each of those mitigation measures. Moreover, for those
mitigation measures with a financial component that applies plan-wide, the approved Public
Facilities Financing Plan and Amended and Restated Development Agreement bind the
Applicant to a fair share contribution for funding those mitigation measures.

Sections 4.0.3 and 4.0.4 of this EIR identify in detail, and with reference to the Initial Study,
those environmental issues that were deemed potentially significant and which are evaluated in
detail in this EIR, and those which were deemed less than significant, based upon the identified
existing plan-level mitigation measures that remain applicable to the proposed project.
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The City of Folsom received seven comment letters (see Appendix B) and two verbal comments
during the open comment period on the NOP for the proposed project. The letters were authored

by the following representatives of State, regional, and local agencies:

e Atwal, Kamal — Sacramento County Department of Transportation;

Bartlett, Tina — California Department of Fish and Wildlife;

Cleak, Trevor — Central Valley Regional Water Quality Control Board;
Hettinger, Loretta — Heritage Preservation League;

Holm, Chris — WALKSacramento;

Lang, Jordan — Sacramento Area Bicycle Advocates; and

Maertz, Ron — Environmental Council of Sacramento.

The following list, categorized by issue, summarizes the concerns:

Biological
Resources

(c.f. Chapter 4.3)

Concerns related to:
e The presence of listed rare, threatened, or endangered and
special status species.
e Potential impacts to wildlife habitat.

Cultural
Resources
(c.f. Chapter 4.4)

Concerns related to:
e Potential impacts on historical and prehistorical resources
related to the nearby railroad line.

Land Use and

Planning
(c.f. Chapter 4.5)

Concerns related to:
e Potential growth-inducing impacts.

Public Services,
Utilities, and

Hydrology
(c.f. Chapter 4.7)

Concerns related to:
e Surface water runoff and impacts to drainage facilities and
water quality.
e Potential impacts on City surface water supplies.

Transportation,
Traffic, and
Circulation
(c.f. Chapter 4.8)

Concerns related to:

e Street and sidewalk design.

e Potential impacts to bicycle and pedestrian safety and
mobility.

e Individual and cumulative potential impacts to roadway
intersections.

e Potential impacts related to the Capital SouthEast Connector
project on segments of White Rock Road and Grant Line
Road.

e Cumulative scenario which includes four Jackson corridor
development projects, Cordova Hills, Kiefer Landfill Special
Planning Area, three mining projects in east Sacramento
County, and Easton.
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All of these issues are addressed in this EIR, in the relevant chapters identified in the first
column.

1.8 ORGANIZATION OF THE EIR
The EIR for the proposed project is organized into the following chapters:

Chapter 1 - Introduction

Provides an introduction and overview describing the intended use of the EIR and the review and
certification process, as well as summaries of the chapters included in the EIR and summaries of
the issues and concerns received from the public and public agencies during the NOP review
period.

Chapter 2 — Executive Summary

Summarizes the elements of the project and the environmental impacts that would result from
implementation of the proposed project, describes proposed mitigation measures, and indicates
the level of significance of impacts after mitigation. Acknowledges alternatives that could reduce
or avoid significant impacts.

Chapter 3 — Project Description
Provides a detailed description of the proposed project, including the project’s location,
background information, major objectives, and technical characteristics.

Chapter 4 — Existing Environmental Setting, Impacts, and Mitigation

Contains a project-level and cumulative analysis of environmental issue areas associated with the
proposed project. Each environmental issue chapter contains an introduction and description of
the project setting, identifies impacts, and recommends appropriate mitigation measures, if
needed.

Chapter 5 — Statutorily Required Sections

Provides discussions required by CEQA regarding impacts that would result from the proposed
project, including a summary of cumulative impacts, potential growth-inducing impacts,
significant and unavoidable impacts, and significant irreversible changes to the environment.

Chapter 6 — Alternatives
Describes the alternatives to the proposed project, their respective environmental effects, and a
determination of the environmentally superior alternative.

Chapter 7 — EIR Authors / Persons Consulted
Lists EIR and technical report authors who provided technical assistance in the preparation and
review of the Draft EIR.

Chapter 8 — References
Provides bibliographic information for all references and resources cited.
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Appendices
Includes the NOP, comments received during the NOP comment period, and all technical reports

prepared for the proposed project.
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2 EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

2.1 INTRODUCTION

The Executive Summary chapter of the EIR provides an overview of the Russell Ranch Project
(proposed project) and summarizes the conclusions of the environmental analysis provided in
Chapters 4.1 through 4.8. The chapter also reviews the alternatives to the proposed project that
are described in the Alternatives Analysis chapter, and identifies the Environmentally Superior
Alternative. Table 2-1, found at the end of this chapter, provides a summary of the environmental
effects of the proposed project, as identified in each technical chapter of the EIR. Table 2-1 also
contains the potential environmental impacts associated with the proposed project, the
significance of the impacts, the proposed mitigation measures for the impacts, and the
significance of the impacts after implementation of the mitigation measures.

2.2 SUMMARY DESCRIPTION OF THE PROPOSED PROJECT

The proposed project site is located within the City of Folsom, which is within Sacramento
County, California (see Chapter 3, Figure 3-1, Regional Project Location). As illustrated in
Figure 3-1, the City of Folsom is located approximately 15 miles northeast of the City of
Sacramento, south of Folsom Lake. The project site is in the southeastern section of the City of
Folsom, on the southern side of Highway 50 (US 50), near the Sacramento County/El Dorado
County boundary to the east (see Chapter 3, Figure 3-2, Project Vicinity Map). The proposed
project site is situated within the eastern Hillside District of the Folsom Plan Area Specific Plan
(FPASP). The project site consists of approximately 429.7 acres and is bounded by US 50 to the
north, White Rock Road to the South, and Placerville Road and a rail line, known as the
Sacramento-Placerville Transportation Corridor (SPTC), operated by a Joint Powers Authority
(JPA) to the west. The SPTC has not been in commercial service since the late 1980’s; however,
the line is currently used for weekend excursion trains and other special events, with train
operations ranging from five to 13 excursions per day on Saturdays and Sundays. The site is
identified as Sacramento County Assessor’s Parcel Numbers (APN) 072-0070-033 and 072-
0270-138. See Chapter 3, Project Description, for further detail regarding the location of the
project site and the objectives of the proposed project.

The proposed project includes the following components:

Vesting Tentative Subdivision Maps (Large-Lot and Small-Lot);
On-Site Roadway Improvements;

Off-Site Roadway Improvements;

Bicycle and Pedestrian Circulation;

Grading and Hillside Development;

Open Space;
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Utilities and Infrastructure Improvements;

General Plan and Specific Plan Amendments;

Planned Development Permit and Design Guidelines;

Amendment to the Amended and Restated Development Agreement;
Affordable Housing Agreement; and

Affordable Housing Plan.

Pursuant to CEQA Guideline 15123 (b)(2), the EIR shall identify any areas of known
controversy. The only potential area of known controversy relates to water supply, which subject
has been analyzed in a prior environmental document (i.e., the Addendum to the Environmental
Impact Report for the FPASP Project for Purposes of Analyzing an Alternative Water Supply for
the Project, approved and certified by the Folsom City Council on December 11, 2012). Further
detail on water supply is found in the Public Services, Utilities, and Hydrology chapter of this
EIR.

2.3 ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS AND REQUIRED MITIGATION

Under the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), a significant effect on the
environment is defined as a substantial, or potentially substantial, adverse change in any of the
existing physical conditions within the area affected by the project, including land, air, water,
mineral, flora, fauna, ambient noise, and objects of historic or aesthetic significance.
Implementation of the proposed project could result in significant impacts on the resource areas
listed below.

The EIR requires feasible mitigation measures to be implemented as part of the proposed project
to reduce potential adverse impacts to a less-than-significant level. Such mitigation measures are
noted in this EIR and are found in the following technical chapters: Aesthetics, Air Quality and
Climate Change; Biological Resources; Cultural Resources; Noise; Public Services, Utilities, and
Hydrology; and Transportation, Traffic, and Circulation. If an impact is determined to be
significant or potentially significant, applicable feasible mitigation measures are identified, as
appropriate. The mitigation measures are also summarized in Table 2-1 at the end of this chapter.
The mitigation measures presented in the EIR would form the basis of the Mitigation Monitoring
and Reporting Program. An impact that remains significant after implementation of mitigation
measures is considered a significant and unavoidable impact.

Aesthetics

The Aesthetics chapter describes existing visual and aesthetic resources for the project area and
the region, and evaluates the potential aesthetic impacts of the project. In addition, the Aesthetics
chapter describes any scenic vistas that exist within the project area, as well as light and glare
impacts. Impact analysis is based on information drawn from the City of Folsom General Plan,
the FPASP and associated joint Environmental Impact Report/Environmental Impact Statement
(EIR/EIS), and visual simulations prepared for the proposed project. In addition, portions of the
impact analysis are based on a site visit that was conducted within the proposed project area by
Raney Planning & Management, Inc. on October 17, 2014. The Aesthetics chapter evaluates
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whether the proposed project would create new sources of light and glare, and also evaluates the
visual impacts upon the surrounding vicinity.

The Aesthetics chapter concluded that impacts related to creation of new sources of light and
glare would be potentially significant but could be reduced to a less-than-significant level with
implementation of the mitigation measure in the EIR. Impacts related to adverse effects on a
scenic vista or degradation of the existing visual character or quality of the site and its
surroundings would be significant and unavoidable after mitigation due to the lack of feasible
mitigation. Cumulative impacts related to long-term impacts to the visual character of the region
from the proposed project in combination with existing and future developments in the area were
determined to be significant and unavoidable, consistent with the conclusions of the FPASP
EIR/EIS.

Air Quality and Climate Change

The Air Quality and Climate Change chapter of the EIR describes the effects of the proposed
project on local and regional air quality, as well as global climate change. The chapter discusses
existing air quality, applicable regulations, construction-related impacts, direct and indirect
emissions associated with the project (including greenhouse gases [GHGs]), the impacts of these
emissions on both the local and regional scale, and mitigation measures to reduce or eliminate
any identified significant impacts. The Air Quality and Climate Change chapter utilizes
information obtained from the City of Folsom General Plan, the FPASP and associated EIR/EIS,
the California Emissions Estimator Model (CalEEMod) version 2013.2.2 (see Appendix D), and
is primarily based on information, guidance, and analysis protocol provided by the Sacramento
Metropolitan Air Quality Management District (SMAQMD).

The Air Quality and Climate Change chapter concluded that the following impacts were less than
significant: impacts related to a violation of any air quality standard or projected air quality
violation during construction; and creation of objectionable odors. Impacts related to exposure of
sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant concentrations were identified as potentially
significant but could be reduced to a less-than-significant level with implementation of the
mitigation measures in the EIR. Impacts related to a violation of any air quality standard or
substantial contribution to an existing or projected air quality violation during operations, and a
conflict with or obstruction of implementation of applicable air quality plans were determined to
be significant and unavoidable due to the lack of additional feasible mitigation, consistent with
the conclusions of the FPASP EIR/EIS. Cumulative impacts related to a cumulatively
considerable net increase of any criteria pollutant and generation of GHG emissions, either
directly or indirectly, that may have a significant impact on the environment, and/or a conflict
with an applicable plan, policy, or regulation adopted for the purpose of reducing the emissions
of GHGs were found to be less than cumulatively considerable.

Biological Resources
The Biological Resources chapter evaluates the biological resources known to occur or
potentially occur within the proposed project area. Existing plant communities, wetlands,

wildlife habitats, and potential for special-status species and communities are discussed for the
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project area. The Biological Resources chapter describes potential impacts to those resources,
and identifies measures to eliminate or substantially reduce those impacts to less-than-significant
levels. Information presented in this chapter is primarily drawn from the Biological Resources
Impact Assessment prepared specifically for the proposed project by ECORP Consulting, Inc.
(see Appendix E), the Tree Survey prepared for the project by Foothill Associates (see Appendix
F), the City of Folsom General Plan, and the FPASP and associated EIR/EIS.

The Biological Resources chapter concluded that impacts related to special-status bats, migratory
fish or wildlife species, wildlife corridors, and conflicting with any local policies or ordinances
protecting biological resources were less than significant. The following impacts were identified
as potentially significant: impacts related to special-status plant species; federally-listed vernal
pool invertebrates; western spadefoot toad; Western pond turtle; Swainson’s hawk foraging and
nesting habitat; burrowing owl; tricolored blackbird; other raptors and migratory birds; American
badger; and riparian habitat or other sensitive natural communities identified in local or regional
plans, policies, and regulations or by the California Department of Fish and Wildlife or US Fish
and Wildlife Service or federally protected wetlands. However, implementation of mitigation
measures included in the EIR would reduce the impacts to a less-than-significant level. The
cumulative loss of biological resources was less than cumulatively considerable.

Cultural Resources

The Cultural Resources chapter of the EIR describes cultural resources known to be located
within the proposed project area. The analysis summarizes the existing setting and briefly
describes the potential effects to cultural resources. The extent to which development of the
proposed project could remove, damage, or destroy existing cultural resources is evaluated.
Information used in the Cultural Resources chapter is taken from the City of Folsom General
Plan, the FPASP and associated EIR/EIS, and the Cultural Resources Impact Assessment
prepared for the project site by ECORP Consulting, Inc. (see Appendix G).

The Cultural Resources chapter concluded that the following impacts were identified as
potentially significant but could be reduced to a less-than-significant level with implementation
of mitigation measures included in the EIR: loss of historic cultural resources; loss of unique
archaeological resources or human remains; and loss of unique paleontological resources.
Cumulative development in the City of Folsom, in conjunction with the development of the
proposed project, could contribute incrementally to the regional loss of cultural resources in
Sacramento County. However, implementation of mitigation measures included in the EIR
would reduce the impacts to a less-than-significant level.

Land Use and Planning

The Land Use and Planning chapter of the EIR is intended to provide the reader with information
regarding current land use designations and zoning designations for the project site and
surrounding areas. Section 15125(d) of the CEQA Guidelines states “[...] the EIR shall discuss
any inconsistencies between the proposed project and applicable general plans and regional
plans.” The information contained in this analysis is based on the FPASP and associated
EIR/EIS, the City of Folsom Municipal Code, the City of Folsom Final Housing Element, the
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City of Folsom General Plan Update Existing Conditions Report, and the City of Folsom
General Plan.

The Land Use and Planning chapter concluded that impacts regarding the compatibility with
surrounding land uses and consistency with the applicable land use plan, policy, or regulation,
were less than significant. Cumulative impacts associated with land use and planning
incompatibilities were determined to be less than cumulatively significant.

Noise

The Noise chapter of the EIR discusses the existing noise environment in the immediate project
vicinity and identifies potential noise-related impacts associated with the proposed project.
Specifically, this chapter analyzes potential noise impacts due to and upon development within
the project site relative to applicable noise criteria and to the existing ambient noise environment.
Information presented in this chapter is primarily drawn from the Environmental Noise Analysis
prepared specifically for the Russell Ranch project by j.c. brennan & associates, Inc. (see
Appendix H), as well as the FPASP and associated EIR/EIS, and the City of Folsom General
Plan.

The Noise chapter concluded that impacts from construction noise and vibration, transportation
noise at existing sensitive receptors, and operational noise from activities on-site post-
development would be less than significant. Noise attenuation measures were required as
mitigation to reduce the potential impacts from transportation noise and vibration on new
sensitive receptors to a less-than-significant level. Cumulative impacts associated with an
increase in noise levels on noise-sensitive receptors were determined to be less than cumulatively
considerable with implementation of mitigation measures included in the EIR.

Public Services, Utilities, and Hydrology

The Public Services, Utilities, and Hydrology chapter of the EIR summarizes the existing setting
information and identifies potential impacts resulting from the proposed project on water supply,
wastewater systems, solid waste disposal, police and fire protection services, schools, libraries,
parks, and recreation facilities. In addition, the Public Services, Utilities, and Hydrology chapter
describes the existing drainage and water resources for the proposed project, and evaluates the
potential impacts of the proposed project with respect to dry utilities, drainage, flooding, surface
water resources, groundwater resources, seepage, and water quality. Information for the Public
Services, Utilities, and Hydrology chapter was primarily drawn from the City of Folsom General
Plan, the FPASP and associated EIR/EIS, the City of Folsom website, the City of Folsom
Municipal Code, the Russell Ranch Specific Plan Amendment Water Supply Analysis Memo,
Folsom Plan Area Storm Drainage Master Plan, City of Folsom Plan Area Wastewater Master
Plan Update, Folsom Plan Area Water System Master Plan, the City of Folsom Sewer System
Management Plan, Sacramento Regional Wastewater Treatment Plant 2020 Master Plan, and
the Folsom Plan Area Specific Plan Public Facilities Financing Plan (PFFP).

The Public Services, Utilities, and Hydrology chapter concluded that the following impacts
would be less than significant: water supply, treatment, and distribution facilities; wastewater
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collection and treatment services; solid waste services; adequate police protection services;
adequate fire protection and emergency medical services; adequate school capacity; increased
demand for library services; adequate parks and recreational facilities; increased demand for dry
utilities; substantial alteration of the drainage pattern of the site or area, or creation or
contribution of runoff water which would exceed the capacity of existing or planned stormwater
drainage systems; creation or contribution of substantial additional sources of polluted runoff,
violation of any water quality standards or waste discharge requirements, or otherwise degrade
water quality during construction; and substantial depletion if groundwater supplies or
interference with groundwater recharge. Cumulative impacts associated with an increase in
demand for additional public services and utilities within the City of Folsom as a result of the
proposed project and cumulative impacts to hydrology and water quality were determined to be
less than cumulatively significant.

Transportation, Traffic, and Circulation

The Transportation, Traffic, and Circulation chapter of the EIR discusses the existing and
cumulative transportation and circulation conditions of the surrounding transportation system
and analyzes the impacts on such associated with the development of the proposed project. The
evaluation includes consideration of roadway, transit, bicycle, pedestrian, and construction
components of the overall transportation systems under a number of scenarios. The information
contained within this chapter is primarily based on the Russell Ranch Draft Transportation
Impact Study prepared for the proposed project by Fehr & Peers (see Appendix I).

The Transportation, Traffic, and Circulation chapter concluded that impacts related to the transit
system and bicycle and pedestrian facilities would be less than significant. Short-term impacts
related to construction activities were identified as potentially significant but could be reduced to a
less-than-significant level with implementation of mitigation measures in the EIR. Impacts related
to study intersections and study freeway facilities resulting from the proposed project were
identified as significant and would remain significant and unavoidable even with implementation of
mitigation measures in the EIR. Cumulative impacts related to study freeway facilities, the transit
system, and bicycle and pedestrian facilities were identified as less than cumulatively significant.
Cumulative impacts to study intersections were identified as potentially significant but could be
reduced to a less-than-significant level with implementation of mitigation measures in the EIR.

2.4 ALTERNATIVES TO THE PROPOSED PROJECT

The alternatives to the proposed project section presents a summary of the evaluation and
alternatives considered for the proposed project, which include the following:

No Project (No Build) Alternative;

No Project (Adopted FPASP) Alternative;

Resource Impact Minimization (Reduced Intensity) Alternative; and
Reduced Hillside Development (Increased Density) Alternative.
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The following summary provides brief descriptions of the three alternatives that are evaluated in
this EIR. For a more thorough discussion of project alternatives, please refer to Chapter 6,
Alternatives.

No Project (No Build) Alternative

CEQA requires the evaluation of the comparative impacts of the “No Project” alternative (CEQA
Guidelines Section 15126.6[e]). Analysis of the No Project Alternative “[...] shall discuss [...]
existing conditions [...] as well as what would be reasonably expected to occur in the foreseeable
future if the project were not approved, based on current plans and consistent with available
infrastructure and community services.” (Id., subd. [e][2]) “If the project is other than a land use
or regulatory plan, for example a development project on identifiable property, the ‘no project’
alternative is the circumstance under which the project does not proceed. Here the discussion
would compare the environmental effects of the property remaining in the property’s existing
state versus environmental effects that would occur if the project were approved.” (Id., subd.

[e]l[31(B])

The No Project Alternative is defined in this chapter as the continuation of the existing
conditions of the project site, which is currently vacant and undeveloped. The No Project
Alternative would allow the project site to continue in the site’s existing state, which is vacant
and undeveloped. The No Project Alternative would not meet any of the proposed project
objectives.

No Project (Adopted FPASP) Alternative

The City has decided to evaluate a No Project (Adopted FPASP) Alternative, which would
involve development of 574 single-family (SF) residential units, 139 multi-family low-density
(MLD) residential units, 406 multi-family medium-density (MMD) residential units, 380,061
square feet of general commercial (GC) development, 98.7 acres of open space (OS), 6.5 acres of
parks (P), and 2.8 acres of public/quasi-public (P-QP) uses on the project site. Buildout of the
site per the No Project (Adopted FPASP) Alternative would result in 244 more residential units
than the proposed project and 380,061 square feet of GC uses, which is not included in the
proposed project.

The No Project (Adopted FPASP) Alternative would achieve several of the proposed project’s
objectives related to providing a mix of private and public land uses, creating a residential
community with a range of lot sizes and home types, accommodating projected regional growth,
placing residential uses near existing jobs and services, creating pedestrian-friendly
development, and constructing backbone infrastructure improvements. However, in comparison
to the proposed project, the No Project (Adopted FPASP) Alternative would not design a
residential community that reduces commercial zoning, reduces density, increases open space,
and modifies internal circulation in an attempt to avoid protected resources, and minimize traffic,
sewer, and other infrastructure impacts.

The GC uses included in the No Project (Adopted FPASP) Alternative would likely require more
intensive lighting than that required for residential uses, due to parking lots, signage, and
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security. Thus, the No Project (Adopted FPASP) Alternative would likely result in slightly
greater impacts related to the creation of new sources of light or glare compared to the proposed
project. In addition, the greater number of residential units and inclusion of GC uses per the No
Project (Adopted FPASP) Alternative would subsequently result in an associated increase in
vehicle trips and regional vehicle miles traveled (VMT) from what is anticipated for the
proposed project. Due to the increase in traffic, a resultant increase in associated air quality
emissions, GHG emissions, traffic-related noise, and transportation, traffic, and circulation
impacts would occur under the No Project (Adopted FPASP) Alternative in comparison to the
proposed project.

Resource Impact Minimization (Reduced Intensity) Alternative

The Resource Impact Minimization (Reduced Intensity) Alternative would involve development
of the proposed project, but with 25 percent fewer residential units (i.e., 657 units) and 25
percent more acreage for open space compared to the proposed project. The remainder of the site
would be built out similar to the proposed project. Buildout of the site per the Resource Impact
Minimization (Reduced Intensity) Alternative would result in 218 fewer residential units than the
proposed project.

The Resource Impact Minimization (Reduced Intensity) Alternative would achieve some of the
proposed project’s objectives, including those related to creating a residential community with a
range of lot sizes and home types, placing residential uses near existing jobs and services,
creating pedestrian-friendly development, as well as designing a residential community that
promotes community, reduces commercial zoning, reduces density, and increases open space.
However, the Resource Impact Minimization (Reduced Intensity) Alternative would result in a
reduction in density, which would subsequently result in a reduction in the variety of the mix of
uses in comparison to the proposed project. Thus, the Alternative would not meet the project’s
objectives related to providing a mix of private and public land uses, accommodating regional
growth contemplated by the SACOG Blueprint, or balancing residential and commercial
development consistent with SACOG Blueprint jobs/housing balance objectives. In addition,
because the Resource Impact Minimization (Reduced Intensity) Alternative would result in
fewer residential units than the proposed project, the cost of installing and constructing the
necessary infrastructure to support buildout of the Alternative would be less economically
feasible, cost effective, and efficient than the proposed project.

Reduced Hillside Development (Increased Density) Alternative

The Reduced Hillside Development (Increased Density) Alternative would involve the same land
uses as the proposed project, but with the residential units built out according to the maximum
allowable density per residential land use designation. The difference in acreage associated with
the decrease in residential development footprint would be designated and preserved as open
space. Accordingly, the Reduced Hillside Development (Increased Density) Alternative would
result in more dwelling units per acre within the project site, concentrating development in
particular locations, leaving more acreage as undeveloped open space.
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The Reduced Hillside Development (Increased Density) Alternative would achieve some of the
proposed project’s objectives, including those related to providing a mix of private and public
land uses, creating a residential community with a range of lot sizes and home types,
accommodating projected regional growth, placing residential uses near existing jobs and
services, creating pedestrian-friendly development, constructing backbone infrastructure
improvements, as well as designing a residential community that promotes community, reduces
commercial zoning, and increases open space. However, the Reduced Hillside Development
(Increased Density) Alternative would not meet the project’s objectives related to developing a
residential hillside community that would allow for lower density development or developing a
project that reduces impacts to sensitive environmental resources by reducing density, increasing
open space, and modifying internal circulation to avoid protected resources.

Environmentally Superior Alternative

Although the No Project (No Build) Alternative would result in no impact in all resources areas,
the No Project (No Build) Alternative would not satisfy the project objectives. Similarly, the No
Project (Adopted FPASP) Alternative would not satisfy the project objectives. In addition, the
No Project (Adopted FPASP) Alternative would result in greater impacts than the proposed
project related to five environmental resource areas. Of the alternatives analyzed, the Resource
Impact Minimization (Reduced Intensity) Alternative and the Reduced Hillside Development
(Increased Density) Alternative would satisfy the greatest number of project objectives. As
shown in the table, the Resource Impact Minimization (Reduced Intensity) Alternative would
result in reduced impacts compared to the proposed project in six environmental resources areas,
whereas the Reduced Hillside Development (Increased Density) Alternative would reduce
impacts compared to the proposed project in three environmental resources areas.

Due to the number of impacts reduced compared to the proposed project and the satisfaction of
project objectives, the Resource Impact Minimization (Reduced Intensity) Alternative would be
considered the environmentally superior alternative.

2.5 SUMMARY OF IMPACTS AND MITIGATION MEASURES

Table 2-1 summarizes the impacts identified in the technical chapters of this EIR. In Table 2-1,
the proposed project’s impacts are identified for each technical chapter (Chapters 4.1 through
4.8) in the EIR. In addition, Table 2-1 includes the level of significance of each impact, any
mitigation measures required for each impact, including applicable mitigation measures from the
FPASP EIR/EIS and mitigation measures required per the proposed project Initial Study, and the
resulting level of significance after implementation of mitigation measures for each impact.

The South of Highway 50 Backbone Infrastructure Project Initial Study/Mitigated Negative
Declaration (Backbone Infrastructure MND) also includes mitigation measures from the FPASP
EIR/EIS, and those measures are applicable to the proposed project as well. (See the mitigation
measures within the following sections of the Backbone Infrastructure MND: Aesthetics [pages
37-38], Air Quality (pages 51-52, 55), Biological Resources (pages 70-78, 80-81, 84-85, 89-93),
Cultural Resources (pages 101-106), Geology and Soils (pages 112-113, 115-116), Hazards and
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Hazardous Materials (pages 123-124), Hydrology and Water Quality (page 129), and
Transportation and Circulation (pages 115-156).
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TABLE 2-1
SUMMARY OF IMPACTS AND MITIGATION MEASURES

Level of Level of
S'gn!flcance Significance
Prior to After
Impact Mitigation Mitigation Measures Mitigation
4.1 Aesthetics
4.1-1 Substantial adverse effect on a PS Project Specific Mitigation Measure(s) suU
scenic vista or degradation of the
existing visual character or quality 4.1-1 Prior to the approval of the grading plan, the issuance of a
of the project site and/or the site’s building permit, as well as during construction, the project
surroundings. Based on the contractor of all project phases shall locate staging and
analysis  below, even  with material storage areas as far away from sensitive biological
mitigation, the impact is significant resources and sensitive land uses (e.g., residential areas,
and unavoidable. schools, parks) as feasible. Staging and material storage areas

shall be approved by the appropriate agency (identified below)
before the approval of grading plans and building permits for
all project phases and shall be screened from adjacent
occupied land uses in earlier development phases to the
maximum extent practicable. Screens may include, but are not
limited to, the use of visual barriers such as berms or fences.
The screen design shall be approved by the City’s Community
Development Department to reduce visual effects to the extent
possible.

FPASP EIR/EIS Applicable Mitigation Measure(s)

3A.1-4: Screen Construction Staging Areas. The project applicant(s)
for any particular discretionary development application shall
locate staging and material storage areas as far away from
sensitive biological resources and sensitive land uses (e.g.,
residential areas, schools, parks) as feasible. Staging and
material storage areas shall be approved by the appropriate
agency (identified below) before the approval of grading plans

NI = No Impact; N/A = Not Applicable; LS = Less-than-Significant; PS = Potentially Significant; S = Significant; SU = Significant and Unavoidable;
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TABLE 2-1
SUMMARY OF IMPACTS AND MITIGATION MEASURES

|
Level of
Significance
Prior to
Mitigation

Level of
Significance
After
Mitigation

Impact Mitigation Measures

for all project phases and shall be screened from adjacent
occupied land uses in earlier development phases to the
maximum extent practicable. Screens may include, but are not
limited to, the use of such visual barriers such as berms or
fences. The screen design shall be approved by the appropriate
agency to further reduce visual effects to the extent possible.

Mitigation for the off-site elements outside of the City of
Folsom’s jurisdictional boundaries shall be developed by the
project applicant(s) of each applicable project phase in
consultation with the affected oversight agency(ies) (i.e., El
Dorado and/or Sacramento Counties, and Caltrans) to reduce
to the extent feasible the visual effects of construction activities
on adjacent project land uses that have already been
developed.

Project Specific Mitigation Measure(s) LS

4.1-2 Creation of new sources of PS

substantial light or glare that

4.1-2

would adversely affect day or
nighttime views in the area. Based
on the analysis below and with
implementation of mitigation, the
impact is less than significant.

Prior to the issuance of a building permit, the project applicant
of all project phases shall submit a lighting plan for the project
to the Folsom Community Development Department. The
lighting plan shall

e shield or screen lighting fixtures to direct the light
downward and prevent light spill on adjacent
properties;

e place and shield or screen flood and area lighting
needed for construction activities, nighttime sporting
activities, and/or security so as not to disturb adjacent
residential areas and passing motorists;
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TABLE 2-1
SUMMARY OF IMPACTS AND MITIGATION MEASURES

Level of Level of
Slgn!ﬂcance Significance
Prior to After
Impact Mitigation Mitigation Measures Mitigation

o for public lighting in residential neighborhoods,
prohibit the use of light fixtures that are of unusually
high intensity or brightness (e.g., harsh mercury
vapor, low-pressure sodium, or fluorescent bulbs) or
that blink or flash;

e use appropriate building materials (such as low-glare
glass, low-glare building glaze or finish, neutral,
earth-toned colored paint and roofing materials),
shielded or screened lighting, and appropriate
signage in the office/commercial areas to prevent light
and glare from adversely affecting motorists on
nearby roadways; and

o design exterior on-site lighting as an integral part of
the building and landscaping design in the Specific
Plan Area. Lighting fixtures shall be architecturally
consistent with the overall site design.

The project applicant shall implement the approved lighting
plan, subject to approval by the Community Development
Department.

FPASP EIR/EIS Applicable Mitigation Measure(s)
None applicable.

4.1-3 Long-term changes in visual PS Project Specific Mitigation Measure(s) SuU
character of the region associated
with cumulative development of the 4.1-3  Implement Mitigation Measures 4.1-1 and 4.1-2.
proposed project in combination
with future buildout in the City of FPASP EIR/EIS Applicable Mitigation Measure(s)
Folsom. Based on the analysis None applicable.

NI = No Impact; N/A = Not Applicable; LS = Less-than-Significant; PS = Potentially Significant; S = Significant; SU = Significant and Unavoidable;

CHAPTER 2 — EXECUTIVE SUMMARY
2-13



DRAFT EIR

RUSSELL RANCH PROJECT
DECEMBER 2014

Level of

TABLE 2-1
SUMMARY OF IMPACTS AND MITIGATION MEASURES

(=EVE Level of
Significance Significance
Prior to After
Impact Mitigation Mitigation Measures Mitigation
below and the lack of feasible
mitigation, the impact is significant
and unavoidable.
4.2 Air Quality and Climate Change
42-1 A violation of any air quality LS Project Specific Mitigation Measure(s) N/A
standard or substantial None required.

contribution to an existing or
projected air quality violation
during construction. Based on the
analysis below, the impact is less
than significant.

FPASP EIR/EIS Applicable Mitigation Measure(s)

3A.2-1a: Implement Measures to Control Air Pollutant Emissions
Generated by Construction of On-Site Elements. To reduce
short-term construction emissions, the project applicant(s) for
all project phases shall require their contractors to implement
SMAQMD?’s list of Basic Construction Emission Control
Practices, Enhanced Fugitive PM Dust Control Practices (list
below), and Enhanced Exhaust Control Practices or whatever
mitigation measures are recommended by SMAQMD at the
time individual portions of the site undergo construction. In
addition to SMAQMD-recommended measures, construction
operations shall comply with all applicable SMAQMD rules
and regulations.

Basic Construction Emission Control Practices

o Water all exposed surfaces two times daily. Exposed
surfaces include, but are not limited to soil piles,
graded areas, unpaved parking areas, staging areas,
and access roads.

e Cover or maintain at least two feet of free board space

NI = No Impact; N/A = Not Applicable; LS = Less-than-Significant; PS = Potentially Significant; S = Significant; SU = Significant and Unavoidable;
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SUMMARY OF IMPACTS AND MITIGATION MEASURES

e
Level of

iy Level of
Slgn!ﬂcance Significance
Prior to After
Impact Mitigation Mitigation Measures Mitigation

on haul trucks transporting soil, sand, or other loose
material on the site. Any haul trucks that would be
traveling along freeways or major roadways should
be covered.

e  Use wet power vacuum street sweepers to remove any
visible trackout mud or dirt onto adjacent public
roads at least once a day. Use of dry power sweeping
is prohibited.

e Limit vehicle speeds on unpaved roads to 15 miles per
hour (mph).

e All roadways, driveways, sidewalks, parking lots to be
paved should be completed as soon as possible. In
addition, building pads should be laid as soon as
possible after grading unless seeding or soil binders
are used.

e Minimize idling time either by shutting equipment off
when not in use or reducing the time of idling to 5
minutes (as required by the state airborne toxics
control measure [Title 13, Section 2485 of the
California Code of Regulations]). Provide clear
signage that posts this requirement for workers at the
entrances to the site.

e Maintain all construction equipment in proper
working condition according to manufacturer’s
specifications. The equipment must be checked by a
certified mechanic and determine to be running in
proper condition before it is operated.

NI = No Impact; N/A = Not Applicable; LS = Less-than-Significant; PS = Potentially Significant; S = Significant; SU = Significant and Unavoidable;
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SUMMARY OF IMPACTS AND MITIGATION MEASURES

e
Level of

iy Level of
Slgn!flcance Significance
Prior to After
Impact Mitigation Mitigation Measures Mitigation

Enhanced Fugitive PM Dust Control Practices — Soil
Disturbance Areas

e Water exposed soil with adequate frequency for
continued moist soil. However, do not overwater to
the extent that sediment flows off the site.

e Suspend excavation, grading, and/or demolition
activity when wind speeds exceed 20 mph.

e Install wind breaks (e.g., plant trees, solid fencing) on
windward side(s) of construction areas.

e Plant vegetative ground cover (fast-germinating
native grass seed) in disturbed areas as soon as
possible. Water appropriately until vegetation is
established.

Enhanced Fugitive PM Dust Control Practices — Unpaved
Roads

e Install wheel washers for all exiting trucks, or wash
off all trucks and equipment leaving the site.

e Treat site accesses to a distance of 100 feet from the
paved road with a 6 to 12-inch layer of wood chips,
mulch, or gravel to reduce generation of road dust
and road dust carryout onto public roads.

e Post a publicly visible sign with the telephone number
and person to contact at the construction site
regarding dust complaints. This person shall respond
and take corrective action within 48 hours. The phone
number of SMAQMD and the City contact person

NI = No Impact; N/A = Not Applicable; LS = Less-than-Significant; PS = Potentially Significant; S = Significant; SU = Significant and Unavoidable;
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SUMMARY OF IMPACTS AND MITIGATION MEASURES

Level of Level of
Slgn!ﬂcance Significance
Prior to After
Impact Mitigation Mitigation Measures Mitigation

shall also be posted to ensure compliance.
Enhanced Exhaust Control Practices

e The project shall provide a plan, for approval by the
City of Folsom Community Development Department
and SMAQMD, demonstrating that the heavy-duty (50
horsepower [hp] or more) offroad vehicles to be used
in the construction project, including owned, leased,
and subcontractor vehicles, will achieve a project
wide fleet-average 20% NOy reduction and 45%
particulate reduction compared to the most current
California Air Resources Board (ARB) fleet average
that exists at the time of construction. Acceptable
options for reducing emissions may include use of
late-model engines, low-emission diesel products,
alternative fuels, engine retrofit technology, after-
treatment products, and/or other options as they
become available. The project applicant(s) of each
project phase or its representative shall submit to the
City of Folsom Community Development Department
and SMAQMD a comprehensive inventory of all off-
road construction equipment, equal to or greater than
50 hp, that would be used an aggregate of 40 or more
hours during any portion of the construction project.
The inventory shall include the horsepower rating,
engine production year, and projected hours of use for
each piece of equipment. The inventory shall be
updated and submitted monthly throughout the

NI = No Impact; N/A = Not Applicable; LS = Less-than-Significant; PS = Potentially Significant; S = Significant; SU = Significant and Unavoidable;
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duration of the project, except that an inventory shall
not be required for any 30-day period in which no
construction activity occurs. At least 48 hours prior to
the use of heavy-duty off-road equipment, the project
representative shall provide SMAQMD with the
anticipated construction timeline including start date,
and name and phone number of the project manager
and on-site foreman. SMAQMD’s Construction
Mitigation Calculator can be used to identify an
equipment fleet that achieves this reduction
(SMAQMD 2007a). The project shall ensure that
emissions from all off-road diesel powered equipment
used on the SPA do not exceed 40% opacity for more
than three minutes in any one hour. Any equipment
found to exceed 40 percent opacity (or Ringelmann
2.0) shall be repaired immediately, and the City and
SMAQMD shall be notified within 48 hours of
identification of non-compliant equipment. A visual
survey of all in-operation equipment shall be made at
least weekly, and a monthly summary of the visual
survey results shall be submitted throughout the
duration of the project, except that the monthly
summary shall not be required for any 30-day period
in which no construction activity occurs. The monthly
summary shall include the quantity and type of
vehicles surveyed as well as the dates of each survey.
SMAQMD staff and/or other officials may conduct
periodic site inspections to determine compliance.
Nothing in this mitigation measure shall supersede

NI = No Impact; N/A = Not Applicable; LS = Less-than-Significant; PS = Potentially Significant; S = Significant; SU = Significant and Unavoidable;
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other SMAQMD or state rules or regulations.

o If at the time of construction, SMAQMD has adopted a
regulation or new guidance applicable to construction
emissions, compliance with the regulation or new
guidance may completely or partially replace this
mitigation if it is equal to or more effective than the
mitigation contained herein, and if SMAQMD so
permits. Such a determination must be supported by a
project-level analysis and be approved by SMAQMD.

3A.2-1b: Pay Off-Site Mitigation Fee to SMAQMD to Off-Set NOy
Emissions Generated by Construction of On-Site Elements.
Implementation of the Proposed Project Alternative or the
other four other action alternatives would result in
construction-generated NOy emissions that exceed the
SMAQMD threshold of significance, even after implementation
of the SMAQMD Enhanced Exhaust Control Practices (listed
in Mitigation Measure 3A.2-1a). Therefore, the project
applicant(s) shall pay SMAQMD an off-site mitigation fee for
implementation of any of the five action alternatives for the
purpose of reducing NOyx emissions to a less-than-significant
level (i.e., less than 85 Ib/day). The specific fee amounts shall
be calculated when the daily construction emissions can be
more accurately determined: that is, if the City/USACE select
and certify the EIR/EIS and approves the Proposed Project
Alternative or one of the other four other action alternatives,
the City and the applicants must establish the phasing by which
development would occur, and the applicants must develop a
detailed construction schedule. Calculation of fees associated

NI = No Impact; N/A = Not Applicable; LS = Less-than-Significant; PS = Potentially Significant; S = Significant; SU = Significant and Unavoidable;
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with each project development phase shall be conducted by the
project applicant(s) in consultation with SMAQMD staff before
the approval of grading plans by the City. The project
applicant(s) for all project phases shall pay into SMAQMD’s
off-site construction mitigation fund to further mitigate
construction-generated emissions of NOy that exceed
SMAQMD’s daily emission threshold of 85 Ib/day. The
calculation of daily NOy emissions shall be based on the cost
rate established by SMAQMD at the time the calculation and
payment are made. At the time of writing this EIR/EIS the cost
rate is $16,000 to reduce 1 ton of NOy plus a 5%
administrative fee (SMAQMD 2008c¢). The determination of the
final mitigation fee shall be conducted in coordination with
SMAQMD before any ground disturbance occurs for any
project phase.

Based on information available at the time of writing this
EIR/EIS, and assuming that construction would be performed
at a consistent rate over a 19-year period (and averaging of 22
work days per month), it is estimated that the off-site
construction mitigation fees would range from $517,410 to
$824,149, depending on which alternative is selected. Because
the fee is based on the mass quantity of emissions that exceed
SMAQMD?’s daily threshold of significance of 85 Ib/day, total
fees would be substantially greater if construction activity is
more intense during some phases and less intense during other
phases of the 19-year build out period, and in any event, based
on the actual cost rate applied by SMAQMD. (This fee is used
by SMAQMD to purchase off-site emissions reductions. Such

NI = No Impact; N/A = Not Applicable; LS = Less-than-Significant; PS = Potentially Significant; S = Significant; SU = Significant and Unavoidable;
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purchases are made through SMAQMD’s Heavy Duty
Incentive Program, through which select owners of heavy-duty
equipment in Sacramento County can repower or retrofit their
old engines with cleaner engines or technologies.)

3A.2-1d: Implement SMAQMD’s Basic Construction Emission Control
Practices during Construction of all Off- site Elements
located in Sacramento County. The applicants responsible for
the construction of each off-site element in Sacramento County
shall require their contractors to implement SMAQMD’s Basic
Construction Emission Control Practices during construction.
A list of SMAQMD’s Basic Construction Emission Control
Practices is provided under Mitigation Measure 3A.2-1a.

Mitigation for the off-site elements outside of the City of
Folsom’s jurisdictional boundaries must be developed by the
project applicant(s) of each applicable project phase with the
affected oversight agency(ies) (i.e., Sacramento County or
Caltrans) to implement SMAQMD’s Basic Construction
Emission Control Practices or comparable feasible measures.

3A.2-1f: Implement SMAQMD’s Enhanced Exhaust Control Practices
during Construction of all Off-site Elements. Implement
SMAQMD’s Enhanced Exhaust Control Practices, which are
listed in Mitigation Measure 3A.2-1a, in order to control NOy
emissions generated by construction of all off-site elements (in
Sacramento and El Dorado Counties, or Caltrans right-of-way).

NI = No Impact; N/A = Not Applicable; LS = Less-than-Significant; PS = Potentially Significant; S = Significant; SU = Significant and Unavoidable;
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3A.2-1g: Pay Off-site Mitigation Fee to SMAQMD to Off-Set NOy
Emissions Generated by Construction of Off- site Elements.
The off-site elements could result in construction-generated
NO, emissions that exceed the SMAQMD threshold of
significance, even after implementation of the SMAQMD
Enhanced Exhaust Control Practices (listed in Mitigation
Measure 3A.2-1a).

Therefore, the responsible project applicant(s) for each off-site
element in Sacramento County shall pay SMAQMD an off-site
mitigation fee for implementation of each off-site element in
Sacramento County for the purpose of reducing NO, emissions

to a less-than-significant level (i.e., less than 85 Ib/day). The
specific fee amounts shall be calculated when the daily
construction emissions can be more accurately determined.
This calculation shall occur if the City/USACE certify the
EIR/EIS and select and approves the Proposed Project or one
of the other four other action alternatives, the City,
Sacramento County, and the applicants establish the phasing by
which construction of the off- site elements would occur, and
the applicants develop a detailed construction schedule.
Calculation of fees associated with each off-site element shall
be conducted by the project applicant(s) in consultation with
SMAQMD staff before "the approval of respective grading plans
by Sacramento County. The project applicant(s) responsible for
each off-site element in Sacramento County shall pay into
SMAQMD’s off- site construction mitigation fund to further
mitigate construction-generated emissions of NO, that exceed
SMAQMD’s daily emission threshold of 85 Ib/day. The

NI = No Impact; N/A = Not Applicable; LS = Less-than-Significant; PS = Potentially Significant; S = Significant; SU = Significant and Unavoidable;
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calculation of daily NO, emissions shall be based on the cost
rate established by SMAQMD at the time the calculation and
payment are made. At the time of writing this EIR/EIS the cost
rate is $16,000 to reduce 1 ton of NO, plus a 5%
administrative fee (SMAQMD 2008c¢). The determination of the
final mitigation fee shall be conducted in coordination with
SMAQMD before any ground disturbance occurs for any
project phase. Because the fee is based on the mass quantity of
emissions that exceed SMAQMD’s daily threshold of
significance of 85 Ib/day, total fees for construction of the off-
site elements would vary according to the timing and potential
overlap of construction schedules for off-site elements. This
measure applies only to those off-site elements located in
SMAQMD'’s jurisdiction (i.e., in Sacramento County) because
EDCAQMD does not offer a similar off-set fee program for
construction- generated NOX emissions in its jurisdiction.
(This fee is used by SMAQMD to purchase off-site emissions
reductions. Such purchases are made through SMAQMD’s
Heavy Duty Incentive Program, through which select owners of
heavy-duty equipment in Sacramento County can repower or
retrofit their old engines with cleaner engines or technologies.)

Mitigation for the off-site elements outside of the City of
Folsom’s jurisdictional boundaries must be developed by the
project applicant(s) of each applicable project phase in
consultation with the affected oversight agency(ies) (i.e.,
Sacramento County or Caltrans).

NI = No Impact; N/A = Not Applicable; LS = Less-than-Significant; PS = Potentially Significant; S = Significant; SU = Significant and Unavoidable;
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3A.2-1h:  Analyze and Disclose Projected PM,, Emission
Concentrations at Nearby Sensitive Receptors Resulting from
Construction of Off-site Elements. Prior to construction of
each off-site element located in Sacramento County that would
involve site grading or earth disturbance activity that would
exceed 15 acres in one day, the responsible agency or its
selected consultant shall conduct detailed dispersion modeling
of construction-generated PM,, emissions pursuant to
SMAQMD guidance that is in place at the time  the analysis is
performed. At the time of writing this EIR/EIS, SMAQMD’s
most current and most detailed guidance for addressing
construction-generated PM,, emissions is found in its Guide to
Air Quality Assessment in Sacramento County SMAQMD
2009a).

SMAQMD emphasizes that PM,, emission concentrations at
nearby sensitive receptors be disclosed in project-level CEQA
analysis. Each project-level analysis shall incorporate detailed
parameters of the construction equipment and activities,
including the year during which construction would be
performed, as well as the proximity of potentially affected
receptors, including receptors proposed by the project that
exist at the time the construction activity would occur. If the
modeling analysis determines that construction activity would
result in an exceedance or substantial contribution to the
CAAQS and NAAQS at a nearby receptor, then the project
applicant(s) shall require their respective contractors to
implement additional measures for controlling construction-

NI = No Impact; N/A = Not Applicable; LS = Less-than-Significant; PS = Potentially Significant; S = Significant; SU = Significant and Unavoidable;

CHAPTER 2 — EXECUTIVE SUMMARY
2-24



DRAFT EIR
RUSSELL RANCH PROJECT
DECEMBER 2014

TABLE 2-1
SUMMARY OF IMPACTS AND MITIGATION MEASURES

Level of Levell o
Significance Significance
Prior to After
Impact Mitigation Mitigation Measures Mitigation
generated PMyy exhaust emission and fugitive PM, dust
emissions in accordance with SMAQMD guidance,
requirements, and/or rules that apply at the time the project-
level analysis is performed. It is likely that these measures
would be the same or similar to those listed as Enhanced
Fugitive PM Dust Control Practices for Soil Disturbance
Areas and Unpaved Roads and Enhanced Exhaust Control
Practices included in Mitigation Measure 3A.2-1a. Dispersion
modeling is not required for the two EIl Dorado County roadway
connections because the total amount of disturbed acreage is
expected to be less than the EDCAQMD screening level of 12
acres.
Mitigation for the off-site elements outside of the City of
Folsom’s jurisdictional boundaries must be developed by the
project applicant(s) of each applicable project phase in
consultation with the affected oversight agency(ies) (i.e.,
Sacramento County or Caltrans).
4.2-2 A violation of any air quality PS Project Specific Mitigation Measure(s) suU
standard or substantial None required.
contribution to an existing or
projected air quality violation FPASP EIR/EIS Applicable Mitigation Measure(s)
during operations, and a conflict
with or obstruction of 3A.2-2: Implement All Measures Prescribed by the Air Quality
implementation of applicable air Mitigation Plan to Reduce Operational Air Pollutant
quality plans. Based on the analysis Emissions. To reduce operational emissions, the project
below and the lack of additional applicant(s) for any particular discretionary development
feasible mitigation, the impact is application shall implement all measures prescribed in the
significant and unavoidable. SMAQMD-approved Folsom Plan Area Specific Plan Air

NI = No Impact; N/A = Not Applicable; LS = Less-than-Significant; PS = Potentially Significant; S = Significant; SU = Significant and Unavoidable;
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Quality Mitigation Plan (AQMP) (Torrence Planning 2008), a
copy of which is included in Appendix C2. The AQMP is
intended to improve mobility, reduce vehicle miles traveled,
and improve air quality as required by AB 32 and SB 375. The
AQMP includes, among others, measures designed to provide
bicycle parking at commercial land uses, an integrated
pedestrian/bicycle path network, transit stops with shelters, a
prohibition against the use the wood-burning fireplaces,
energy star roofing materials, electric lawnmowers provided to
homeowners at no charge, and on-site transportation
alternatives to passenger vehicles (including light rail) that
provide connectivity with other local and regional alternative
transportation networks.

4.2-3  Exposure of sensitive receptors to PS Project Specific Mitigation Measure(s) LS
substantial pollutant
concentrations. Based on the 4.2-3 Prior to the commencement of any site-disturbing activities,
analysis below and with the applicant shall demonstrate to the satisfaction of the
implementation of mitigation, the SMAQMD that NOA does not exist on site. To demonstrate the
impact is less than significant. applicant shall obtain the services of a California Certified

Geologist to conduct a thorough site investigation of the
development area per the protocol outlined in the California
Geological Survey Special Report 124 to determine whether
and where NOA is present in the soil and rock on the project
site and/or areas that would be disturbed by the project, except
for those areas previously explored and sampled for NOA as
part of the Geotechnical Engineering Study for Russell Ranch
South prepared by Youndahl Consulting Group, Inc. in
December 2013. The site investigation shall include the
collection of three soil and rock samples per acre to be

NI = No Impact; N/A = Not Applicable; LS = Less-than-Significant; PS = Potentially Significant; S = Significant; SU = Significant and Unavoidable;
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analyzed via the CARB 435 Method, or other acceptable
method agreed upon by SMAQMD and the City of Folsom. If
the investigation determines that NOA is not present on the
project site, then the project applicant shall submit a Geologic
Exemption to SMAQMD as allowed under Title 17, Section
93105, Asbestos Airborne Toxic Control Measure for
Construction, Grading, Quarrying, and Surface Mining
(Asbestos ATCM). The project applicant shall submit proof of
compliance with the above to the Community Development
Department for review and approval prior to the
commencement of any site-disturbing activities.

If the site investigation determines that NOA is present on the
project site, or alternatively if the applicant elects to assume
presence of trace NOA, then, prior to commencement of any
ground disturbance activity, the project applicant shall submit
to the SMAQMD for review and approval an Asbestos Dust
Mitigation Plan, including, but not limited to, control measures
required by the Ashestos ATCM, such as vehicle speed
limitations, application of water prior to and during ground
disturbance, keeping storage piles wet or covered, and track-
out prevention and removal. The project applicant shall submit
proof of compliance with the above to the Community
Development Department for review and approval prior to the
commencement of any site-disturbing activities. Upon approval
of the Asbestos Dust Control Plan by the SMAQMD, the
applicant shall ensure that construction contractors implement
the terms of the plan throughout the construction period.

NI = No Impact; N/A = Not Applicable; LS = Less-than-Significant; PS = Potentially Significant; S = Significant; SU = Significant and Unavoidable;
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either directly or indirectly, that
may have a significant impact on
the environment (i.e., would exceed
1,100 MTCOye/yr and not achieve
a minimum 21.7 percent emission
reduction from BAU levels by
2020), and/or a conflict with an
applicable  plan, policy, or
regulation adopted for the purpose
of reducing the emissions of GHGs.
Based on the analysis below, the

None required.

FPASP EIR/EIS Applicable Mitigation Measure(s)

None applicable.

(=EVE Level of
Significance Significance
Prior to After
Impact Mitigation Mitigation Measures Mitigation
If NOA is determined to be located on the surface of the project
site, all surface soil containing NOA shall be replaced with
clean soil or capped with another material (e.g., cinder or
rubber), subject to review and approval by the City Engineer.
FPASP EIR/EIS Applicable Mitigation Measure(s)
None applicable.
4.2-4  The creation of objectionable odors LS Project Specific Mitigation Measure(s) N/A
affecting a substantial number of None required.
people. Based on the analysis
below, the impact is less than FPASP EIR/EIS Applicable Mitigation Measure(s)
significant. None applicable.
4.2-5 A cumulatively considerable net LS Project Specific Mitigation Measure(s) N/A
increase of any criteria pollutant. None required.
Based on the analysis below, the
impact is less than significant. FPASP EIR/EIS Applicable Mitigation Measure(s)
None applicable.
4.2-6  Generation of GHG emissions, LS Project Specific Mitigation Measure(s) N/A
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on the analysis below and with
implementation of mitigation, the
impact is less than significant.

4.3-1

Prior to the initiation of construction activities, the applicant
shall retain a qualified biologist/botanist to consult with the
appropriate regulatory agencies (CDFW and USFWS) to
determine if additional plant surveys are required. Written
results of the consultation efforts shall be provided to the
Folsom Community Development Department. If the regulatory
agencies (CDFW and USFWS) determine additional plant
surveys are required, the following shall be implemented:

The project applicant shall retain a qualified botanist
to conduct protocol-level preconstruction special-
status plant surveys for all potentially occurring
species in all areas that have not previously been
surveyed for special-status plants. If special-status
plants are not found during focused surveys, the
botanist shall document the findings in a letter report
to USFWS, CDFW and, the City of Folsom, and no
further mitigation shall be required.

If special-status plant populations are found, the
project applicant shall consult with CDFW and
USFWS, as appropriate, depending on species status,
to determine the appropriate mitigation measures for
direct and indirect impacts on any special-status plant
population that could occur as a result of project

iy Level of
S'gn!flcance Significance
Prior to After
Impact Mitigation Mitigation Measures Mitigation
impact is less than significant.
4.3 Biological Resources
4.3-1  Special-status plant species. Based PS Project Specific Mitigation Measure(s) LS

NI = No Impact; N/A = Not Applicable; LS = Less-than-Significant; PS = Potentially Significant; S = Significant; SU = Significant and Unavoidable;
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implementation. Mitigation measures may include
preserving and enhancing existing populations,
creation of off-site populations on project mitigation
sites through seed collection or transplantation,
and/or restoring or creating suitable habitat in
sufficient quantities to achieve no net loss of occupied
habitat or individuals.

e If potential impacts on special-status plant species are
likely, a mitigation and monitoring plan shall be
developed before the approval of grading plans or any
ground-breaking activity within 250 feet of a special-
status plant population. The mitigation plan shall be
submitted to the City of Folsom for review and
approval. It shall be submitted concurrently to CDFW
or USFWS, as appropriate, depending on species
status, for review and comment. The plan shall require
maintaining viable plant populations on-site and shall
identify avoidance measures for any existing
population(s) to be retained and compensatory
measures for any populations directly affected.
Possible avoidance measures include fencing
populations before construction and exclusion of
project activities from the fenced-off areas, and
construction monitoring by a qualified botanist to
keep construction crews away from the population.
The mitigation plan shall also include monitoring and
reporting requirements for populations to be
preserved on site or protected or enhanced off-site.

o If relocation efforts are part of the mitigation plan, the

NI = No Impact; N/A = Not Applicable; LS = Less-than-Significant; PS = Potentially Significant; S = Significant; SU = Significant and Unavoidable;
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plan shall include details on the methods to be used,
including collection, storage, propagation, receptor
site preparation, installation, long-term protection
and management, monitoring and reporting
requirements, and remedial action responsibilities
should the initial effort fail to meet long-term
monitoring requirements.

e If off-site mitigation includes dedication of
conservation easements, purchase of mitigation
credits or other off-site conservation measures, the
details of these measures shall be included in the
mitigation plan, including information on responsible
parties for long-term management, conservation
easement holders, long-term management
requirements, and other details, as appropriate to
target the preservation of long term viable
populations.

FPASP EIR/EIS Applicable Mitigation Measure(s)

None applicable.

4.3-2

Federally-listed vernal pool
invertebrates. Based on the
analysis below, the impact is less
than significant.

LS

Project Specific Mitigation Measure(s)

None required.

FPASP EIR/EIS Applicable Mitigation Measure(s)
None applicable

PS

4.3-3

Western spadefoot toad. Based on
the analysis below and with the
implementation of mitigation, the
impact is less than significant.

PS

Project Specific Mitigation Measure(s)

Conduct Environmental Awareness Training for Construction
Employees

4.3-3(a)

LS

CHAPTER 2 — EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

NI = No Impact; N/A = Not Applicable; LS = Less-than-Significant; PS = Potentially Significant; S = Significant; SU = Significant and Unavoidable;

2-31




DRAFT EIR
RUSSELL RANCH PROJECT
DECEMBER 2014

TABLE 2-1
SUMMARY OF IMPACTS AND MITIGATION MEASURES

Level of Level of
Slgn!ﬂcance Significance
Prior to After
Impact Mitigation Mitigation Measures Mitigation

Prior to initiation of construction activities, the project
applicant shall employ a qualified biologist to conduct
environmental awareness training for construction employees.
The training will describe the importance of on-site biological
resources, including special-status wildlife habitats; potential
nests of special-status birds; and roosting habitat for special-
status bats. The biologist will also explain the importance of
other responsibilities related to the protection of wildlife
during construction, such as inspecting open trenches and
looking under vehicles and machinery prior to moving them to
ensure there are no lizards, snakes, small mammals, or other
wildlife that could become trapped, injured, or killed in
construction areas or under equipment.

The environmental awareness program shall be provided to all
construction personnel to brief them on the life history of
special-status species in or adjacent to the project area, the
need to avoid impacts on sensitive biological resources, any
terms and conditions required by state and federal agencies,
and the penalties for not complying with biological mitigation
requirements. If new construction personnel are added to the
project, the contractor’s superintendent shall ensure that the
personnel receive the mandatory training before starting work.
An environmental awareness handout that describes and
illustrates sensitive resources to be avoided during project
construction and identifies all relevant permit conditions shall
be provided to each person.

NI = No Impact; N/A = Not Applicable; LS = Less-than-Significant; PS = Potentially Significant; S = Significant; SU = Significant and Unavoidable;
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4.3-3(b) Conduct Preconstruction Western Spadefoot Toad Survey

The project applicant shall retain a qualified biologist to
conduct a preconstruction survey for Western spadefoot toad
within 48 hours of the initiation of construction activities for
each phase of development. The preconstruction surveys shall
evaluate suitable habitats for this species, as determined by the
qualified biologist. If no Western spadefoot toad individuals
are found during the preconstruction survey, the biologist shall
document the findings in a letter report to CDFW and the City
of Folsom, and no further mitigation shall be required.

If Western spadefoot toad individuals are found, the qualified
biologist shall consult with CDFW to determine appropriate
avoidances measures. Mitigation measures may include
relocation of aquatic larvae, construction monitoring, or
preserving and enhancing existing populations.

FPASP EIR/EIS Applicable Mitigation Measure(s)
None applicable
4.3-4  Western pond turtle. Based on the PS Project Specific Mitigation Measure(s) LS
analysis below and with the
implementation of mitigation, the 4.3-4 The project applicant(s), shall retain a qualified biologist to
impact is less than significant. conduct preconstruction survey for Western pond turtle within
48 hours of the initiation of construction activities for each
phase of development. The preconstruction surveys shall
evaluate suitable habitats for this species, as determined by the
qualified biologist. If no western pond turtles are found during
the preconstruction survey, the biologist shall document the

NI = No Impact; N/A = Not Applicable; LS = Less-than-Significant; PS = Potentially Significant; S = Significant; SU = Significant and Unavoidable;
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findings in a letter report to CDFW and the City of Folsom,
and no further mitigation shall be required. If western pond
turtles are found, the qualified biologist shall capture and
relocate the turtles to a suitable preserved location in the
vicinity of the project.
FPASP EIR/EIS Applicable Mitigation Measure(s)
None applicable
4.3-5 Swainson’s hawk foraging and PS Project-Specific Mitigation Measure(s) LS
nesting habitat. Based on the
analysis below and with the Swainson’s Hawk Nesting Habitat
implementation of mitigation, the
impact is less than significant. 4.3-5(a) To mitigate impacts on Swainson’s hawk a qualified biologist

shall be retained to conduct preconstruction surveys and to
identify active nests on and within 0.5-mile of the project area.
The surveys shall be conducted before the approval of grading
and/or improvement plans (as applicable) and no less than 14
days and no more than 30 days before the beginning of
construction. To the extent feasible, guidelines provided in
Recommended Timing and Methodology for Swainson’s Hawk
Nesting Surveys in the Central Valley (Swainson’s Hawk
Technical Advisory Committee 2000) shall be followed for
surveys for Swainson’s hawk. If no nests are found, no further
mitigation is required.

If active nests are found, impacts on nesting Swainson’s hawks
shall be avoided by establishing appropriate buffers around the
nests. No project activity shall commence within the buffer area
until the young have fledged, the nest is no longer active, or

NI = No Impact; N/A = Not Applicable; LS = Less-than-Significant; PS = Potentially Significant; S = Significant; SU = Significant and Unavoidable;
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until a qualified biologist has determined in coordination with
CDFW that reducing the buffer would not result in nest
abandonment. CDFW guidelines recommend implementation of
0.25- or 0.5-mile-wide buffers, but the size of the buffer may be
adjusted if a qualified biologist and the City, in consultation
with CDFW, determine that such an adjustment would not be
likely to adversely affect the nest. Monitoring of the nest by a
qualified biologist during and after construction activities will
be required if the activity has potential to adversely affect the
nest.

Swainson’s Hawk Foraging Habitat

4.3-5(b) To mitigate for the loss of Swainson’s hawk foraging habitat,
the project applicant(s) shall identify permanent impacts to
foraging habitat and prepare and implement a Swainson’s
hawk mitigation plan, including but not limited to the
requirements described below.

Before the approval of grading and improvement plans, or
before any ground-disturbing activities, whichever occurs first,
the project applicant shall secure suitable Swainson’s hawk
foraging habitat to ensure 1:1 mitigation of habitat value for
Swainson’s hawk foraging habitat that is permanently lost as a
result of the project, as determined by the City after
consultation with CDFW and a qualified biologist.

The 1:1 habitat value (or other agreed-upon ratio) shall be
based on Swainson’s hawk nesting distribution and an

NI = No Impact; N/A = Not Applicable; LS = Less-than-Significant; PS = Potentially Significant; S = Significant; SU = Significant and Unavoidable;
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assessment of habitat quality, availability, and use within the
project area. The mitigation ratio shall be consistent with the
1994 DFG Swainson’s Hawk Guidelines included in the Staff
Report Regarding Mitigation for Impacts to Swainson’s Hawks
(Buteo swainsoni) in the Central Valley of California. Such
mitigation shall be accomplished through purchase of credits
at an approved mitigation bank, the transfer of fee title, or
perpetual conservation easement. If non-bank mitigation is
proposed, the mitigation land shall be located within the known
foraging area and within Sacramento County. The City, after
consultation with CDFW, will determine the appropriateness of
the mitigation land.

The project applicant shall transfer said Swainson’s hawk
mitigation land, through either conservation easement or fee
title, to a third-party, nonprofit conservation organization
(Conservation Operator), with the City and CDFW named as
third-party beneficiaries. The Conservation Operator shall be a
qualified conservation easement land manager that manages
land as its primary function. Additionally, the Conservation
Operator shall be a tax-exempt nonprofit conservation
organization that meets the criteria of Civil Code Section
815.3(a) and shall be selected or approved by the City, after
consultation with CDFW. After consultation with CDFW and
the Conservation Operator, the City shall approve the content
and form of the conservation easement. The City, CDFW, and
the Conservation Operator shall each have the power to
enforce the terms of the conservation easement. The
Conservation Operator shall monitor the easement in

NI = No Impact; N/A = Not Applicable; LS = Less-than-Significant; PS = Potentially Significant; S = Significant; SU = Significant and Unavoidable;
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perpetuity to assure compliance with the terms of the easement.

After consultation with the City, The project applicant, CDFW,
and the Conservation Operator, shall establish an endowment
or some other financial mechanism that is sufficient to fund in
perpetuity the operation, maintenance, management, and
enforcement of the conservation easement. If an endowment is
used, either the endowment funds shall be submitted to the City
for impacts on lands within the City’s jurisdiction to an
appropriate third-party nonprofit conservation agency, or they
shall be submitted directly to the third-party nonprofit
conservation agency in exchange for an agreement to manage
and maintain the lands in perpetuity. The Conservation
Operator shall not sell, lease, or transfer any interest of any
conservation easement or mitigation land it acquires without
prior written approval of the City and CDFW.

If the Conservation Operator ceases to exist, the duty to hold,
administer, manage, maintain, and enforce the interest shall be
transferred to another entity acceptable to the City and CDFW.
The City Planning Department shall ensure that mitigation
habitat established for impacts on habitat within the City’s
planning area is properly established and is functioning as
habitat by conducting regular monitoring of the mitigation
site(s) for the first ten years after establishment of the
easement.

FPASP EIR/EIR Applicable Mitigation Measure(s)
None applicable.

NI = No Impact; N/A = Not Applicable; LS = Less-than-Significant; PS = Potentially Significant; S = Significant; SU = Significant and Unavoidable;
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4.3-6  Burrowing owl. Based on the PS Project-Specific Mitigation Measure(s) LS
analysis below and with the
implementation of mitigation, the 4.3-6(a) A qualified biologist shall be retained by the project applicant
impact is less than significant. to conduct a preconstruction survey to identify active burrows

within the project area. The surveys shall be conducted no less

than 14 days and no more than 30 days before the beginning of
construction activities for each phase of development. The
preconstruction survey shall follow the protocols outlined in

the Staff Report on Burrowing Owl Mitigation (CDFG 2012).

4.3-6(b) If active burrows are found, a mitigation plan shall be
submitted to the City for review and approval before any
ground-disturbing activities. The City shall consult with
CDFW. The mitigation plan may consist of installation of one-
way doors on all burrows to allow owls to exit, but not reenter,
and construction of artificial burrows within the project
vicinity, as needed; however, burrowing owl exclusions may
only be used if a qualified biologist verifies that the burrow
does not contain eggs or dependent young. If active burrows
contain eggs and/or young, no construction shall occur within
50 feet of the burrow until young have fledged. Once it is
confirmed that there are no owls inside burrows, these burrows
may be collapsed.

FPASP EIR/EIR Applicable Mitigation Measure(s)

None applicable.

4.3-7  Tricolored blackbird. Based on the PS Project-Specific Mitigation Measure(s) LS
analysis below and with the
implementation of mitigation, the 4.3-7 A qualified biologist shall conduct a preconstruction survey for

NI = No Impact; N/A = Not Applicable; LS = Less-than-Significant; PS = Potentially Significant; S = Significant; SU = Significant and Unavoidable;
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impact is less than significant. any project activity that would occur during the tricolored

blackbird’s nesting season (March 1-August 31). The
preconstruction survey shall be conducted before any activity
occurring within 500 feet of suitable nesting habitat, including
freshwater marsh and areas of riparian scrub vegetation. The
survey shall be conducted within 14 days before project activity
begins.

If no tricolored blackbird colony is present, no further
mitigation is required. If a colony is found, the qualified
biologist shall establish a buffer around the nesting colony. No
project activity shall commence within the buffer area until a
qualified biologist confirms that the colony is no longer active.
The size of the buffer shall be determined in consultation with
CDFW. Buffer size is anticipated to range from 100 to 500 feet,
depending on the nature of the project activity, the extent of
existing disturbance in the area, and other relevant
circumstances.

FPASP EIR/EIR Applicable Mitigation Measure(s)
None applicable.

4.3-8 Other raptors and migratory PS Project-Specific Mitigation Measure(s) LS
birds. Based on the analysis
below and  with  the

Nesting Raptors

im_plem_entation_ _ of 43-8(a)  To mitigate impacts on nesting raptors, a qualified biologist
mitigation, the impact is less shall be retained to conduct a preconstruction survey to
than significant. identify active nests on and within 0.5 miles of the project area.

The surveys shall be conducted no less than 14 days and no

NI = No Impact; N/A = Not Applicable; LS = Less-than-Significant; PS = Potentially Significant; S = Significant; SU = Significant and Unavoidable;
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more than 30 days before the beginning of construction
activities for each phase of development.

If active nests are found, impacts on nesting raptors shall be
avoided by establishing appropriate buffers around the nests.
No project activity shall commence within the buffer area until
the young have fledged, the nest is no longer active, or until a
qualified biologist has determined in coordination with CDFW
that reducing the buffer would not result in nest abandonment.
The buffer may be adjusted if a qualified biologist and the City,
in consultation with CDFW, determine that such an adjustment
would not be likely to adversely affect the nest. Monitoring of
the nest by a qualified biologist during and after construction
activities will be required if the activity has potential to
adversely affect the nest.

Other Nesting Special-Status and Migratory Birds

4.3-8(b) A qualified biologist shall conduct a preconstruction survey for
any project activity that would occur in suitable nesting habitat
during the avian nesting season (approximately March 1-
August 31).The preconstruction survey shall be conducted
within 14 days before any activity occurring within 100 feet of
suitable nesting habitat. Suitable habitat includes annual
grassland, valley needlegrass grassland, freshwater seep,
vernal pool, seasonal wetland, and intermittent drainage
habitat within the project site.

NI = No Impact; N/A = Not Applicable; LS = Less-than-Significant; PS = Potentially Significant; S = Significant; SU = Significant and Unavoidable;
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If no active special-status or other migratory bird nests are
present, no further mitigation is required. If an active nest is
found, the qualified biologist shall establish a buffer around the
nest. No project activity shall commence within the buffer area
until a qualified biologist confirms that the nest is no longer
active. The size of the buffer shall be determined in
consultation with CDFW. Buffer size is anticipated to range
from 50 to 100 feet, depending on the nature of the project
activity, the extent of existing disturbance in the area, and
other relevant circumstances.

FPASP EIR/EIR Applicable Mitigation Measure(s)

None applicable.

4.3-9  Special-status bats. Based on the LS Project-Specific Mitigation Measure(s) N/A
analysis below, the impact is less None required.
than significant.

FPASP EIR/EIR Applicable Mitigation Measure(s)
None applicable.

4.3-10 American badger. Based on the PS Project-Specific Mitigation Measure(s) LS
analysis below and with the
implementation of mitigation, the 4.3-10 The project applicant(s) shall retain a qualified biologist to
impact is less than significant. conduct preconstruction American badger burrow surveys

within 48 hours of the initiation of construction activity. If no
American badger burrows are found during the
preconstruction survey, the biologist shall document the
findings in a letter report to CDFW and the City of Folsom,
and no further mitigation shall be required. If potential
American badger burrows are found, the qualified biologist
shall consult with CDFW to determine appropriate measures.

NI = No Impact; N/A = Not Applicable; LS = Less-than-Significant; PS = Potentially Significant; S = Significant; SU = Significant and Unavoidable;
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FPASP EIR/EIR Applicable Mitigation Measure(s)
None applicable.
4.3-11 Riparian habitat or other sensitive PS Project-Specific Mitigation Measure(s) LS

natural community identified in
local or regional plans, policies,
and regulations or by the
California Department of Fish and
Wildlife or US Fish and Wildlife
Service or federally protected
wetlands as defined by Section 404
of the Clean Water Act (including,
but not limited to, marsh, vernal
pool, coastal, etc.). Based on the
analysis below and with the
implementation of mitigation, the
impact is less than significant.

Clean Water Act Sections 401 and 404 Permits

4.3-11(a)

Before the approval of grading and improvement plans and
before any groundbreaking activity associated with each
distinct project phase, the project applicant shall secure all
necessary permits obtained under Sections 401 and 404 of the
CWA or the State’s Porter-Cologne Act and implement all
permit conditions for the proposed project. All permits,
regulatory approvals, and permit conditions for effects on
wetland habitats shall be secured and conditions implemented
before implementation of any grading activities within 250 feet
of Waters of the U.S. or wetland habitats, including Waters of
the State, that potentially support federally-listed species, or
within 100 feet of any other Waters of the U.S. or wetland
habitats, including Waters of the State. The project applicant
shall adhere to all conditions outlined in the permits. The
project applicant shall commit to replace, restore, or enhance
on a “‘no net loss™ basis (in accordance with USACE and the
Central Valley RWQCB) the acreage of all wetlands and other
Waters of the U.S. that would be removed, lost, and/or
degraded with implementation of the project. Wetland habitat
shall be restored, enhanced, and/or replaced at an acreage and
location and by methods agreeable to USACE, the Central
Valley RWQCB, and the City, as appropriate, depending on
agency jurisdiction, and as determined during the Section 401

CHAPTER 2 — EXECUTIVE SUMMARY
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and Section 404 permitting processes.

All mitigation requirements to satisfy the requirements of the
City and the Central Valley RWQCB, for impacts on the non-
jurisdictional wetlands beyond the jurisdiction of USACE, shall
be determined and implemented before grading plans are
approved.

A water quality certification pursuant to Section 401 of the
CWA is required before issuance of the record of decision and
before issuance of the Section 404 permit. Before construction
in any areas containing wetland features, the project applicant
shall obtain water quality certification for the project. Any
measures required as part of the issuance of water quality
certification shall be implemented.

Master Streambed Alteration Agreement

4.3-11(b)  The project applicant shall amend, if necessary, and implement
the original Section 1602 Master Streambed Alteration
Agreement received from CDFW for all construction activities
that would occur in the bed and bank of CDFW jurisdictional
features within the project site. As outlined in the Master
Streambed Alteration Agreement, the project applicant shall
submit a Sub-notification Form (SNF) to CDFW 60 days prior
to the commencement of construction to notify CDFW of the
project.

NI = No Impact; N/A = Not Applicable; LS = Less-than-Significant; PS = Potentially Significant; S = Significant; SU = Significant and Unavoidable;
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Any conditions of issuance of the Master Streambed Alteration
Agreement shall be implemented as part of those project
construction activities that would adversely affect the bed and
bank within on-site drainage channels subject to CDFW
jurisdiction. The agreement shall be executed by the project
applicant and CDFW before the approval of any grading or
improvement plans or any construction activities in any project
phase that could potentially affect the bed and bank of on-site
drainage channels under CDFW jurisdiction.

Valley Needlegrass

4.3-11(c)  The following measures shall be implemented to mitigate for
losses of valley needlegrass grassland:

e Prior to ground-breaking activities, high visibility
construction fencing should be placed around all
Valley needlegrass grassland to be preserved. The
construction fencing should not be removed until
completion of construction activities.

e All Valley needlegrass grassland areas slated for
removal should be replaced at a 1:1 acreage on-site
within the preserve areas.

o Needlegrass plants in areas slated for removal should
be salvaged, to the extent feasible, and replanted
within the preserve areas. If this is infeasible, then
seedlings/saplings from a local nursery should be
obtained.

e A mitigation plan outlining methods to be used,

NI = No Impact; N/A = Not Applicable; LS = Less-than-Significant; PS = Potentially Significant; S = Significant; SU = Significant and Unavoidable;
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success criteria to be met, and adaptive management
strategies will be completed prior to project
construction. At a minimum, unless agreed upon
otherwise with regulatory agencies, the Valley
needlegrass grassland creation areas shall be
monitored twice annually for the first year and once
annually for the four subsequent years for a total of
five years; success criteria shall be established to
ensure an 80 percent success rate is met by the fifth
year, and adaptive management techniques shall be
implemented to ensure that the 80 percent success rate
is met by the fifth year or as otherwise agreed upon in
consultation with CDFW. This plan may be combined
with the Operations and Management Plan for the
Open space preserves.
FPASP EIR/EIR Applicable Mitigation Measure(s)
None applicable.
4.3-12 Movement of native, resident, or LS Project-Specific Mitigation Measure(s) N/A
migratory fish or wildlife species or None required.
with established native resident or
migratory wildlife corridors. Based FPASP EIR/EIR Applicable Mitigation Measure(s)
on the analysis below, this impact is None applicable.
less than significant.
4.3-13 Conflicts with any local policies or LS Project-Specific Mitigation Measure(s) N/A
ordinances protecting biological None required.
resources, such as a tree
preservation policy or ordinance.

NI = No Impact; N/A = Not Applicable; LS = Less-than-Significant; PS = Potentially Significant; S = Significant; SU = Significant and Unavoidable;
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Based on the analysis below and
with  the implementation of
mitigation, the impact is less than
significant.

4.4-1 Comply with the First Amended Programmatic Agreement and

Carry Out Mitigation

The FAPA provides a management framework for identifying
historic properties and Historical Resources, determining
adverse effects, and resolving those adverse effects with
appropriate mitigation. Proof of compliance with the
applicable procedures in the FAPA and implementation of
applicable historic property treatment plan (HPTP) (Westwood
and Knapp 2013b and 2013c) with regard to mitigation for the
Keefe-McDerby Mine Ditch and Brooks Hotel Site shall be
provided to the City’s Community Development Department
prior to authorization of any ground disturbing activities in any
given segment of the project area. Proof of compliance is
defined as written approval from the USACE of all applicable
mitigation documentation generated from implementation of an
approved HPTP and includes the following mitigation actions:

(=EVE Level of
S'gn!flcance Significance
Prior to After
Impact Mitigation Mitigation Measures Mitigation
Based on the analysis below, this FPASP EIR/EIR Applicable Mitigation Measure(s)
impact is less than significant. None applicable.
4.3-14 Cumulative loss of biological LS Project-Specific Mitigation Measure(s) N/A
resources. Based on the analysis None required.
below, the project’s incremental
contribution to a cumulative FPASP EIR/EIR Applicable Mitigation Measure(s)
impact is less than significant. None applicable.
4.4 Cultural Resources
4.4-1  Loss of historic cultural resources. PS Project Specific Mitigation Measure(s) LS

NI = No Impact; N/A = Not Applicable; LS = Less-than-Significant; PS = Potentially Significant; S = Significant; SU = Significant and Unavoidable;
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e Historic American Engineering Record
Documentation of the Keefe-McDerby Mine Ditch (P-
34-1475):

= In order to determine the appropriate level of
documentation necessary, the USACE shall
first consult with the National Park Service
(NPS), which administers the Historic
American Engineering Record (HAER)
program. Consultation with the NPS will be
initiated through the submission of the
Department of Parks and Recreation (DPR)
site record and copies of applicable technical
reports with a request for review and
issuance of a stipulation letter. Unless an
objection to the requirements of the
stipulation letter is expressed and resolved
through the process outlined in the FAPA,
the level of documentation stipulated by the
NPS shall be implemented and all
documentation will be approved by the
USACE and NPS prior to ground-disturbing
activities affecting the resource, or as
governed by the permit conditions. Focused
archival research conducted as part of the
HAER documentation shall be incorporated
into the revised cultural context statement for
the SPA through the Historic Property
Management Plan. A non-archival set of the
final documentation shall be submitted to the

NI = No Impact; N/A = Not Applicable; LS = Less-than-Significant; PS = Potentially Significant; S = Significant; SU = Significant and Unavoidable;
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City’s Community Development Department.

o Data Recovery Excavations of the Brooks Hotel Site

(P-34-2166):

= Data recovery shall follow the standards and

guidelines in the HPTP and shall include at

least four one meter by one meter excavation

units. The results of the data recovery,

including results of excavation, laboratory

analysis, artifact analysis, and archival

research, shall be documented in a

confidential data recovery technical report,

which shall be submitted to the City’s
Community Development Department.

e Geoarchaeological Monitoring:

= Due to a potential for deeply buried
archaeological resources down to a depth of
1.5 meters (approximately five feet) below
soil formations known as the T-2 terrace,
where colluvial deposits grade onto the T-2
terrace, and along the distal edge of tributary
alluvial fans, all ground disturbing activity in
those areas shall be monitored by a qualified
professional archaeologist ~ with a
specialization in geoarchaeology. Once
subsurface disturbance extends beyond 1.5
meters below surface, monitoring is no
longer needed.

NI = No Impact; N/A = Not Applicable; LS = Less-than-Significant; PS = Potentially Significant; S = Significant; SU = Significant and Unavoidable;
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A confidential map showing the locations of required
monitoring has been submitted to the City’s Community
Development Department. The City shall apply a map
condition that requires geoarchaeological monitoring in the T-
2 formation and along the distal edge of tributary alluvial fans
only. A copy of the monitoring report shall be submitted as
proof of compliance to the City’s Community Development
Department.

In the event that future off-site improvements are required,
which are not currently identified and are located outside of
the boundaries of the FPASP area, then the City and applicant
shall comply with the procedures for identification, evaluation,
and treatment of Historical Resources under CEQA, as
described in Section 4.4.3 of the Cultural Resources Impact
Assessment, and with Mitigation Measure 3A.5-1b of the
FPASP EIR/EIS.

FPASP EIR/EIS Applicable Mitigation Measure(s)

None applicable.

4.4-2 Loss of unique archaeological PS Project Specific Mitigation Measure(s) LS
resources or human remains.
Based on the analysis below 4.4-2(a) Conduct Construction Worker Awareness Training, Conduct
and with the implementation of On-Site  Monitoring if Required, Stop Work if Cultural
mitigation, the impact is less Resources are Discovered, Assess the Significance of the Find,
than significant. and Perform Treatment or Avoidance as Required.

To reduce potential impacts to previously undiscovered
cultural resources, the project applicant(s) shall complete the

NI = No Impact; N/A = Not Applicable; LS = Less-than-Significant; PS = Potentially Significant; S = Significant; SU = Significant and Unavoidable;
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following:

o Before the start of ground-disturbing activities, the
project applicant(s) shall retain a qualified
archaeologist to conduct training for construction
supervisors. Construction supervisors shall inform the
workers about the possibility of encountering buried
cultural resources and inform the workers of the
proper procedures should cultural resources be
encountered. Proof of the contractor awareness
training shall be submitted to the City’s Community
Development Department in the form of a copy of
training materials and the completed training
attendance roster.

e Should any cultural resources, such as structural
features, bone or shell, artifacts, or architectural
remains be encountered during any construction
activities, work shall be suspended within 200 feet of
the find and the City of Folsom and USACE shall be
notified immediately. The City shall retain a qualified
archaeologist who shall conduct a field investigation
of the specific site and shall evaluate the significance
of the find by evaluating the resource for eligibility for
listing on the CRHR and the NRHP. If the resource is
eligible for listing on the CRHR or NRHP and would
be subject to disturbance or destruction, the actions
required by the FAPA and subsequent documentation
shall be implemented. The City of Folsom Community
Development Department and USACE shall be

NI = No Impact; N/A = Not Applicable; LS = Less-than-Significant; PS = Potentially Significant; S = Significant; SU = Significant and Unavoidable;
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responsible for approval of recommended mitigation if
it is determined to be feasible in light of the approved
land uses, and shall implement the approved
mitigation and seek written approval on mitigation
documentation before resuming construction activities
at the archaeological site.

4.4-2(b) Suspend Ground-Disturbing Activities if Human Remains are
Encountered and Comply with California Health and Safety
Code Procedures.

In the event that human remains are discovered, construction
activities within 150 feet of the discovery shall be halted or
diverted and the requirements for managing unanticipated
discoveries in Mitigation Measure 4.4-2(a) shall be
implemented. In addition, the provisions of Section 7050.5 of
the California Health and Safety Code, Section 5097.98 of the
California Public Resources Code, and Assembly Bill 2641
shall be implemented. When human remains are discovered,
state law requires that the discovery be reported to the County
Coroner (Section 7050.5 of the Health and Safety Code) and
that reasonable protection measures be taken during
construction to protect the discovery from disturbance (AB
2641).

If the Coroner determines the remains are Native American,
the Coroner shall notify the Native American Heritage
Commission, which then designates a Native American Most
Likely Descendant for the project (Section 5097.98 of the
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Public Resources Code). The designated Native American Most
Likely Descendant then has 48 hours from the time access to
the property is granted to make recommendations concerning
treatment of the remains (AB 2641).

If the landowner does not agree with the recommendations of
the Native American Most Likely Descendant, the NAHC can
mediate (Section 5097.94 of the Public Resources Code). If no
agreement is reached, the landowner must rebury the remains
where they will not be further disturbed (Section 5097.98 of the
Public Resources Code). This will also include either recording
the site with the NAHC or the appropriate Information Center;
using an open space or conservation zoning designation or
easement; or recording a deed restriction with the county in
which the property is located (AB 2641).

FPASP EIR/EIS Applicable Mitigation Measure(s)
None applicable.

4.4-3 Loss of unique paleontological PS Project Specific Mitigation Measure(s) LS
resources. Based on the
analysis below and with the 4.4-3 Conduct Construction Worker Awareness Training, Stop Work
implementation of mitigation, if Paleontological Resources are Discovered, Assess the
the impact is less than Significance of the Find, and Prepare and Implement a
significant. Recovery Plan as Required.

Before the start of any earthmoving activities, the project
applicant(s) shall retain a qualified professional to train all
construction personnel involved with earthmoving activities,
including the site superintendent, regarding the possibility of
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encountering fossils, the appearance and types of fossils likely
to be seen during construction, and proper notification
procedures should fossils be encountered. The training shall be
included in the archaeological contractor awareness training
program.

If paleontological resources are discovered during
earthmoving activities, the construction crew shall immediately
cease work in the vicinity of the find and notify the City of
Folsom’s Community Development Department. The project
applicant(s) shall retain a qualified paleontologist to evaluate
the resource and prepare a recovery plan in accordance with
Society of Vertebrate Paleontology guidelines (1996). The
recovery plan may include, but is not limited to, a field survey,
construction monitoring, sampling and data recovery
procedures, museum storage coordination for any specimen
recovered, and a report of findings. Recommendations in the
recovery plan that are determined by the lead agency to be
necessary and feasible shall be implemented before
construction activities can resume at the site where the
paleontological resources were discovered. Mitigation for the
off-site elements outside of the City of Folsom’s jurisdictional
boundaries must be coordinated by the project applicant(s)
with the affected oversight agency(ies).

FPASP EIR/EIS Applicable Mitigation Measure(s)
None applicable.
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4.4-4 Cumulative loss of cultural LS Project Specific Mitigation Measure(s) N/A
resources. Based on the None required.
analysis below, the project’s
incremental contribution to a FPASP EIR/EIS Applicable Mitigation Measure(s)
cumulative impact is less than None applicable.
significant.
4.5 Land Use and Planning
45-1 Project compatibility with LS Project Specific Mitigation Measure(s) N/A
surrounding land uses. Based on None required.
the analysis below, the impact is
less than significant. FPASP EIR/EIS Applicable Mitigation Measure(s)
None applicable.
45-2  Consistency with any applicable LS Project Specific Mitigation Measure(s) N/A
land use plan, policy, or regulation. None required.
Based on the analysis below, the
impact is less than significant. FPASP EIR/EIS Applicable Mitigation Measure(s)
None applicable.
45-3  Cumulative land use and planning LS Project Specific Mitigation Measure(s) N/A
incompatibilities. Based on the None required.
analysis below, the cumulative
impact is less than significant. FPASP EIR/EIS Applicable Mitigation Measure(s)
None applicable.
4.6 Noise
4.6-1 Construction noise and vibration. LS Project Specific Mitigation Measure(s) N/A
Based on the analysis below, the None required.
impact is less than significant.
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FPASP EIR/EIS Applicable Mitigation Measure(s)

3A.11-1: Implement Noise-Reducing Construction Practices, Prepare
and Implement a Noise Control Plan, and Monitor and
Record Construction Noise near Sensitive Receptors. To
reduce impacts associated with noise generated during project-
related construction activities, the project applicant(s) and their
primary contractors for engineering design and construction of
all project phases shall ensure that the following requirements
are implemented at each work site in any year of project
construction to avoid and minimize construction noise effects
on sensitive receptors. The project applicant(s) and primary
construction contractor(s) shall employ  noise-reducing
construction practices. Measures that shall be used to limit noise
shall include the measures listed below:

o Noise-generating construction operations shall be
limited to the hours between 7 a.m. and 7 p.m. Monday
through Friday, and between 8 a.m. and 6 p.m. on
Saturdays and Sundays.

e All construction equipment and equipment staging
areas shall be located as far as possible from nearby
noise-sensitive land uses.

e All construction equipment shall be properly
maintained and equipped with noise-reduction intake
and exhaust mufflers and engine shrouds, in
accordance with manufacturers’ recommendations.
Equipment engine shrouds shall be closed during
equipment operation.

NI = No Impact; N/A = Not Applicable; LS = Less-than-Significant; PS = Potentially Significant; S = Significant; SU = Significant and Unavoidable;
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e All motorized construction equipment shall be shut
down when not in use to prevent idling.

o Individual operations and techniques shall be replaced
with quieter procedures (e.g., using welding instead of
riveting, mixing concrete off- site instead of on-site).

e Noise-reducing enclosures shall be used around
stationary  noise-generating  equipment  (e.g.,
compressors and generators) as planned phases are
built out and future noise sensitive receptors are
located within close proximity to future construction
activities.

e Written notification of construction activities shall be
provided to all noise-sensitive receptors located within
850 feet of construction activities. Notification shall
include anticipated dates and hours during which
construction activities are anticipated to occur and
contact information, including a daytime telephone
number, for the project representative to be contacted
in the event that noise levels are deemed excessive.
Recommendations to assist noise-sensitive land uses
in reducing interior noise levels (e.g., closing windows
and doors) shall also be included in the notification.

e To the extent feasible, acoustic barriers (e.g., lead
curtains, sound barriers) shall be constructed to reduce
construction-generated noise levels at affected noise-
sensitive land uses. The barriers shall be designed to
obstruct the line of sight between the noise-sensitive
land use and on-site construction equipment. When
installed properly, acoustic barriers can reduce
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construction noise levels by approximately 8-10 dB

(EPA 1971).

e When future noise sensitive uses are within close
proximity to prolonged construction noise, noise-
attenuating buffers such as structures, truck trailers, or
soil piles shall be located between noise sources and
future residences to shield sensitive receptors from
construction noise.

The primary contractor shall prepare and implement a
construction noise management plan. This plan shall identify
specific measures to ensure compliance with the noise control
measures specified above. The noise control plan shall be
submitted to the City of Folsom before any noise-generating
construction activity begins. Construction shall not commence
until the construction noise management plan is approved by
the City of Folsom. Mitigation for the two off-site roadway
connections into El Dorado County must be coordinated by the
project applicant(s) of the applicable project phase with El

Dorado County, since the roadway extensions are outside of the

City of Folsom’s jurisdictional boundaries.

4.6-2  Transportation noise at existing LS Project Specific Mitigation Measure(s) PS
sensitive receptors. Based on the None required.
analysis below, the impact is less
than significant. FPASP EIR/EIS Applicable Mitigation Measure(s)

None applicable.

4.6-3  Transportation noise and vibration PS Project-Specific Mitigation Measure(s) LS
at new sensitive receptors. Based
on the analysis below and with 4.6-3(a) In conjunction with submittal of Improvement Plans for the
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implementation of mitigation, the development phase where noise barrier locations are
impact is less than significant. recommended as illustrated in Figure 4.6-2, the applicant shall

show on the Improvement Plans that sound walls and/or
landscaped berms shall be constructed along US 50, White
Rock Road, and Empire Ranch Road. The specific height and
locations of the noise barriers shall be confirmed based upon
the final approved site and grading plans. See Figure 4.6-2 and
Figure 4.6-3 for the recommended noise barrier placement and
required wall heights. Wall heights shown in the
aforementioned figures are relative to building pad elevations.
Noise barrier walls shall be constructed of concrete masonry
units, earthen berms, other sound attenuation solution
acceptable to the City, or any combination of these materials.
Wood is not recommended due to eventual warping and
degradation of acoustical performance. Abrupt transitions
exceeding two feet in height shall be avoided. The Improvement
Plans shall be subject to review and approval by the City
Engineer.

Alternatively, and at the applicant’s discretion, the applicant
may submit a site-specific acoustical analysis for a specific
development phase where noise barrier locations are
recommended in Figure 4.6-2, that is prepared by an
acoustical consultant recognized by the City of Folsom to
confirm whether sound attenuation is needed, taking into
account site-specific conditions (e.g. site design, location of
structures, building characteristics, building orientation, etc.)
in accordance with adopted noise standards. If sound
attenuation is determined necessary, the site-specific acoustical
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analysis shall identify measures to reduce noise impacts to
meet the City’s noise standards at these locations, including,
but not limited to, constructing exterior sound walls,
constructing barrier walls and/or berms with vegetation, or
other alternative attenuation solution acceptable to the City,
provided that the improvement plans are accompanied with the
acoustical analysis that confirms whether any proposed
alternative solution will meet the adopted City noise standard.
The acoustical analysis shall also take into consideration
sound attenuation mitigation that may be required of parcels
adjacent to the noise barriers.

4.6-3(b) In conjunction with submittal of the Building Permit for the
residential uses with direct exposure to US 50 traffic noise, the
applicant shall provide detailed analysis of interior noise levels
conducted by a qualified acoustical consultant recognized by
the City of Folsom. The analysis shall include detailed noise
control measures that are required to achieve compliance with
the City of Folsom 45 dB Ly, interior noise level standard. The
noise control measures may include, but are not limited to,
installing windows with an STC rating of 35 to 38 for second
floor facades and the use of resilient channels for walls
parallel to US 50. The construction drawing for the residential
uses with direct exposure to US 50 traffic noise shall denote
any recommended noise control measures resulting from the
analysis, subject to review and approval by the City
Community Development Director.
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4.6-3(c) In conjunction with submittal of Building Permits, the

applicant shall show on the plans that mechanical ventilation
shall be installed in all residential uses to allow residents to
keep doors and windows closed, as desired for acoustical
isolation. The building plans shall be subject to review and
approval by the City Community Development Director.

FPASP EIR/EIR Applicable Mitigation Measure(s)
None applicable.

4.6-4  Operational noise from activities LS Project-Specific Mitigation Measure(s) N/A
on site post development. Based on None required.
the analysis below, the impact is
less than significant. FPASP EIR/EIR Applicable Mitigation Measure(s)
None applicable.
4.6-5 Cumulative impacts on noise- PS Project-Specific Mitigation Measure(s) LS
sensitive receptors. Based on the
analysis below and with 4.6-5 Implement Mitigation Measures 4.6-3(a) through 4.6-3(c).
implementation of mitigation, the
project’s  contribution to a FPASP EIR/EIR Applicable Mitigation Measure(s)
cumulative impact would be less None applicable.

than significant.

4.7 Public Services, Utilities, and Hydrology

4,7-1 Water supply, treatment, and LS Project-Specific Mitigation Measure(s) N/A
distribution facilities. Based on the None required.
analysis below, the impact is less
than significant. FPASP EIR/EIS Applicable Mitigation Measure(s)

3A.18-1: Submit Proof of Surface Water Supply Availability.
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a. Prior to approval of any small-lot tentative subdivision map
subject to Government Code Section 66473.7 (SB 221), the
City shall comply with that statute. Prior to approval of
any small-lot tentative subdivision map for a proposed
residential project not subject to that statute, the City need
not comply with Section 66473.7, or formally consult with
any public water system that would provide water to the
affected area; nevertheless, the City shall make a factual
showing or impose conditions similar to those required by
Section 66473.7 to ensure an adequate water supply for
development authorized by the map.

Prior to recordation of each final subdivision map, or prior
to City approval of any similar project-specific
discretionary approval or entitlement required for
nonresidential uses, the project applicant(s) of that project
phase or activity shall demonstrate the availability of a
reliable and sufficient water supply from a public water
system for the amount of development that would be
authorized by the final subdivision map or project-specific
discretionary nonresidential approval or entitlement. Such
a demonstration shall consist of information showing that
both existing sources are available or needed supplies and
improvements will be in place prior to occupancy.

3A.18-2a: Submit Proof of Adequate Off-Site Water Conveyance
Facilities and Implement Off-Site Infrastructure Service
System or Ensure That Adequate Financing Is Secured.
Before the approval of the final subdivision map and issuance of
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building permits for all project phases, the project applicant(s)
of any particular discretionary development application shall
submit proof to the City of Folsom that an adequate off-site
water conveyance system either has been constructed or is
ensured or other sureties to the City’s satisfaction. The off-site
water conveyance infrastructure sufficient to  provide
adequate service to the project shall be in place for the amount
of development identified in the tentative map before approval
of the final subdivision map and issuance of building permits
for all project phases, or their financing shall be ensured to the
satisfaction of the City. A certificate of occupancy shall not be
issued for any building within the SPA until the water
conveyance infrastructure sufficient to serve such building has
been constructed and is in place.

4.7-2  Wastewater collection and LS Project Specific Mitigation Measure(s) N/A
treatment services. Based on the None required.
analysis below, the impact is less
than significant. FPASP EIR/EIS Applicable Mitigation Measure(s)

3A.16-1: Submit Proof of Adequate On- and Off-Site Wastewater
Conveyance Facilities and Implement On- and Off-Site
Infrastructure Service Systems or Ensure That Adequate
Financing Is Secured. Before the approval of the final map and
issuance of building permits for all project phases, the project
applicant(s) of all project phases shall submit proof to the City of
Folsom that an adequate wastewater conveyance system either
has been constructed or is ensured through payment of the City’s
facilities augmentation fee as described under the Folsom
Municipal Code Title 3, Chapter 3.40, “‘Facilities Augmentation

NI = No Impact; N/A = Not Applicable; LS = Less-than-Significant; PS = Potentially Significant; S = Significant; SU = Significant and Unavoidable;
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Fee — Folsom South Area Facilities Plan,” or other sureties to
the City’s satisfaction. Both on-site wastewater conveyance
infrastructure and off-site force main sufficient to provide
adequate service to the project shall be in place for the amount
of development identified in the tentative map before approval of
the final map and issuance of building permits for all project
phases, or their financing shall be ensured to the satisfaction of
the City.

3A.16-3: Demonstrate Adequate SRWTP Wastewater Treatment Capacity.
The project applicant(s) of all project phases shall demonstrate
adequate capacity at the SRWTP for new wastewater flows
generated by the project. This shall involve preparing a
tentative map—level study and paying connection and capacity
fees as identified by SRCSD. Approval of the final map and
issuance of building permits for all project phases shall not be
granted until the City verifies adequate SRWTP capacity is
available for the amount of development identified in the
tentative map.
4.7-3  Solid waste services. Based on the LS Project-Specific Mitigation Measure(s) N/A
analysis below, the impact is less None required.
than significant.

FPASP EIR/EIR Applicable Mitigation Measure(s)

None applicable.

4.7-4  Adequate police protection LS Project-Specific Mitigation Measure(s) N/A
services. Based on the analysis None required.
below, the impact is less than
significant. FPASP EIR/EIR Applicable Mitigation Measure(s)

None applicable.
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emergency medical services. Based
on the analysis below, the impact is

None required.

FPASP EIR/EIR Applicable Mitigation Measure(s)

3A.14-2: Incorporate California Fire Code; City of Folsom Fire Code
Requirements; and EDHFD Requirements, if Necessary,
into Project Design and Submit Project Design to the City of
Folsom Fire Department for Review and Approval. To
reduce impacts related to the provision of new fire services, the
project applicant(s) of all project phases shall do the
following, as described below.

Incorporate into project designs fire flow requirements
based on the California Fire Code, Folsom Fire Code
(City of Folsom Municipal Code Title 8, Chapter
8.36), and other applicable requirements based on the
City of Folsom Fire Department fire prevention
standards. Improvement plans showing the
incorporation automatic sprinkler systems, the
availability of adequate fire flow, and the locations of
hydrants shall be submitted to the City of Folsom Fire
Department for review and approval. In addition,
approved plans showing access design shall be
provided to the City of Folsom Fire Department as
described by Zoning Code Section 17.57.080
(““Vehicular Access Requirements’). These plans shall
describe access-road length, dimensions, and finished
surfaces for firefighting equipment. The installation

Level of Level of
Significance Significance
Prior to After
Impact Mitigation Mitigation Measures Mitigation
4.7-5 Adequate fire protection and LS Project-Specific Mitigation Measure(s) N/A
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of security gates across a fire apparatus access road
shall be approved by the City of Folsom Fire
Department. The design and operation of gates and
barricades shall be in accordance with the Sacramento
County Emergency Access Gates and Barriers
Standard, as required by the City of Folsom Fire
Code.

2. Submit a Fire Systems New Buildings, Additions, and
Alterations Document Submittal List to the City of
Folsom  Community Development  Department
Building Division for review and approval before the
issuance of building permits.

In addition to the above measures, the project applicant(s) of
all project phases shall incorporate the provisions described
below for the portion of the SPA within the EDHFD service
area, if it is determined through City/El Dorado County
negotiations that EDHFD would serve the 178-acre portion
of the SPA.

3. Incorporate into project designs applicable
requirements based on the EDHFD fire prevention
standards. For commercial development,
improvement plans showing roadways, land splits,
buildings, fire sprinkler systems, fire alarm systems,
and other commercial building improvements shall
be submitted to the EDHFD for review and approval.
For residential development, improvement plans
showing property lines and adjacent streets or roads;
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total acreage or square footage of the parcel; the
footprint of all structures; driveway plan views
describing width, length, turnouts, turnarounds,
radiuses, and surfaces; and driveway profile views
showing the percent grade from the access road to the
structure and vertical clearance shall be submitted to
the EDHFD for review and approval.

4. Submit a Fire Prevention Plan Checklist to the
EDHFD for review and approval before the issuance
of building permits. In addition, residential
development requiring automation fire sprinklers shall
submit sprinkler design sheet(s) and hydraulic
calculations from a California State Licensed C-16
Contractor.

[NOTE: The project is not located within the EDHFD]

The City shall not authorize the occupancy of any structures
until the project applicant(s) have obtained a Certificate of
Occupancy from the City of Folsom Community Development
Department verifying that all fire prevention items have been
addressed on-site to the satisfaction of the City of Folsom Fire
Department and/or the EDHFD for the 178-acre area of the
SPA within the EDHFD service area.

3A.14-3: Incorporate Fire Flow Requirements into Project Designs. The
project applicant(s) of all project phases shall incorporate into
their project designs fire flow requirements based on the
California Fire Code, Folsom Fire Code, and/or EDHFD for
those areas of the SPA within the EDHFD service area and

NI = No Impact; N/A = Not Applicable; LS = Less-than-Significant; PS = Potentially Significant; S = Significant; SU = Significant and Unavoidable;
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shall verify to City of Folsom Fire Department that adequate
water flow is available, prior to approval of improvement plans
and issuance of occupancy permits or final inspections for all
project phases.
4.7-6  Adequate school capacity. Based on LS Project-Specific Mitigation Measure(s) N/A
the analysis below, the impact is None required.
less than significant.
FPASP EIR/EIR Applicable Mitigation Measure(s)
None applicable.
4.7-7 Increase the demand for library LS Project-Specific Mitigation Measure(s) N/A
services. Based on the analysis None required.
below, the impact is less than FPASP EIR/EIR Applicable Mitigation Measure(s)
significant. None applicable.
4.7-8 Adequate parks and recreation LS Project-Specific Mitigation Measure(s) N/A
facilities. Based on the analysis None required.
below, the impact is less than
significant. FPASP EIR/EIR Applicable Mitigation Measure(s)
None applicable
4.7-9 Increase the demand for dry LS Project-Specific Mitigation Measure(s) N/A
utilities. Based on the analysis None required.
below, the impact is less than
significant. FPASP EIR/EIR Applicable Mitigation Measure(s)
None applicable.
4.7-10 Substantially alter the drainage LS Project-Specific Mitigation Measure(s) N/A
pattern of the site or area, or create None required.
or contribute runoff water which
would exceed the capacity of FPASP EIR/EIS Applicable Mitigation Measure(s)
existing or planned stormwater
drainage systems. Based on the 3A.3-1a: Design Stormwater Drainage Plans and Erosion and
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analysis below, the impact is less Sediment Control Plans to Avoid and Minimize Erosion and
than significant. Runoff to All Wetlands and Other Waters That Are to Remain

on the SPA and Use Low Impact Development Features. To
minimize indirect effects on water quality and wetland
hydrology, the project applicant(s) for any particular
discretionary  development  application shall include
stormwater drainage plans and erosion and sediment control
plans in their improvement plans and shall submit these plans to
the City Public Works Department for review and approval. For
off-site elements within Sacramento County or ElI Dorado
County jurisdiction (e.g., off-site detention basin and off-site
roadway connections to ElI Dorado Hills), plans shall be
submitted to the appropriate county planning department.
Before approval of these improvement plans, the project
applicant(s) for any particular discretionary development
application shall obtain a NPDES MS4 Municipal Stormwater
Permit and Grading Permit, comply with the City’s Grading
Ordinance and County drainage and stormwater quality
standards, and commit to implementing all measures in their
drainage plans and erosion and sediment control plans to
avoid and minimize erosion and runoff into Alder Creek and all
wetlands and other waters that would remain on-site. Detailed
information about stormwater runoff standards and relevant
City and County regulation is provided in Chapter 3A.9,
“Hydrology and Water Quality.”

The project applicant(s) for any particular discretionary
development entitlement shall implement stormwater quality
treatment controls consistent with the Stormwater Quality

NI = No Impact; N/A = Not Applicable; LS = Less-than-Significant; PS = Potentially Significant; S = Significant; SU = Significant and Unavoidable;

CHAPTER 2 — EXECUTIVE SUMMARY
2-68



DRAFT EIR
RUSSELL RANCH PROJECT
DECEMBER 2014

TABLE 2-1
SUMMARY OF IMPACTS AND MITIGATION MEASURES

Level of Level of
S'gn!flcance Significance
Prior to After
Impact Mitigation Mitigation Measures Mitigation

Design Manual for Sacramento and South Placer Regions in
effect at the time the application is submitted. Appropriate
runoff controls such as berms, storm gates, off-stream detention
basins, overflow collection areas, filtration systems, and
sediment traps shall be implemented to control siltation and the
potential discharge of pollutants. Development plans shall
incorporate Low Impact Development (LID) features, such as
pervious strips, permeable pavements, bioretention ponds,
vegetated swales, disconnected rain gutter downspouts, and
rain gardens, where appropriate. Use of LID features is
recommended by the EPA to minimize impacts on water
quality, hydrology, and stream geomorphology and is specified
as a method for protecting water quality in the proposed
specific plan. In addition, free spanning bridge systems shall
be used for all roadway crossings over wetlands and other
waters that are retained in the on-site open space. These
bridge systems would maintain the natural and restored
channels of creeks, including the associated wetlands, and
would be designed with sufficient span width and depth to
provide for wildlife movement along the creek corridors even
during high-flow or flood events, as specified in the 404
permit.

In addition to compliance with City ordinances, the project
applicant(s) for any particular discretionary development
application shall prepare a Stormwater Pollution Prevention
Plan (SWPPP), and implement Best Management Practices
(BMPs) that comply with the General Construction Stormwater
Permit from the Central Valley RWQCB, to reduce water quality
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effects during construction. Detailed information about the
SWPPP and BMPs are provided in Chapter 3A.9, “Hydrology
and Water Quality.”

Each project development shall result in no net change to peak
flows into Alder Creek and associated tributaries, or to Buffalo
Creek, Carson Creek, and Coyote Creek. The project
applicant(s) shall establish a baseline of conditions for drainage
on-site. The baseline-flow conditions shall be established for
2-, 5-, and 100-year storm events. These baseline conditions
shall be used to develop monitoring standards for the
stormwater system on the SPA. The baseline conditions,
monitoring standards, and a monitoring program shall be
submitted to USACE and the City for their approval. Water
quality and detention basins shall be desighed and constructed
to ensure that the performance standards, which are described
in Chapter 3A.9, “Hydrology and Water Quality,” are met and
shall be designed as off-stream detention basins.

Discharge sites into Alder Creek and associated tributaries, as
well as tributaries to Carson Creek, Coyote Creek, and Buffalo
Creek, shall be monitored to ensure that preproject conditions
are being met. Corrective measures shall be implemented as
necessary. The mitigation measures will be satisfied when the
monitoring standards are met for 5 consecutive years without
undertaking corrective measures to meet the performance
standard.

See FEIR/FEIS Appendix S showing that the detention basin in
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the northeast corner of the SPA has been moved off stream.

Mitigation for the off-site elements outside of the City of
Folsom’s jurisdictional boundaries must be coordinated by the
project applicant(s) of each applicable project phase in
consultation with the affected oversight agency(ies) (i.e., El
Dorado County for the roadway connections, Sacramento
County for the detention basin west of Prairie City Road, and
Caltrans for the U.S. 50 interchange improvements) such that
the performance standards described in Chapter 3A.9,
“Hydrology and Water Quality,” are met.

3A.7-3: Prepare and Implement the Appropriate Grading and Erosion
Control Plan. Before grading permits are issued, the project
applicant(s) of each project phase that would be located within
the City of Folsom shall retain a California Registered Civil
Engineer to prepare a grading and erosion control plan. The
grading and erosion control plan shall be submitted to the City
Public Works Department before issuance of grading permits
for all new development. The plan shall be consistent with the
City’s Grading Ordinance, the City’s Hillside Development
Guidelines, and the state’s NPDES permit, and shall include the
site-specific grading associated with  development for all
project phases.

For the two off-site roadways into EI Dorado Hills, the project
applicant(s) of that phase shall retain a California Registered
Civil Engineer to prepare a grading and erosion control plan.
The grading and erosion control plan shall be submitted to the
El Dorado County Public Works Department and the El
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Dorado Hills Community Service District before issuance of
grading permits for roadway construction in El Dorado Hills.
The plan shall be consistent with EI Dorado County’s Grading,
Erosion, and Sediment Control Ordinance and the state’s
NPDES permit, and shall include the site-specific grading
associated with roadway development.

For the off-site detention basin west of Prairie City Road, the
project applicant(s) of that phase shall retain a California
Registered Civil Engineer to prepare a grading and erosion
control plan. The grading and erosion control plan shall be
submitted to the Sacramento County Public Works Department
before issuance of a grading permit. The plan shall be consistent
with Sacramento County’s Grading, Erosion, and Sediment
Control Ordinance and the state’s NPDES permit, and shall
include the site-specific grading associated with construction of
the detention basin.

The plans referenced above shall include the location,
implementation schedule, and maintenance schedule of all
erosion and sediment control measures, a description of
measures designed to control dust and stabilize the
construction-site road and entrance, and a description of the
location and methods of storage and disposal of construction
materials. Erosion and sediment control measures could include
the use of detention basins, berms, swales, wattles, and silt
fencing, and covering or watering of stockpiled soils to reduce
wind erosion. Stabilization on steep slopes could include
construction of retaining walls and reseeding with vegetation
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after construction. Stabilization of construction entrances to
minimize trackout (control dust) is commonly achieved by
installing filter fabric and crushed rock to a depth of
approximately 1 foot. The project applicant(s) shall ensure that
the construction contractor is responsible for securing a source
of transportation and deposition of excavated materials.

Mitigation for the off-site elements outside of the City of
Folsom’s jurisdictional boundaries must be coordinated by the
project applicant(s) of each applicable project phase with the
affected oversight agency(ies) (i.e., EI Dorado and/or
Sacramento Counties).

Implementation of Mitigation Measure 3A.9-1 (discussed in
Section 3A.9, “Hydrology and Water Quality — Land’”) would
also help reduce erosion-related impacts.

3A.7-5: Divert Seasonal Water Flows Away from Building
Foundations. The project applicant(s) of all project phases
shall either install subdrains (which typically consist of
perforated pipe and gravel, surrounded by nonwoven geotextile
fabric), or take such other actions as recommended by the
geotechnical or civil engineer for the project that would serve to
divert seasonal flows caused by surface infiltration, water
seepage, and perched water during the winter months away
from building foundations.

3A.8-7: Prepare and Implement a Vector Control Plan in Consultation
with the Sacramento-Yolo Mosquito and Vector Control
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District. To ensure that operation and design of the stormwater
system, including multiple planned detention basins, is
consistent with the recommendations of the Sacramento-Yolo
Mosquito and Vector Control District regarding mosquito
control, the project applicant(s) of all project phases shall
prepare and implement a Vector Control Plan. This plan shall
be prepared in coordination with the Sacramento-Yolo
Mosquito and Vector Control District and shall be submitted to
the City for approval before issuance of the grading permit for
the detention basins under the City’s jurisdiction. For the off-
site detention basin, the plan shall be submitted to Sacramento
County for approval before issuance of the grading permit for
the off-site detention basin. The plan shall incorporate specific
measures deemed sufficient by the City to minimize public
health risks from mosquitoes, and as contained within the
Sacramento-Yolo Mosquito and Vector Control District BMP
Manual (Sacramento-Yolo Mosquito and Vector Control
District 2008). The plan shall include, but is not limited to, the
following components:

e  Description of the project.
e Description of detention basins and all water features
and facilities that would control on-site water levels.
e Goals of the plan.
o Description of the water management elements and
features that would be implemented, including:
i. BMPs that would implemented on-site;
ii. public education and awareness;
ili. sanitary methods used (e.g., disposal of
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garbage);

iv. mosquito control methods used (e.g., fluctuating
water levels, biological agents, pesticides,
larvacides, circulating water); and

v. stormwater management (consistent with
Stormwater Management Plan).

e Long-term maintenance of the detention basins and all
related facilities (e.g., specific ongoing enforceable
conditions or maintenance by a homeowner’s
association).

To reduce the potential for mosquitoes to reproduce in
the detention basins, the project applicant(s) shall
coordinate with the Sacramento-Yolo Mosquito and
Vector Control District to identify and implement
BMPs based on their potential effectiveness for SPA
conditions. Potential BMPs could include, but are not
limited to, the following:

i. build shoreline perimeters as steep and uniform
as practicable to discourage dense plant
growth;

ii. perform routine maintenance to reduce
emergent plant densities to facilitate the ability
of mosquito predators (i.e., fish) to move
throughout vegetated area;

iii. design distribution piping and containment
basins with adequate slopes to drain fully and
prevent standing water. The design slope
should take into consideration buildup of
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sediment between maintenance periods.
Compaction during grading may also be needed
to avoid slumping and settling;

iv. coordinate cleaning of catch basins, drop inlets,
or storm drains with mosquito treatment
operations;

v. enforce the prompt removal of silt screens
installed during construction when no longer
needed to protect water quality;

vi. if the sump, vault, or basin is sealed against
mosquitoes, with the exception of the inlet and
outlet, submerge the inlet and outlet
completely to reduce the available surface area
of water for mosquito egg-laying (female
mosquitoes can fly through pipes); and

vii. design structures with the appropriate pumping,
piping, valves, or other necessary equipment to
allow for easy dewatering of the unit if
necessary (Sacramento Yolo Mosquito and
Vector Control District 2008).

The project applicant(s) of the project phase
containing the off-site detention basin shall coordinate
mitigation for the off-site with the affected oversight
agency (i.e., Sacramento County).

3A.9-1: Acquire Appropriate Regulatory Permits and Prepare and
Implement SWPPP and BMPs. Prior to the issuance of
grading permits, the project applicant(s) of all projects
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disturbing one or more acres (including phased construction of
smaller areas which are part of a larger project) shall obtain
coverage under the SWRCB’s NPDES stormwater permit for
general construction  activity (Order 2009-0009-DWQ),
including preparation and submittal of a project-specific
SWPPP at the time the NOI is filed. The project applicant(s)
shall also prepare and submit any other necessary erosion and
sediment control and engineering plans and specifications for
pollution prevention and control to Sacramento County, City of
Folsom, EI Dorado County (for the off-site roadways into El
Dorado Hills under the Proposed Project Alternative). The
SWPPP and other appropriate plans shall identify and specify:

o the use of an effective combination of robust erosion
and sediment control BMPs and construction
techniques accepted by the local jurisdictions for use
in the project area at the time of construction, that
shall reduce the potential for runoff and the release,
mobilization, and exposure of pollutants, including
legacy sources of mercury from project-related
construction sites. These may include but would not
be limited to temporary erosion control and soil
stabilization measures, sedimentation ponds, inlet
protection, perforated riser pipes, check dams, and
silt fences

o the implementation of approved local plans, non-
stormwater management controls, permanent post-
construction BMPs, and inspection and maintenance
responsibilities;
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e the pollutants that are likely to be used during
construction that could be present in stormwater
drainage and nonstormwater discharges, including
fuels, lubricants, and other types of materials used for
equipment operation;

o spill prevention and contingency measures, including
measures to prevent or clean up spills of hazardous
waste and of hazardous materials used for equipment
operation, and emergency procedures for responding
to spills;

e personnel training requirements and procedures that
shall be used to ensure that workers are aware of
permit requirements and proper installation methods
for BMPs specified in the SWPPP; and

e the appropriate personnel responsible for supervisory
duties related to implementation of the SWPPP.

Where applicable, BMPs identified in the SWPPP shall be in
place throughout all site work and construction/demolition
activities and shall be used in all subsequent site development
activities. BMPs may include, but are not limited to, such
measures as those listed below.

e Implementing temporary erosion and sediment control
measures in disturbed areas to minimize discharge of
sediment into nearby drainage conveyances, in
compliance with state and local standards in effect at
the time of construction. These measures may include
silt fences, staked straw bales or wattles, sediment/silt
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basins and traps, geofabric, sandbag dikes, and
temporary vegetation.

e Establishing permanent vegetative cover to reduce
erosion in areas disturbed by construction by slowing
runoff velocities, trapping sediment, and enhancing
filtration and transpiration.

e Using drainage swales, ditches, and earth dikes to
control erosion and runoff by conveying surface runoff
down sloping land, intercepting and diverting runoff
to a watercourse or channel, preventing sheet flow
over sloped surfaces, preventing runoff accumulation
at the base of a grade, and avoiding flood damage
along roadways and facility infrastructure.

A copy of the approved SWPPP shall be maintained and
available at all times on the construction site.

For those areas that would be disturbed as part of the U.S. 50
interchange improvements, Caltrans shall coordinate with the
development and implementation of the overall project
SWPPP, or develop and implement its own SWPPP specific to
the interchange improvements, to ensure that water quality
degradation would be avoided or minimized to the maximum
extent practicable.

Mitigation for the off-site elements outside of the City of
Folsom’s jurisdictional boundaries must be coordinated by the
project applicant(s) of each applicable project phase with the
affected oversight agency(ies) (i.e, El Dorado and/or
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Sacramento Counties, or Caltrans).

3A.9-2: Prepare and Submit Final Drainage Plans and Implement
Requirements Contained in Those Plans. Before the approval
of grading plans and building permits, the project applicant(s)
of all project phases shall submit final drainage plans to the
City, and to El Dorado County for the off-site roadway
connections into El Dorado Hills, demonstrating that off-site
upstream runoff would be appropriately conveyed through the
SPA, and that project-related on-site runoff would be
appropriately contained in detention basins or managed with
through other improvements (e.g., source controls, biotechnical
stream stabilization) to reduce flooding and hydromodfication
impacts.

The plans shall include, but not be limited to, the following
items:

e an accurate calculation of pre-project and post-project
runoff scenarios, obtained using appropriate
engineering methods, that accurately evaluates
potential changes to runoff, including increased
surface runoff;

o runoff calculations for the 10-year and 100-year (0.01
AEP) storm events (and other, smaller storm events as
required) shall be performed and the trunk drainage
pipeline sizes confirmed based on alignments and
detention facility locations finalized in the design
phase;
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e a description of the proposed maintenance program
for the on-site drainage system;

e project-specific standards for installing drainage
systems;

e City and El Dorado County flood control design
requirements and measures designed to comply with

them;

Implementation of stormwater management BMPs that avoid
increases in the erosive force of flows beyond a specific range of
conditions needed to limit hydromodification and maintain
current stream geomorphology. These BMPs will be designed
and constructed in accordance with the forthcoming SSQP
Hydromodification Management Plan (to be adopted by the
RWQCB) and may include, but are not limited to, the

following:

use of Low Impact Development (LID)
techniques to limit increases in stormwater
runoff at the point of origination (these may
include, but are not limited to: surface swales;
replacement of conventional impervious
surfaces with pervious surfaces [e.g., porous
pavement]; impervious surfaces disconnection;
and trees planted to intercept stormwater);
enlarged detention basins to minimize flow
changes and changes to flow duration
characteristics;

bioengineered stream stabilization to minimize
bank erosion, utilizing vegetative and rock
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stabilization, and inset floodplain restoration
features that provide for enhancement of
riparian habitat and maintenance of natural
hydrologic and channel to floodplain
interactions;

iv. minimize slope differences between any
stormwater or detention facility outfall channel
with the existing receiving channel gradient to
reduce flow velocity; and

v. minimize to the extent possible detention basin,
bridge embankment, and other encroachments
into the channel and floodplain corridor, and
utilize open bottom box culverts to allow
sediment passage on smaller drainage courses.

The final drainage plan shall demonstrate to the satisfaction of
the City of Folsom Community Development and Public Works
Departments and ElI Dorado County Department of
Transportation that 100-year (0.01 AEP) flood flows would be
appropriately channeled and contained, such that the risk to
people or damage to structures within or down gradient of the
SPA would not occur, and that hydromodification would not be
increased from pre-development levels such that existing stream
geomorphology would be changed (the range of conditions
should be calculated for each receiving water if feasible, or a
conservative estimate should be used, e.g., an Ep of 1 £10% or
other as approved by the Sacramento Stormwater Quality
Partnership and/or City of Folsom Public Works Department).
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Mitigation for the off-site elements outside of the City of
Folsom’s jurisdictional boundaries must be coordinated by the
project applicant(s) of each applicable project phase with El
Dorado County.
4.7-11 Create or contribute substantial Project-Specific Mitigation Measure(s)
additional sources of polluted None required.
runoff, violate any water quality
standards or waste discharge FPASP EIR/EIR Applicable Mitigation Measure(s)
requirements, or otherwise
substantially degrade water quality 3A.9-3: Develop and Implement a BMP and Water Quality
during construction of the project. Maintenance Plan. Before approval of the grading permits for
Based on the analysis below, the any development project requiring a subdivision map, a
impact is less than significant. detailed BMP and water quality maintenance plan shall be

prepared by a qualified engineer retained by the project
applicant(s) the development project. Drafts of the plan shall be
submitted to the City of Folsom and El Dorado County for the
off-site roadway connections into El Dorado Hills, for review
and approval concurrently with development of tentative
subdivision maps for all project phases. The plan shall finalize
the water quality improvements and further detail the structural
and nonstructural BMPs proposed for the project. The plan
shall include the elements described below.

e A quantitative hydrologic and water quality analysis of
proposed conditions incorporating the proposed
drainage design features.

e Predevelopment and postdevelopment calculations
demonstrating that the proposed water quality BMPs
meet or exceed requirements established by the City of
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Folsom and including details regarding the size,
geometry, and functional timing of storage and release
pursuant to the ’*“Stormwater Quality Design Manual
for Sacramento and South Placer Regions” ([SSQP
2007b] per NPDES Permit No. CAS082597 WDR
Order No. R5-2008-0142, page 46) and El Dorado
County’s NPDES SWMP (County of El Dorado 2004).

e Source control programs to control water quality
pollutants on the SPA, which may include but are
limited to recycling, street sweeping, storm drain
cleaning, household hazardous waste collection, waste
minimization, prevention of spills and illegal dumping,
and effective management of public trash collection
areas.

e A pond management component for the proposed
basins that shall include management and maintenance
requirements for the design features and BMPs, and
responsible parties for maintenance and funding.

e LID control measures shall be integrated into the BMP
and water quality maintenance plan. These may
include, but are not limited to:

i. surface swales;

ii. replacement of conventional impervious
surfaces with pervious surfaces (e.g., porous
pavement);

iii. impervious surfaces disconnection; and

iv. trees planted to intercept stormwater.

New stormwater facilities shall be placed along the natural
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drainage courses within the SPA to the extent practicable so as
to mimic the natural drainage patterns. The reduction in
runoff as a result of the LID configurations shall be quantified
based on the runoff reduction credit system methodology
described in “Stormwater Quality Design Manual for the
Sacramento and South Placer Regions, Chapter 5 and
Appendix D4 (SSQP 2007b) and proposed detention basins
and other water quality BMPs shall be sized to handle these
runoff volumes.

For those areas that would be disturbed as part of the U.S. 50
interchange improvements, it is anticipated that Caltrans would
coordinate with the development and implementation of the
overall project SWPPP, or develop and implement its own
SWPPP specific to the interchange improvements, to ensure
that water quality degradation would be avoided or minimized
to the maximum extent practicable.

Mitigation for the off-site elements outside of the City of
Folsom’s jurisdictional boundaries must be coordinated by the
project applicant(s) of each applicable project phase with El
Dorado County and Caltrans.

4.7-12 Substantially deplete groundwater LS Project-Specific Mitigation Measure(s) N/A
supplies or interfere substantially None required.
with groundwater recharge. Based
on the analysis below, the impact is FPASP EIR/EIR Applicable Mitigation Measure(s)
less than significant. None applicable.
4.7-13 Development of the proposed LS Project-Specific Mitigation Measure(s) N/A
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construction activities. Based on
the analysis below and with
implementation of mitigation, the
impact is less than significant.

4.8-1

Prior to the beginning of construction, the applicant shall

prepare a construction traffic and parking management plan to
the satisfaction of the City Traffic Engineer and subject to
review by any affected agencies, if necessary. The plan shall
ensure that acceptable operating conditions on local roadways
and freeway facilities are maintained. At a minimum, the plan
shall include the following:

Description of trucks including number and size of
trucks per day (i.e., 85 trucks per day), expected
arrival/departure times, and truck circulation
patterns.

(=EVE Level of
Significance Significance
Prior to After
Impact Mitigation Mitigation Measures Mitigation
project, in combination with future None required.
buildout in the City of Folsom,
would increase demand for FPASP EIR/EIR Applicable Mitigation Measure(s)
additional public services and None applicable.
utilities. Based on the analysis
below, the cumulative impact is less
than significant.
4.7-14 Cumulative impacts to hydrology LS Project-Specific Mitigation Measure(s) N/A
and water quality. Based on the None required.
analysis below, the impact is less
than significant.
FPASP EIR/EIR Applicable Mitigation Measure(s)
None applicable.
4.8 Transportation, Traffic, and Circulation
4.8-1 Short-term impacts related to PS Project-Specific Mitigation Measure(s) LS

NI = No Impact; N/A = Not Applicable; LS = Less-than-Significant; PS = Potentially Significant; S = Significant; SU = Significant and Unavoidable;
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Level of Level of
Slgn!ﬂcance Significance
Prior to After
Impact Mitigation Mitigation Measures Mitigation

e Description of staging area including location,
maximum number of trucks simultaneously permitted
in staging area, use of traffic control personnel, and
specific signage.

e Description of street closures and/or bicycle and
pedestrian facility closures including duration,
advance warning and posted signage, safe and
efficient access routes for existing businesses and
emergency vehicles, and use of manual traffic control.

e Description of driveway access plan including
provisions for safe vehicular, pedestrian, and bicycle
travel, minimum distance from any open trench,
special signage, and private vehicle accesses.

FPASP EIR/EIR Applicable Mitigation Measure(s)
None applicable.

4.8-2 Impacts to study intersections. PS Project-Specific Mitigation Measure(s) SsuU
Based on the analysis below, even
with mitigation, the impact is 4.8-2(a) Prior to issuance of a building permit, the project applicant
significant and unavoidable. shall pay a fair share fee to the City of Folsom towards the

madification to the westbound approach to the East Bidwell
Street/Iron Point Road intersection to include three left-turn
lanes, two through lanes, and one right-turn lane.

4.8-2(b) Prior to issuance of a building permit, the project applicant
shall pay a fair share through the PFFP fee to the City of
Folsom towards the addition of a westbound right-turn lane to
the White Rock Road/Placerville Road intersections.

NI = No Impact; N/A = Not Applicable; LS = Less-than-Significant; PS = Potentially Significant; S = Significant; SU = Significant and Unavoidable;
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Impact Mitigation Mitigation Measures Mitigation

FPASP EIR/EIR Applicable Mitigation Measure(s)

3A.15-1c:  The Applicant Shall Fund and Construct Improvements to the
Scott Road (West)/White Rock Road Intersection
(Intersection 28). To ensure that the Scott Road (West)/White
Rock Road intersection operates at an acceptable LOS, a traffic
signal must be installed.

3A.15-4d:  The Applicant Shall Pay a Fair Share to Fund the
Construction of Improvements to the East Bidwell Street/lIron
Point Road Intersection (Folsom Intersection 21). To ensure
that the East Bidwell Street /lron Point Road intersection
operates at an acceptable LOS, the northbound approach must
be reconfigured to consist of two left-turn lanes, four through
lanes and a right-turn lane, and the southbound approach must
be reconfigured to consist of two left-turn lanes, four through
lanes and a right-turn lane. It is against the City of Folsom
policy to have eight lane roads because of the impacts to non-
motorized traffic and adjacent development; therefore, this
improvement is infeasible.

3A.15-4e:  The Applicant Shall Pay a Fair Share to Fund the
Construction of Improvements to the Serpa Way/ Iron Point
Road Intersection (Folsom Intersection 23). To improve LOS
at the Serpa Way/ Iron Point Road intersection, the northbound
approaches must be restriped to consist of one left-turn lane,
one shared left-through lanes, and one right-turn lane. The
applicant shall pay its proportionate share of funding of
improvements, as may be determined by a nexus study or other

NI = No Impact; N/A = Not Applicable; LS = Less-than-Significant; PS = Potentially Significant; S = Significant; SU = Significant and Unavoidable;
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appropriate and reliable mechanism paid for by applicant, to
reduce the impacts to the Serpa Way/lron Point Road
Intersection (Folsom Intersection 23).

3A.15-4f:  The Applicant Shall Pay a Fair Share to Fund the
Construction of Improvements to the Empire Ranch
Road/lron Point Road Intersection (Folsom Intersection 24).
To ensure that the Empire Ranch Road / Iron Point Road
intersection operates at a LOS D or better, all of the following
improvements are required:

e The eastbound approach must be reconfigured to
consist of one left-turn lane, two through lanes, and a
right-turn lane.

e The westbound approach must be reconfigured to
consist of two left-turn lanes, one through lane, and a
through-right lane.

e The northbound approach must be reconfigured to
consist of two left-turn lanes, three through lanes, and
a right-turn lane.

e The southbound approach must be reconfigured to
consist of two left-turn lanes, three through lanes, and
a right-turn lane.

The applicant shall pay its proportionate share of funding of
improvements, as may be determined by a nexus study or other
appropriate and reliable mechanism paid for by applicant, to
reduce the impacts to the Empire Ranch Road / Iron Point Road
Intersection (Folsom Intersection 24).

NI = No Impact; N/A = Not Applicable; LS = Less-than-Significant; PS = Potentially Significant; S = Significant; SU = Significant and Unavoidable;
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Level of Level of
Significance Significance
Prior to After
Impact Mitigation Mitigation Measures Mitigation
4.8-3  Impacts to study freeway facilities. PS Project-Specific Mitigation Measure(s) SuU
Based on the analysis below, even
with mitigation, the impact is 4.8-3 Prior to issuance of a building permit, the applicant shall pay
significant and unavoidable. the applicable CIP fee, which includes a contribution toward

the construction of auxiliary lanes on US 50 from Sunrise
Boulevard to East Bidwell Street/Scott Road, to the Community
Development Department.

FPASP EIR/EIR Applicable Mitigation Measure(s)

3A.15-1s:  Participate in Fair Share Funding of Improvements to Reduce
Impacts on Eastbound U.S. 50 between Folsom Boulevard
and Prairie City Road (Freeway Segment 4). To ensure that
Eastbound U.S. 50 operates at an acceptable LOS between
Folsom Boulevard and Prairie City Road, an auxiliary lane
must be constructed. This improvement was recommended in the
Traffic Operations Analysis Report for the U.S. 50 Auxiliary
Lane Project. This improvement is included in the proposed 50
Corridor Mobility Fee Program. The applicant shall pay its
proportionate share of funding of improvements, as may be
determined by a nexus study or other appropriate and reliable
mechanism paid for by applicant, to reduce the impacts to
Eastbound U.S. 50 between Folsom Boulevard and Prairie
City Road (Freeway Segment 4).

3A.15-1u: Participate in Fair Share Funding of Improvements to Reduce
Impacts on Westbound U.S. 50 between Prairie City Road
and Folsom Boulevard (Freeway Segment 16). To ensure that
Westbound U.S. 50 operates at an acceptable LOS between

NI = No Impact; N/A = Not Applicable; LS = Less-than-Significant; PS = Potentially Significant; S = Significant; SU = Significant and Unavoidable;
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Prairie City Road and Folsom Boulevard, an auxiliary lane
must be constructed. This improvement was recommended in the
Traffic Operations Analysis Report for the U.S. 50 Auxiliary
Lane Project. This improvement is included in the proposed 50
Corridor Mobility Fee Program. The applicant shall pay its
proportionate share of funding of improvements, as may be
determined by a nexus study or other appropriate and reliable
mechanism paid for by applicant, to reduce the impacts to
Westbound U.S. 50 between Prairie City Road and Folsom
Boulevard (Freeway Segment 16).

3A.15-1x:  Participate in Fair Share Funding of Improvements to Reduce
Impacts on U.S. 50 Eastbound/Prairie City Road Diverge
(Freeway Diverge 5). To ensure that Eastbound U.S. 50
operates at an acceptable LOS at the Prairie City Road off-
ramp diverge, an auxiliary lane from the Folsom Boulevard
merge must be constructed. This improvement was
recommended in the Traffic Operations Analysis Report for the
US. 50 Auxiliary Lane Project. This auxiliary lane
improvement is included in the proposed 50 Corridor Mobility
Fee Program. The applicant shall pay its proportionate share of
funding of improvements, as may be determined by a nexus
study or other appropriate and reliable mechanism paid for by
applicant, to reduce the impacts to the U.S. 50
Eastbound/Prairie City Road diverge (Freeway Diverge 5).

3A.15-1y:  Participate in Fair Share Funding of Improvements to Reduce
Impacts on U.S. 50 Eastbound/Prairie City Road Direct Merge
(Freeway Merge 6). To ensure that Eastbound U.S. 50 operates

NI = No Impact; N/A = Not Applicable; LS = Less-than-Significant; PS = Potentially Significant; S = Significant; SU = Significant and Unavoidable;
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at an acceptable LOS at the Prairie City Road on-ramp direct
merge, an auxiliary lane to the East Bidwell Street — Scott Road
diverge must be constructed. This auxiliary lane improvement
included in the proposed 50 Corridor Mobility Fee Program.
The applicant shall pay its proportionate share of funding of
improvements, as may be determined by a nexus study or other
appropriate and reliable mechanism paid for by applicant, to
reduce the impacts to the U.S. 50 Eastbound/Prairie City Road
direct merge (Freeway Merge 6).

3A.15-1z:  Participate in Fair Share Funding of Improvements to Reduce
Impacts on U.S. 50 Eastbound/Prairie City Road Flyover On-
Ramp to Oak Avenue Parkway Off-Ramp Weave (Freeway
Weave 8). To ensure that Eastbound U.S. 50 operates at an
acceptable LOS at the Prairie City Road flyover on-ramp to
Oak Avenue Parkway off-ramp weave, an improvement
acceptable to Caltrans should be implemented to eliminate the
unacceptable weaving conditions. Such an improvement may
involve a “braided ramp”. The applicant shall pay its
proportionate share of funding of improvements, as may be
determined by a nexus study or other appropriate and reliable
mechanism paid for by applicant, to reduce the impacts to the
U.S. 50 Eastbound / Prairie City Road flyover on-ramp to Oak
Avenue Parkway off-ramp weave (Freeway Weave 8).

3A.15-1aa: Participate in Fair Share Funding of Improvements to Reduce
Impacts on U.S. 50 Eastbound/Oak Avenue Parkway Loop
Merge (Freeway Merge 9). To ensure that Eastbound U.S. 50

NI = No Impact; N/A = Not Applicable; LS = Less-than-Significant; PS = Potentially Significant; S = Significant; SU = Significant and Unavoidable;
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operates at an acceptable LOS at the Oak Avenue Parkway loop
merge, an auxiliary lane to the East Bidwell Street — Scott Road
diverge must be constructed. This auxiliary lane improvement is
included in the proposed 50 Corridor Mobility Fee Program.
The applicant shall pay its proportionate share of funding of
improvements, as may be determined by a nexus study or other
appropriate and reliable mechanism paid for by applicant, to
reduce the impacts to the U.S. 50 Eastbound/ Oak Avenue
Parkway loop merge (Freeway Merge 9).

3A.15-1dd: Participate in Fair Share Funding of Improvements to Reduce
Impacts on U.S. 50 Westbound/Empire Ranch Road Loop
Ramp Merge (Freeway Merge 23). To ensure that Westbound
U.S. 50 operates at an acceptable LOS, the northbound Empire
Ranch Road loop on ramp should start the westbound auxiliary
lane that ends at the East Bidwell Street — Scott Road off ramp.
The slip on ramp from southbound Empire Ranch Road would
merge into this extended auxiliary lane. Improvements to this
freeway segment must be implemented by Caltrans. The
applicant shall pay its proportionate share of funding of
improvements, as may be determined by a nexus study or other
appropriate and reliable mechanism paid for by applicant, to
reduce the impacts to the U.S. 50 Westbound/Empire Ranch
Road loop ramp merge (Freeway Merge 23).

3A.15-1ee: Participate in Fair Share Funding of Improvements to Reduce
Impacts on U.S. 50 Westbound/Oak Avenue Parkway Loop
Ramp Merge (Freeway Merge 29). To ensure that Westbound

NI = No Impact; N/A = Not Applicable; LS = Less-than-Significant; PS = Potentially Significant; S = Significant; SU = Significant and Unavoidable;
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U.S. 50 operates at an acceptable LOS, the northbound Oak
Avenue Parkway loop on ramp should start the westbound
auxiliary lane that ends at the Prairie City Road off ramp. The
slip on ramp from southbound Oak Avenue Parkway would
merge into this extended auxiliary lane. Improvements to this
freeway segment must be implemented by Caltrans. The
applicant shall pay its proportionate share of funding of
improvements, as may be determined by a nexus study or other
appropriate and reliable mechanism paid for by applicant, to
reduce the impacts to the U.S. 50 Westbound/Oak Avenue
Parkway loop ramp merge (Freeway Merge 29).

3A.15-1ff:  Participate in Fair Share Funding of Improvements to Reduce
Impacts on U.S. 50 Westbound/Prairie City Road Loop Ramp
Merge (Freeway Merge 32). To ensure that Westbound U.S. 50
operates at an acceptable LOS at the Prairie City Road loop
ramp merge, an auxiliary lane to the Folsom Boulevard off
ramp diverge must be constructed. This auxiliary lane
improvement is included in the proposed 50 Corridor Mobility
Fee Program. The applicant shall pay its proportionate share of
funding of improvements, as may be determined by a nexus
study or other appropriate and reliable mechanism paid for by
applicant, to reduce the impacts to the U.S. 50
Westbound/Prairie City Road Loop Ramp Merge (Freeway
Merge 32).

3A.15-1gg: Participate in Fair Share Funding of Improvements to Reduce
Impacts on U.S. 50 Westbound/Prairie City Road Direct
Ramp Merge (Freeway Merge 33). To ensure that Westbound
U.S. 50 operates at an acceptable LOS at the Prairie City Road

NI = No Impact; N/A = Not Applicable; LS = Less-than-Significant; PS = Potentially Significant; S = Significant; SU = Significant and Unavoidable;
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direct ramp merge, an auxiliary lane to the Folsom Boulevard
off ramp diverge must be constructed. This auxiliary lane
improvement is included in the proposed 50 Corridor Mobility
Fee Program. The applicant shall pay its proportionate share of
funding of improvements, as may be determined by a nexus
study or other appropriate and reliable mechanism paid for by
applicant, to reduce the impacts to the U.S. 50
Westbound/Prairie City Road direct ramp merge (Freeway
Merge 33).

3A.15-4s:  Participate in Fair Share Funding of Improvements to Reduce
Impacts on Eastbound US 50 between Folsom Boulevard and
Prairie City Road (Freeway Segment 5). To ensure that
Eastbound US 50 operates at an acceptable LOS between
Folsom Boulevard and Prairie City Road, the eastbound
auxiliary lane should be converted to a mixed flow lane that
extends to and drops at the Oak Avenue Parkway off ramp (see
mitigation measure 3A.15-4t). Improvements to this freeway
segment must be implemented by Caltrans. This improvement is
not consistent with the Concept Facility in Caltrans State Route
50 Corridor System Management Plan; therefore, it is not
likely to be implemented by Caltrans by 2030.

Construction of the Capitol South East Connector, including
widening White Rock Road and Grant Line Road to six lanes
with limited access, could divert some traffic off of U.S. 50 and
partially mitigate the project’s impact.

NI = No Impact; N/A = Not Applicable; LS = Less-than-Significant; PS = Potentially Significant; S = Significant; SU = Significant and Unavoidable;

CHAPTER 2 — EXECUTIVE SUMMARY
2-95



DRAFT EIR
RUSSELL RANCH PROJECT
DECEMBER 2014

TABLE 2-1
SUMMARY OF IMPACTS AND MITIGATION MEASURES

Level of Level of
S'gn!flcance Significance
Prior to After
Impact Mitigation Mitigation Measures Mitigation

The applicant shall pay its proportionate share of funding of
improvements, as may be determined by a nexus study or other
appropriate and reliable mechanism paid for by applicant, to
reduce the impacts to Eastbound U.S. 50 between Folsom
Boulevard and Prairie City Road (Freeway Segment 5).

3A.15-4t:  Participate in Fair Share Funding of Improvements to Reduce
Impacts on Eastbound US 50 between Prairie City Road and
Oak Avenue Parkway (Freeway Segment 6). To ensure that
Eastbound US 50 operates at an acceptable LOS between
Prairie City Road and Oak Avenue Parkway, the northbound
Prairie City Road slip on ramp should merge with the
eastbound auxiliary lane that extends to and drops at the Oak
Avenue Parkway off ramp (see Mitigation Measures 3A.15-4u, v
and w), and the southbound Prairie City Road flyover on ramp
should be braided over the Oak Avenue Parkway off ramp and
start an extended full auxiliary lane to the East Bidwell Street
— Scott Road off ramp. Improvements to this freeway segment
must be implemented by Caltrans. The applicant shall pay its
proportionate share of funding of improvements, as may be
determined by a nexus study or other appropriate and reliable
mechanism paid for by applicant, to reduce the impacts to
Eastbound U.S. 50 between Prairie City Road and Oak Avenue
Parkway (Freeway Segment 6).

3A.15-4u: Participate in Fair Share Funding of Improvements to Reduce
Impacts on the U.S. 50 Eastbound / Prairie City Road Slip
Ramp Merge (Freeway Merge 6). To ensure that Eastbound US
50 operates at an acceptable LOS, the northbound Prairie City

NI = No Impact; N/A = Not Applicable; LS = Less-than-Significant; PS = Potentially Significant; S = Significant; SU = Significant and Unavoidable;
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Road slip on ramp should start the eastbound auxiliary lane that
extends to and drops at the Oak Avenue Parkway off ramp (see
mitigation measure 3A.15-4u, w and Xx), and the southbound
Prairie City Road flyover on ramp should be braided over the
Oak Avenue Parkway off ramp and start an extended full
auxiliary lane to the East Bidwell Street — Scott Road off ramp.
Improvements to this freeway segment must be implemented by
Caltrans. The applicant shall pay its proportionate share of
funding of improvements, as may be determined by a nexus
study or other appropriate and reliable mechanism paid for by
applicant, to reduce the impacts to the U.S. 50 Eastbound /
Prairie City Road slip ramp merge (Freeway Merge 6).

3A.15-4v:  Participate in Fair Share Funding of Improvements to Reduce
Impacts on the U.S. 50 Eastbound / Prairie City Road Flyover
On Ramp to Oak Avenue Parkway Off Ramp Weave (Freeway
Weave 7). To ensure that Eastbound US 50 operates at an
acceptable LOS, the northbound Prairie City Road slip on ramp
should start the eastbound auxiliary lane that extends to and
drops at the Oak Avenue Parkway off ramp (see mitigation
measure 3A.15-4u, v and x), and the southbound Prairie City
Road flyover on ramp should be braided over the Oak Avenue
Parkway off ramp and start an extended full auxiliary lane to
the East Bidwell Street — Scott Road off ramp. Improvements to
this freeway segment must be implemented by Caltrans. The
applicant shall pay its proportionate share of funding of
improvements, as may be determined by a nexus study or other
appropriate and reliable mechanism paid for by applicant, to
reduce the impacts to the U.S. 50 Eastbound / Prairie City Road

NI = No Impact; N/A = Not Applicable; LS = Less-than-Significant; PS = Potentially Significant; S = Significant; SU = Significant and Unavoidable;
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Flyover On Ramp to Oak Avenue Parkway Off Ramp Weave
(Freeway Weave 7).

3A.15-4w: Participate in Fair Share Funding of Improvements to Reduce
Impacts on U.S. 50 Eastbound / Oak Avenue Parkway Loop
Ramp Merge (Freeway Merge 8). To ensure that Eastbound US
50 operates at an acceptable LOS, the southbound Oak Avenue
Parkway loop on ramp should merge with the eastbound
auxiliary lane that starts at the southbound Prairie City Road
braided flyover on ramp and ends at the East Bidwell Street —
Scott Road off ramp (see mitigation measure 3A.15-4u, v and
w). Improvements to this freeway segment must be
implemented by Caltrans. The applicant shall pay its
proportionate share of funding of improvements, as may be
determined by a nexus study or other appropriate and reliable
mechanism paid for by applicant, to reduce the impacts to U.S.
50 Eastbound / Oak Avenue Parkway Loop Ramp Merge
(Freeway Merge 8).

3A.15-4x:  Participate in Fair Share Funding of Improvements to Reduce
Impacts on U.S. 50 Westbound / Empire Ranch Road Loop
Ramp Merge (Freeway Merge 27). To ensure that Westbound
US 50 operates at an acceptable LOS, the northbound Empire
Ranch Road loop on ramp should start the westbound auxiliary
lane that ends at the East Bidwell Street — Scott Road off ramp.
The slip on ramp from southbound Empire Ranch Road slip
ramp would merge into this extended auxiliary lane.
Improvements to this freeway segment must be implemented by
Caltrans. The applicant shall pay its proportionate share of

NI = No Impact; N/A = Not Applicable; LS = Less-than-Significant; PS = Potentially Significant; S = Significant; SU = Significant and Unavoidable;
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funding of improvements, as may be determined by a nexus
study or other appropriate and reliable mechanism paid for by
applicant, to reduce the impacts to the U.S. 50 Westbound /

Empire Ranch Road loop ramp merge (Freeway Merge 27).

3A.15-4y:  Participate in Fair Share Funding of Improvements to Reduce
Impacts on U.S. 50 Westbound / Prairie City Road Loop
Ramp Merge (Freeway Merge 35). To ensure that Westbound
US 50 operates at an acceptable LOS, the northbound Prairie
City Road loop on ramp should start the westbound auxiliary
lane that continues beyond the Folsom Boulevard off ramp.
The slip on ramp from southbound Prairie City Road slip ramp
would merge into this extended auxiliary lane. Improvements to
this freeway segment must be implemented by Caltrans. The
applicant shall pay its proportionate share of funding of
improvements, as may be determined by a nexus study or other
appropriate and reliable mechanism paid for by applicant, to
reduce the impacts to the U.S. 50 Westbound / Prairie City
Road Loop Ramp Merge (Freeway Merge 35).

4.8-4  Impacts on bicycle and pedestrian LS Project-Specific Mitigation Measure(s) N/A
facilities. Based on the analysis None required.
below, the impact is less than
significant. FPASP EIR/EIR Applicable Mitigation Measure(s)

3A.15-2a: Develop Commercial Support Services and Mixed-use
Development Concurrent with Housing Development, and
Develop and Provide Options for Alternative Transportation
Modes. The project applicant(s) for any particular
discretionary development application including commercial or

NI = No Impact; N/A = Not Applicable; LS = Less-than-Significant; PS = Potentially Significant; S = Significant; SU = Significant and Unavoidable;
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mixed-use development along with residential uses shall
develop commercial and mixed-use development concurrent
with housing development, to the extent feasible in light of
market realities and other considerations, to internalize
vehicle trips. Pedestrian and bicycle facilities shall be
implemented to the satisfaction of the City Public Works
Department. To further minimize impacts from the increased
demand on area roadways and intersections, the project
applicant(s) for any particular discretionary development
application involving schools or commercial centers shall
develop and implement safe and secure bicycle parking to
promote alternative transportation uses and reduce the volume
of single-occupancy vehicles using area roadways and
intersections.

The project applicant(s) for any particular discretionary
development application shall participate in capital
improvements and operating funds for transit service to
increase the percent of travel by transit. The project’s fair-share
participation and the associated timing of the improvements and
service shall be identified in the project conditions of approval
and/or the project’s development agreement. Improvements and
service shall be coordinated, as necessary, with Folsom Stage
Lines and Sacramento RT.

4.8-5 Impacts on the transit system. LS Project-Specific Mitigation Measure(s) N/A
Based on the analysis below, the None required.
impact is less than significant.

FPASP EIR/EIR Applicable Mitigation Measure(s)
None applicable.

NI = No Impact; N/A = Not Applicable; LS = Less-than-Significant; PS = Potentially Significant; S = Significant; SU = Significant and Unavoidable;
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48-6 Cumulative impacts to study PS Project-Specific Mitigation Measure(s) LS
intersections. Based on the analysis
below and with implementation of 4.8-6 Prior to issuance of a building permit, the project applicant
mitigation, the impact is less than shall pay a fair share fee to the City of Folsom towards the
significant. addition of a channelized westbound right-turn lane to the
Scott Road/Easton Valley Parkway intersection.
FPASP EIR/EIR Applicable Mitigation Measure(s)
None applicable.
4.8-7 Cumulative impacts to study LS Project-Specific Mitigation Measure(s) N/A
freeway facilities. Based on the None required.
analysis below, the impact is less FPASP EIR/EIR Applicable Mitigation Measure(s)
than significant. None applicable.
4.8-8  Cumulative impacts to bicycle and LS Project-Specific Mitigation Measure(s) N/A
pedestrian facilities. Based on the None required.
analysis below, the impact is less
than significant. FPASP EIR/EIR Applicable Mitigation Measure(s)
None applicable.
4.8-9 Cumulative impacts to the transit LS Project-Specific Mitigation Measure(s) N/A
system. Based on the analysis None required.
below, the impact is less than
significant. FPASP EIR/EIR Applicable Mitigation Measure(s)
None applicable.
INITIAL STUDY MITIGATION MEASURES
Geology and Soils. PS VI-1 Prior to issuance of a grading permit, the applicant shall LS
Would the Project: submit to the Engineering Division, for review and approval, a
a. Expose people or structures to potential grading plan for the project site which ensures that all
substantial adverse effects, including the geotechnical recommendations specified in the geotechnical
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structures which would impede or redirect
flood flows?

Expose people or structures to a
significant risk of loss, injury or death

of flooding as a result of the failure of a dam, the applicants(s)
shall implement of any feasible recommendations provided in
that study, potentially through drainage improvements, subject
to the approval of the City of Folsom Public Works

(=EVE Level of
Significance Significance
Prior to After
Impact Mitigation Mitigation Measures Mitigation
risk of loss, injury, or death involving: report are properly incorporated and utilized in the design.
i. Rupture of a known earthquake fault,
as delineated on the most recent VI-2 All foundation plans shall be reviewed and approved by the
Alquist-Priolo  Earthquake  Fault Building Safety Division, respectively, prior to issuance of
Zoning Map issued by the State building permits to ensure that all geotechnical
Geologist for the area based on other recommendations specified in the geotechnical report are
substantial evidence of a known properly incorporated and utilized in the design.
fault?
ii. Strong seismic ground shaking? VI-3 Prior to initiation of ground disturbance, a geotechnical
iii. Seismic-related ground failure, engineer shall develop a program to monitor the sites during
including liquefaction? construction to ensure compliance with the recommendations
iv. Landslides? presented in the geotechnical report(s) and conditions for
performing such monitoring. The geotechnical monitoring
program shall include a description of the improvements areas
where geotechnical monitoring shall be required. The
monitoring program shall be subject to review and approval by
the Folsom Community Development Department.
Hydrology and Water Quality. PS IX-1 Inspect and Evaluate Existing Dams Within and Upstream of LS
Would the project: the Project Site and Make Improvements if Necessary.
g. Place housing within a 100-year
floodplain, as mapped on a federal Flood Prior to submittal of tentative maps or improvement plans to
Hazard Boundary or Flood Insurance Rate the City of Folsom, the project applicant(s) of all project
Map or other flood hazard delineation phases shall conduct studies to determine the extent of
map? inundation in the case of dam failure. If the studies determine
h. Place within a 100-year floodplain potential exposure of people or structures to a significant risk
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Significance Significance
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Impact Mitigation Mitigation Measures Mitigation
involving flooding, including Department.
OTHER APPLICABLE FPASP EIR/EIS MITIGATION MEASURES
3A.7-4: Prepare a Seismic Refraction Survey and Obtain Appropriate Permits for all On-Site and Off-site Elements East of Old Placerville Road. Before the

start of all construction activities east of Old Placerville Road, the project applicant(s) for any discretionary development application shall retain a
licensed geotechnical engineer to perform a seismic refraction survey. Project-related excavation activities shall be carried out as recommend by the
geotechnical engineer. Excavation may include the use of heavy-duty equipment such as large bulldozers or large excavators, and may include blasting.
Appropriate permits for blasting operations shall be obtained from the relevant City or county jurisdiction prior to the start of any blasting activities.

Mitigation for the off-site elements outside of the City of Folsom’s jurisdictional boundaries must be coordinated by the project applicant(s) of each
applicable project phase with the affected oversight agency(ies) (i.e., El Dorado and/or Sacramento Counties).

3B.7-1b: Incorporate Pipeline Failure Contingency Measures Into Final Pipeline Design. Isolation valves or similar devices shall be incorporated into all
pipeline facilities to prevent substantial losses of surface water in the event of pipeline rupture, as recommended by a licensed geotechnical or civil
engineer. The specifications of the isolation valves shall conform to the CBC and American Water Works Association standards.

3B.7-4: Implement Corrosion Protection Measures. As determined appropriate by a licensed geotechnical or civil engineer, the City shall ensure that all
underground metallic fittings, appurtenances, and piping include a cathodic protection system to protect these facilities from corrosion.

3A.15-1a: The Applicant Shall Pay a Fair Share to Fund the Construction of Improvements to the Folsom Boulevard/Blue Ravine Road Intersection
(Intersection 1). To ensure that the Folsom Boulevard/Blue Ravine Road intersection operates at an acceptable LOS, the eastbound approach must
be reconfigured to consist of two left-turn lanes, one through lane, and one right-turn lane. The applicant shall pay its proportionate share of funding
of improvements, as may be determined by a nexus study or other appropriate and reliable mechanism paid for by applicant, to reduce the impacts to
the Folsom Boulevard/Blue Ravine Road intersection (Intersection 1).

3A.15-1b:  The Applicant Shall Pay a Fair Share to Fund the Construction of Improvements at the Sibley Street/ Blue Ravine Road Intersection
(Intersection 2). To ensure that the Sibley Street/Blue Ravine Road intersection operates at an acceptable LOS, the northbound approach must be
reconfigured to consist of two left-turn lanes, two through lanes, and one right-turn lane. The applicant shall pay its proportionate share of funding
of improvements, as may be determined by a nexus study or other appropriate and reliable mechanism paid for by applicant, to reduce the impacts
to the Sibley Street/Blue Ravine Road intersection (Intersection 2).

3A.15-1e:  Fund and Construct Improvements to the Hillside Drive/Easton Valley Parkway Intersection (Intersection 41). To ensure that the Hillside
Drive/Easton Valley Parkway intersection operates at an acceptable LOS, the eastbound approach must be reconfigured to consist of one dedicated
left turn lane and two through lanes, and the westbound approach must be reconfigured to consist of two through lanes and one dedicated right-turn

NI = No Impact; N/A = Not Applicable; LS = Less-than-Significant; PS = Potentially Significant; S = Significant; SU = Significant and Unavoidable;
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lane. The applicant shall fund and construct these improvements.

these improvements.

3A.15-1f:  Fund and Construct Improvements to the Oak Avenue Parkway/Middle Road Intersection (Intersection 44). To ensure that the Oak Avenue
Parkway/Middle Road intersection operates at an acceptable LOS, control all movements with a stop sign. The applicant shall fund and construct

3A.15-1h: Participate in Fair Share Funding of Improvements to Reduce Impacts to the Hazel Avenue/Folsom Boulevard Intersection (Sacrame

improvements to the U.S. 50/Hazel Avenue interchange is a mitigation measure for the approved Easton-Glenbrough Specific Plan d

established by that agency to reduce the impacts to the Hazel Avenue/Folsom Boulevard intersection (Sacramento County Intersection 2).

Intersection 2). To ensure that the Hazel Avenue/Folsom Boulevard intersection operates at an acceptable LOS, this intersection must be grade
separated including “jug handle” ramps. No at grade improvement is feasible. Grade separating and extended (south) Hazel Avenue with

project. The applicant shall pay its proportionate share of funding of improvements to the agency responsible for improvements, based on a program

nto County

evelopment
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3A.15-1i:  Participate in Fair Share Funding of Improvements to Reduce Impacts on the Grant Line Road/White Rock Road Intersection and to White
Rock Road widening between the Rancho Cordova City limit to Prairie City Road (Sacramento County Intersection 3). Improvements must be
made to ensure that the Grant Line Road/White Rock Road intersection operates at an acceptable LOS. The currently County proposed White Rock
Road widening project will widen and realign White Rock Road from the Rancho Cordova City limit to the EI Dorado County line (this analysis
assumes that the Proposed Project and build alternatives will widen White Rock Road to five lanes from Prairie City road to the El Dorado County
Line). This widening includes improvements to the Grant Line Road intersection and realigning White Rock Road to be the through movement. The
improvements include two eastbound through lanes, one eastbound right turn lane, two northbound left turn lanes, two northbound right turn lanes,
two westbound left turn lanes and two westbound through lanes. This improvement also includes the signalization of the White Rock Road and Grant
Line Road intersection. With implementation of this improvement, the intersection would operate at an acceptable LOS A. The applicant shall pay its
proportionate share of funding of improvements to the agency responsible for improvements, based on a program established by that agency to
reduce the impacts to the Grant Line Road/White Rock Road intersection (Sacramento County Intersection 3).

3A.15-1j:  Participate in Fair Share Funding of Improvements to Reduce Impacts on Hazel Avenue between Madison Avenue and Curragh Downs Drive
(Roadway Segment 10). To ensure that Hazel Avenue operates at an acceptable LOS between Curragh Downs Drive and Gold Country Boulevard,
Hazel Avenue must be widened to six lanes. This improvement is part of the County adopted Hazel Avenue widening project.

3A.15-1l:  Participate in Fair Share Funding of Improvements to Reduce Impacts on the White Rock Road/Windfield Way Intersection (EI Dorado County
Intersection 3). To ensure that the White Rock Road/Windfield Way intersection operates at an acceptable LOS, the intersection must be signalized
and separate northbound left and right turn lanes must be striped. The applicant shall pay its proportionate share of funding of improvements to the
agency responsible for improvements, based on a program established by that agency to reduce the impacts to the White Rock Road/Windfield Way
intersection (El Dorado County Intersection 3).

3A.15-10: Participate in Fair Share Funding of Improvements to Reduce Impacts on Eastbound U.S. 50 as an alternative to improvements at the Folsom
Boulevard/U.S. 50 Eastbound Ramps Intersection (Caltrans Intersection 4). Congestion on eastbound U.S. 50 is causing vehicles to use Folsom
Boulevard as an alternate parallel route until they reach U.S. 50, where they must get back on the freeway due to the lack of a parallel route. It is
preferred to alleviate the congestion on U.S. 50 than to upgrade the intersection at the end of this reliever route. The applicant shall pay its
proportionate share of funding of improvements to the agency responsible for improvements, based on a program established by that agency to
reduce the impacts to the Folsom Boulevard/U.S. 50 Eastbound Ramps intersection (Caltrans Intersection 4).

To ensure that the Folsom Boulevard/U.S. 50 eastbound ramps intersection operates at an acceptable LOS, auxiliary lanes should be added to
eastbound U.S. 50 from Hazel Avenue to east of Folsom Boulevard. This was recommended in the Traffic Operations Analysis Report for the U.S. 50
Auxiliary Lane Project.

NI = No Impact; N/A = Not Applicable; LS = Less-than-Significant; PS = Potentially Significant; S = Significant; SU = Significant and Unavoidable;
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3A.15-1p:

Participate in Fair Share Funding of Improvements to Reduce Impacts on the Grant Line Road/ State Route 16 Intersection (Caltrans
Intersection 12). To ensure that the Grant Line Road/State Route 16 intersection operates at an acceptable LOS, the northbound and southbound
approaches must be reconfigured to consist of one left-turn lane and one shared through/right-turn lane. Protected left-turn signal phasing must be
provided on the northbound and southbound approaches. Improvements to the Grant Line Road/State Route 16 intersection are contained within the
County Development Fee Program, and are scheduled for Measure A funding.

e Improvements to this intersection must be implemented by Caltrans, Sacramento County, and the City of Rancho Cordova.

The applicant shall pay its proportionate share of funding of improvements to the agency responsible for improvements, based on a program
established by that agency to reduce the impacts to the Grant Line Road/State Route 16 intersection (Caltrans Intersection 12).

3A.15-1q:

Participate in Fair Share Funding of Improvements to Reduce Impacts on Eastbound U.S. 50 between Zinfandel Drive and Sunrise Boulevard
(Freeway Segment 1). To ensure that Eastbound U.S. 50 operates at an acceptable LOS between Zinfandel Drive and Sunrise Boulevard, a bus-
carpool (HOV) lane must be constructed. This improvement is currently planned as part of the Sacramento 50 Bus-Carpool Lane and Community
Enhancements Project. The applicant shall pay its proportionate share of funding of improvements to the agency responsible for improvements,
based on a program established by that agency to reduce the impacts to Eastbound U.S. 50 between Zinfandel Drive and Sunrise Boulevard
(Freeway Segment 1).

3A.15-1r:

Participate in Fair Share Funding of Improvements to Reduce Impacts on Eastbound U.S. 50 between Hazel Avenue and Folsom Boulevard
(Freeway Segment 3). To ensure that Eastbound U.S. 50 operates at an acceptable LOS between Hazel Avenue and Folsom Boulevard, an auxiliary
lane must be constructed. This improvement was recommended in the Traffic Operations Analysis Report for the U.S. 50 Auxiliary Lane Project. This
improvement is included in the proposed 50 Corridor Mobility Fee Program. The applicant shall pay its proportionate share of funding of
improvements to the agency responsible for improvements, based on a program established by that agency to reduce the impacts to Eastbound U.S.
50 between Hazel Avenue and Folsom Boulevard (Freeway Segment 3).

3A.15-1v:

Participate in Fair Share Funding of Improvements to Reduce Impacts on Westbound U.S. 50 between Hazel Avenue and Sunrise Boulevard
(Freeway Segment 18). To ensure that Westbound U.S. 50 operates at an acceptable LOS between Hazel Avenue and Sunrise Boulevard, an
auxiliary lane must be constructed. This improvement was recommended in the Traffic Operations Analysis Report for the U.S. 50 Auxiliary Lane
Project, and included in the proposed Rancho Cordova Parkway interchange project.

Improvements to this freeway segment must be implemented by Caltrans. The applicant shall pay its proportionate share of funding of improvements
to the agency responsible for improvements, based on a program established by that agency to reduce the impacts to Westbound U.S. 50 between
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Hazel Avenue and Sunrise Boulevard (Freeway Segment 18).

3A.15-1w:

Participate in Fair Share Funding of Improvements to Reduce Impacts on U.S. 50 Eastbound/Folsom Boulevard Ramp Merge (Freeway Merge
4). To ensure that Eastbound U.S. 50 operates at an acceptable LOS at the Folsom Boulevard merge, an auxiliary lane from the Folsom Boulevard
merge to the Prairie City Road diverge must be constructed. This improvement was recommended in the Traffic Operations Analysis Report for the
U.S. 50 Auxiliary Lane Project. This improvement is included in the proposed 50 Corridor Mobility Fee Program. The applicant shall pay its
proportionate share of funding of improvements to the agency responsible for improvements, based on a program established by that agency to
reduce the impacts to the U.S. 50 Eastbound/Folsom Boulevard Ramp Merge (Freeway Merge 4).

3A.15-1hh:

Participate in Fair Share Funding of Improvements to Reduce Impacts on U.S. 50 Eastbound/Folsom Boulevard Diverge (Freeway Diverge 34).
To ensure that Westbound U.S. 50 operates at an acceptable LOS at the Folsom Boulevard Diverge, an auxiliary lane from the Prairie City Road
loop ramp merge must be constructed. Improvements to this freeway segment must be implemented by Caltrans. This auxiliary lane improvement is
included in the proposed 50 Corridor Mobility Fee Program. The applicant  shall pay its proportionate share of funding of improvements, as may
be determined by a nexus study or other appropriate and reliable mechanism paid for by applicant, to reduce the impacts to the U.S. 50 Eastbound /
Folsom Boulevard diverge (Freeway Diverge 34).

3A.15-1ii:

Participate in Fair Share Funding of Improvements to Reduce Impacts on U.S. 50 Westbound/Hazel Avenue Direct Ramp Merge (Freeway
Merge 38). To ensure that Westbound U.S. 50 operates at an acceptable LOS at the Hazel Avenue direct ramp merge, an auxiliary lane to the
Sunrise Boulevard off ramp diverge must be constructed. This auxiliary lane improvement is included in the proposed 50 Corridor Mobility Fee
Program. The applicant shall pay its proportionate share of funding of improvements to the agency responsible for improvements, based on a
program established by that agency to reduce the impacts to the U.S. 50 Westbound/Hazel Avenue direct ramp merge (Freeway Merge 38).

3A.15-2Db:

Participate in the City’s Transportation System Management Fee Program. The project applicant(s) for any particular discretionary development
application shall pay an appropriate amount into the City’s existing Transportation System Management Fee Program to reduce the number of
single-occupant automobile travel on area roadways and intersections.

3A.15-2c:

Participate with the 50 Corridor Transportation Management Association. The project applicant(s) for any particular discretionary development
application shall join and participate with the 50 Corridor Transportation Management Association to reduce the number of single-occupant
automobile travel on area roadways and intersections.

3A.15-3:

Pay Full Cost of Identified Improvements that Are Not Funded by the Citys Fee Program. In accordance with Measure W, the project applicant(s)
for any particular discretionary development application shall provide fair-share contributions to the City’s transportation impact fee program to
fully fund improvements only required because of the Specific Plan.
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3A.15-4a:

The Applicant Shall Pay a Fair Share to Fund the Construction of Improvements to the Sibley Street/Blue Ravine Road Intersection (Folsom
Intersection 2). To ensure that the Sibley Street/Blue Ravine Road intersection operates at a LOS D with less than the Cumulative No Project delay,
the northbound approach must be reconfigured to consist of two left-turn lane, two through lanes, and one dedicated right-turn lane. The applicant
shall pay its proportionate share of funding of improvements, as may be determined by a nexus study or other appropriate and reliable mechanism
paid for by applicant, to reduce the impacts to the Sibley Street/Blue Ravine Road intersection (Folsom Intersection 2).

3A.15-4Db:

The Applicant Shall Pay a Fair Share to Fund the Construction of Improvements to the Oak Avenue Parkway/East Bidwell Street Intersection
(Folsom Intersection 6). To ensure that the Oak Avenue Parkway/East Bidwell Street intersection operates at an acceptable LOS, the eastbound
(East Bidwell Street) approach must be reconfigured to consist of two left-turn lanes, four through lanes and a right-turn lane, and the westbound
(East Bidwell Street) approach must be reconfigured to consist of two left- turn lanes, four through lanes, and a right-turn lane. It is against the
City of Folsom policy to have eight lane roads because of the impacts to non-motorized traffic and adjacent development; therefore, this
improvement is infeasible.

3A.15-4c:

The Applicant Shall Pay a Fair Share to Fund the Construction of Improvements to the East Bidwell Street/College Street Intersection (Folsom
Intersection 7). To ensure that the East Bidwell Street/College Street intersection operates at acceptable LOS C or better, the westbound approach
must be reconfigured to consist of one left-turn lane, one left-through lane, and two dedicated right-turn lanes. The applicant shall pay its
proportionate share of funding of improvements, as may be determined by a nexus study or other appropriate and reliable mechanism paid for by
applicant, to reduce the impacts to the East Bidwell Street/Nesmith Court intersection (Folsom Intersection 7).

3A.15-4g:

The Applicant Shall Fund and Construct Improvements to the Oak Avenue Parkway/Easton Valley Parkway Intersection (Folsom Intersection
33). To ensure that the Oak Avenue Parkway/Easton Valley Parkway intersection operates at an acceptable LOS the southbound approach must be
reconfigured to consist of two left-turn lanes, two through lanes, and two right-turn lanes. The applicant shall fund and construct these
improvements.

3A.15-4i:

Participate in Fair Share Funding of Improvements to Reduce Impacts on the Grant Line Road/White Rock Road Intersection (Sacramento
County Intersection 3). To ensure that the Grant Line Road/White Rock Road intersection operates at an acceptable LOS E or better this
intersection should be replaced by some type of grade separated intersection or interchange. Improvements to this intersection are identified in the
Sacramento County’s Proposed General Plan. Implementation of these improvements would assist in reducing traffic impacts on this intersection by
providing acceptable operation. Intersection improvements must be implemented by Sacramento County. The applicant shall pay its proportionate
share of funding of improvements to the agency responsible for improvements, based on a program established by that agency to reduce the impacts
to the Grant Line Road/White Rock Road Intersection (Sacramento County Intersection 3).
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3A.15-4j:  Participate in Fair Share Funding of Improvements to Reduce Impacts on Grant Line Road between White Rock Road and Kiefer Boulevard
(Sacramento County Roadway Segments 5-7). To improve operation on Grant Line Road between White Rock Road and Kiefer Boulevard, this
roadway segment must be widened to six lanes. This improvement is proposed in the Sacramento County and the City of Rancho Cordova General
Plans; however, it is not in the 2035 MTP. Improvements to this roadway segment must be implemented by Sacramento County and the City of
Rancho Cordova. The applicant shall pay its proportionate share of funding of improvements to the agency responsible for improvements, based on
a program established by that agency to reduce the impacts to Grant Line Road between White Rock Road and Kiefer Boulevard (Sacramento
County Roadway Segments 5-7).

The identified improvement would more than offset the impacts specifically related to the Folsom South of U.S. 50 project on this roadway segment.

3A.15-4k:  Participate in Fair Share Funding of Improvements to Reduce Impacts on Grant Line Road between Kiefer Boulevard and Jackson Highway
(Sacramento County Roadway Segment 8). To improve operation on Grant Line Road between Kiefer Boulevard Jackson Highway, this roadway
segment could be widened to six lanes. This improvement is proposed in the Sacramento County and the City of Rancho Cordova General Plans;
however, it is not in the 2035 MTP. Improvements to this roadway segment must be implemented by Sacramento County and the City of Rancho
Cordova. The applicant shall pay its proportionate share of funding of improvements to the agency responsible for improvements, based on a
program established by that agency to reduce the impacts to Grant Line Road between Kiefer Boulevard and Jackson Highway (Sacramento County
Roadway Segment 8).

The identified improvement would more than offset the impacts specifically related to the Folsom South of U.S. 50 project on this roadway segment.
3A.15-41:  Participate in Fair Share Funding of Improvements to Reduce Impacts on Hazel Avenue between Curragh Downs Drive and U.S. 50 Westbound
Ramps (Sacramento County Roadway Segment s 12-13). To improve operation on Hazel Avenue between Curragh Downs Drive and the U.S. 50
westbound ramps, this roadway segment could be widened to eight lanes. This improvement is inconsistent with Sacramento County’s general plan
because the county’s policy requires a maximum roadway cross section of six lanes.
Analysis shown later indicates that improvements at the impacted intersection in this segment can be mitigated (see Mitigation Measure 3A.15-4q).
Improvements to impacted intersections on this segment will improve operations on this roadway segment and, therefore; mitigate this segment
impact. The applicant shall pay its proportionate share of funding of improvements to the agency responsible for improvements, based on a program
established by that agency to reduce the impacts to Hazel Avenue between Curragh Downs Drive and U.S. 50  Westbound Ramps (Sacramento
County Roadway Segments 12-13).
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3A.15-4m: Participate in Fair Share Funding of Improvements to Reduce Impacts on White Rock Road between Grant Line Road and Prairie City Road
(Sacramento County Roadway Segment 22). To improve operation on White Rock Road between Grant Line Road and Prairie City Road, this
roadway segment must be widened to six lanes. This improvement is included in the 2035 MTP but is not included in the Sacramento County
General Plan. Improvements to this roadway segment must be implemented by Sacramento County.

The identified improvement would more than offset the impacts specifically related to the Folsom South of U.S. 50 project on this roadway segment.
However, because of other development in the region that would substantially increase traffic levels, this roadway segment would continue to
operate at an unacceptable LOS F even with the capacity improvements identified to mitigate Folsom South of U.S. 50 impacts. The applicant shall
pay its proportionate share of funding of improvements to the agency responsible for improvements, based on a program established by that agency
to reduce the impacts to White Rock Road between Grant Line Road and Prairie City Road (Sacramento County Roadway Segment 22).

3A.15-4n:  Participate in Fair Share Funding of Improvements to Reduce Impacts on White Rock Road between Empire Ranch Road and Carson Crossing
Road (Sacramento County Roadway Segment 28). To improve operation on White Rock Road between Empire Ranch Road and Carson Crossing
Road, this roadway segment must be widened to six lanes. Improvements to this roadway segment must be implemented by Sacramento County. The
applicant shall pay its proportionate share of funding of improvements to the agency responsible for improvements, based on a program established
by that agency to reduce the impacts to White Rock Road between Empire Ranch Road and Carson Crossing Road (Sacramento County Roadway
Segment 28).

3A.15-40: Participate in Fair Share Funding of Improvements to Reduce Impacts on the White Rock Road/Carson Crossing Road Intersection (EIl Dorado
County 1). To ensure that the White Rock Road/Carson Crossing Road intersection operates at an acceptable LOS, the eastbound right turn lane
must be converted into a separate free right turn lane, or double right.

Improvements to this intersection must be implemented by EI Dorado County. The applicant shall pay its proportionate share of funding of
improvements to the agency responsible for improvements, based on a program established by that agency to reduce the impacts to the White Rock
Road/Carson Crossing Road Intersection (EI Dorado County 1).

3A.15-4p:  Participate in Fair Share Funding of Improvements to Reduce Impacts on the Hazel Avenue/U.S. 50 Westbound Ramps Intersection (Caltrans
Intersection 1). To ensure that the Hazel Avenue/U.S. 50 westbound ramps intersection operates at an acceptable LOS, the westbound approach
must be reconfigured to consist of one dedicated left turn lane, one shared left- through lane and three dedicated right-turn lanes. Improvements to
this intersection must be implemented by Caltrans and Sacramento County. The applicant shall pay its proportionate share of funding of
improvements to the agency responsible for improvements, based on a program established by that agency to reduce the impacts to the Hazel
Avenue/U.S. 50 Westbound Ramps Intersection (Caltrans Intersection 1).
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3A.15-4q: Participate in Fair Share Funding of Improvements to Reduce Impacts on Eastbound US 50 between Zinfandel Drive and Sunrise Boulevard
(Freeway Segment 1). To ensure that Eastbound US 50 operates at an acceptable LOS between Zinfandel Drive and Sunrise Boulevard, an
additional eastbound lane could be constructed. This improvement is not consistent with the Concept Facility in Caltrans State Route 50 Corridor
System Management Plan; therefore, it is not likely to be implemented by Caltrans by 2030.

Construction of the Capitol South East Connector, including widening White Rock Road and Grant Line Road to six lanes with limited access, could
divert some traffic from U.S. 50 and partially mitigate the project’s impact. The applicant shall pay its proportionate share of funding of
improvements to the agency responsible for improvements, based on a program established by that agency to reduce the impacts to Eastbound U.S.
50 between Zinfandel Drive and Sunrise Boulevard (Freeway Segment 1).

3A.15-4r:  Participate in Fair Share Funding of Improvements to Reduce Impacts on Eastbound US 50 between Rancho Cordova Parkway and Hazel
Avenue (Freeway Segment 3). To ensure that Eastbound US 50 operates at an acceptable LOS between Rancho Cordova Parkway and Hazel
Avenue, an additional eastbound lane could be constructed. This improvement is not consistent with the Concept Facility in Caltrans State Route 50
Corridor System Management Plan; therefore, it is not likely to be implemented by Caltrans by 2030.

Construction of the Capitol South East Connector, including widening White Rock Road and Grant Line Road to six lanes with limited access, could
divert some traffic off of U.S. 50 and partially mitigate the project’s impact. The applicant shall pay its proportionate share of funding of
improvements to the agency responsible for improvements, based on a program established by that agency to reduce the impacts to Eastbound U.S.
50 between Rancho Cordova Parkway and Hazel Avenue (Freeway Segment 3).

NI = No Impact; N/A = Not Applicable; LS = Less-than-Significant; PS = Potentially Significant; S = Significant; SU = Significant and Unavoidable;
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3 PROJECT DESCRIPTION

3.1 INTRODUCTION

The Project Description chapter of the EIR provides a comprehensive description of the physical
environmental conditions in the vicinity of the Russell Ranch Project (proposed project), as they
exist at the time the Notice of Preparation is published. Pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section
15124, this chapter includes project location, setting, objectives, components, and a list of
permits and other approvals required to implement the project. It should be noted that detailed
discussions of the existing setting concerning the potential impact areas, are included in each
technical chapter of this EIR.

3.2 PROJECT LOCATION

The proposed project site is located within the City of Folsom, which is within Sacramento
County, California (see Figure 3-1). As illustrated in Figure 3-1, the City of Folsom is located
approximately 15 miles northeast of the City of Sacramento, south of Folsom Lake. The project
site is in the southeastern section of the City of Folsom, on the southern side of U.S. Highway 50
(US 50), near the Sacramento County/El Dorado County boundary to the east. The proposed
project site is situated within the eastern Hillside District of the Folsom Plan Area Specific Plan
(FPASP) (see Figure 3-2). The project site consists of approximately 429.7 acres and is bounded
by US 50 to the north, White Rock Road to the south, and Placerville Road and a rail line, known
as the Sacramento-Placerville Transportation Corridor (SPTC), to the west. The SPTC has not
been in commercial service since the late 1980’s; however, the line is currently used for weekend
excursion trains and other special events, with train operations ranging from five to 13
excursions per day on Saturdays and Sundays. The site is identified as Sacramento County
Assessor’s Parcel Numbers (APN) 072-0070-033 and 072-0270-138.

The proposed project includes off-site infrastructure for water, sewer and road improvements
necessary to serve the planned development. Off-site improvements required would provide
service to other projects within the FPASP. Off-site infrastructure sized for other parts of the
FPASP include a sewer lift station and mains, potable water main improvements to bring water
to the site, booster pump stations and a storage tank, and roadway and drainage improvements.
Construction of the off-site infrastructure would provide benefits to the entire plan area. Further
detail regarding off-site improvements can be found below.

3.3 PROJECT SETTING AND SURROUNDING LAND USES

The project site is undeveloped hillside covered by annual grasslands, comprised of hillside
slopes, hilltops, valleys, and seasonal drainage tributaries of Alder and Carson Creeks. The site
has been historically used for cattle grazing, and four existing telecommunication facilities are
located on the northeastern hilltop of the site.
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Figure 3-2

Project Vicinity Map
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The project is part of the approved FPASP, which is a comprehensively planned community that
proposes new development based upon principles of “Smart Growth” and Transit Oriented
Development. The FPASP includes a mix of residential, commercial, employment and public
uses complemented by recreational amenities, including a significant system of parks and open
spaces, all within close proximity to one another. The project would fit into the overall planned
community, with development of the full FPASP expected to occur over approximately a thirty-
year horizon. Table 3-1 shows the existing land use designations, for the approved FPASP.

Table 3-1
Existing FPASP Land Use
Land Use du/ac Total Acres
Single Family 1-4 557.8
Single Family High Density 4-7 532.5
Multi-Family Low Density 7-12 266.7
Multi-Family Medium Density 12-20 67.0
Multi-Family High Density 20-30 49.9
Mixed-Use District 9-30 59.1
Office Park 89.2
Community Commercial 38.8
General Commercial 212.9
Regional Commercial 110.8
Parks — Community West 44.5
Parks — Community East 26.1
Parks — Neighborhood 47.6
Parks — Local 35
High School-Middle School 79.6
Elementary School 51.0
Country Day School 48.7
Circulation Improvements 171.6
Open Space 1,053.1
Specific Plan Area Total 3,510.4
Note; du/ac = dwelling units per acre
Source: FPASP EIR/EIS, May 2011.

Existing land uses surrounding the proposed Russell Ranch Project site include single-family
residential development and several major retail centers across US 50 to the north; EI Dorado
County housing developments and the EI Dorado Hills Town Center to the east; open grasslands
across White Rock Road to the south; and the open grasslands to the west.

The nearest developed residential area is located over 400 feet north of the project site, opposite

of US 50. In addition, a nearby developed residential area is located approximately 850 feet to
the east of the project site, opposite of the Sacramento/El Dorado County boundary. Russell
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Ranch Elementary School is located approximately 0.40-miles northeast of the project site, and
Vista Del Lago High School is located approximately 0.80-miles north of the project site.

The nearest existing commercial development is north of US 50, and consists of mixed use
commercial, medical offices, business professional, an existing and planned hospital, and various
retail outlets.

3.4 PROJECT OBJECTIVES

Pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15124 a clearly written statement of project objectives
shall be provided by the applicant in order to develop a reasonable range of alternatives to
evaluate in the EIR and would aid in preparing findings or a statement of overriding
considerations, if necessary. The statement of objectives shall include the underlying purpose of
the project. The following project objectives have been developed by the applicant:

e Provide for a mix of private and public land uses, balanced with active and passive
recreational and open space that integrates housing with increased public open spaces,
enhances the regional recreational trail network, provides for an active public park area as
well as a private recreational facility, and provides for an elementary school facility site
consistent with the FPASP, and all in an overall design consistent with Folsom design
standards and Smart Growth Principles to the extent feasible.

e Create a residential community in an area within the SACOG Blueprint for regional
planned growth that provides for a range of lot sizes and home types that will
accommodate choices for various age and income demographics within the FPASP area
south of US 50.

e Develop a residential hillside community that will allow for lower density development
that integrates new homes on the hillside in a manner that blends into the natural
surroundings, and preserves and increases natural resource and open space areas.

e Accommodate projected regional growth in a location contemplated by the SACOG
Blueprint, and which is adjacent to existing and planned infrastructure, urban services,
transportation corridors, and major employment centers within the FPASP south of US
50.

e Place residential uses near existing jobs and services to reduce vehicle miles traveled.

e Create pedestrian-friendly development that promotes and enhances opportunities for
non-motorized transportation including bicycling, jogging, and walking via designated
bike lanes and/or a pedestrian friendly trail system.

e Design a residential community that promotes social and community connectivity by
providing pedestrian linkages within the project site from neighborhood to neighborhood,
to active park spaces, through passive open space areas and connection to future planned
areas within the FPASP and other areas within the City of Folsom located north of US
50.

e Develop a project that reduces commercial zoning consistent with City objectives to:

1. Ensure reasonable market absorption of commercial development both north
and south of US 50;
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2. Balance residential and commercial development City-wide and in a manner
consistent with SACOG Blueprint jobs/housing balance objectives; and

3. Take into account topographical challenges that likely would impede
commercial development.

e Develop a project that reduces impacts to sensitive environmental resources by reducing
density, increasing open space and modifying internal circulation to avoid protected
resources.

e Develop a project in a logically phased manner in order to minimize traffic, sewer and
other infrastructure impacts, which will also support the economically feasible
installation of infrastructure as development in a new growth area begins.

e Construct backbone infrastructure improvements in a phased manner consistent with City
policy to serve both the project area and other anticipated future development in the
FPASP to appropriately plan for necessary infrastructure in a cost effective and efficient
manner.

3.5 PROJECT COMPONENTS

The proposed project requires the following entitlements: General Plan Amendment, Specific
Plan Amendment, Amendment to the First Amended and Restated Development Agreement
(ARDA), Vesting Tentative Large-Lot and Small-Lot Subdivision Maps, Planned Development
Permit and Design Guidelines, Affordable Housing Agreement, and Affordable Housing Plan.
The proposed land use and zoning changes would result in a decrease in Single Family (SF), the
addition of new Single-Family High Density (SFHD), decrease in Multi-Family Low Density
(MLD), elimination of Multi-Family Medium Density (MMD), elimination of General
Commercial (GC), and an increase in Parks (P), Open Space (OS), and Public/Quasi-Public (P-
QP) from the land uses approved in the FPASP (see Table 3-2 and Figure 3-3).

Vesting Tentative Subdivision Maps

The proposed project includes Large-Lot and Small-Lot Vesting Tentative Subdivision Maps.
The Large-Lot Subdivision Map would subdivide the 429.7-acre site into 34 lots by use (see
Figure 3-4). The Small-Lot Subdivision Maps would then subdivide the Large-Lot into smaller
individual residential lots. The proposed project consists of a 429.7-acre Planned Development,
including the development of approximately 875 residential units on 216.9 acres, 164 acres of
parks and open space, 14.3 acres of public/quasi-public uses (including a 9.7-acre elementary
school site), and 34.5 acres of associated off-site backbone infrastructure and roadway
improvements over 3 phases of development (see Figure 3-5).

The proposed Russell Ranch Phase 1 would be located in the center of the project site, and would
include the development of approximately 364 residential units, a private park, an elementary
school, and water storage (see Figure 3-6). The public park site would be dedicated to the City in
the first phase of development and construction timing would be determined by the City. In
addition, Phase 1 would include partial improvement of Easton Valley Parkway between Scott
Road and Placerville Road. Phase 1 would also include full improvement of Easton Valley
Parkway east of Placerville Road to the east property line of the proposed project.
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Table 3-2
Project Land Use Summary

Adopted FPASP Land Use Totals

Proposed Land Use Totals

Land Use Acres Units Sq. Ft Land Use Acres Units Sq. Ft
SF 191.6 574 SF 88.2 281
SFHD 0 SFHD 116.7 480
MLD 15.2 139 MLD 12.0 114
MMD 22.2 406 MMD
GC 59.5 380,061 GC
0OS 98.7 OS 102.1
OS - Slope OS - Slope 53.1
P- P-
Neighborhood 6.5 Neighborhood 53
P-Private P-Private 35
P-QP (ES) 10 P-QP (ES) 9.7
P-QP (W) 1.8 P-QP (W) 1.9
P-QP (Cell) P-QP (Cell) 2.6
] . P-QP (Lift
P-QP (Lift Sta.) Sta.) 0.1
Backbone Backbone
ROW 16.6 ROW 20.5
Minor ROW Minor ROW 6.4
US 50 US 50
Interchange 7.6 Interchange 7.6
ROW ROW
Total 429.7 1,119 Total 429.7 875
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Figure 3-4
Large-Lot Vesting Tentative Subdivision Map
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Figure 3-5
Project Phasing Plan
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Figure 3-6
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Street C would extend the proposed Easton Valley Parkway and function as a “loop road”
connecting to the planned “Street B/Placerville Road” of the FPASP. The Street C loop would
provide two points of access to the proposed project in Phase 1. Phase 2 of the proposed project
would be located in the northern portion of the project site; and would include the development
of approximately 246 residential units and a private park north of the Street C loop see Figure 3-
7). Phase 3 would be located in the southern portion of the project site; and would include the
development of approximately 265 residential units, a 5.3-acre neighborhood park located
adjacent to the proposed elementary school site, a lift station, and Empire Ranch Road that
would extend south from the northern edge of the site to White Rock Road (see Figure 3-8).

Site Access and Circulation
On- and off-site roadway improvements would provide access to the project site. Arterial and
neighborhood-serving streets would be constructed to serve the proposed project (see Figures 3-

6, -7, and -8).

On-Site Roadway Improvements

The proposed project includes the following on-site roadway improvements.
Entry/Gateway Road

Entry/Gateway roads would contain two 12-foot travel lanes and a 12-foot turn lane. Eight feet
of additional right-of-way would be provided to accommodate a bike lane and curb and gutter.
On one side, a 10-foot landscape strip plus a 6-foot-wide sidewalk would be provided, plus a 14-
foot wide landscape area. The other side would provide landscaping varying from approximately
30 to as much as 100 feet.

Street C Loop

The FPASP included backbone roadway improvements of Easton Valley Parkway. Street C
within the project site would extend the proposed Easton Valley Parkway and function as a “loop
road” connecting to the planned “Street B/Placerville Road” of the FPASP. The Street C loop
would provide two points of access to the proposed project in Phase 1.

Empire Ranch Road Corridor

Empire Ranch Road is a major arterial in the eastern portion of the site that would provide direct
access to US 50 at the future Empire Ranch Road interchange. Empire Ranch Road also provides
a direct link with White Rock Road at the southern edge of the project site. The east side of the
Empire Ranch Road corridor would include a varying width landscape planter that would
transition to a Class 1 Bike Trail and then further transition to natural open space located to the
east of the project site.
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Figure 3-7
Phase 2 Vesting Tentative Subdivision Map
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Figure 3-8
Phase 3 Vesting Tentative Subdivision Map
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Hillside Neighborhoods — Single Loaded Street

The proposed project incorporates single loaded hillside street sections that restrict development
and parking to one side of the street and consists of two travel lanes with vertical curb and gutter,
a 7-foot landscape strip between the curb and the 5-foot sidewalk on the developed side of the
street, and vertical curb and gutter and no sidewalk on the non-developed side of the street.

Local Street Separated Sidewalk

The local street separated sidewalk section would be implemented where development is
proposed on both sides of the street. The local street section consists of two travel lanes with
parking on both sides, 7-foot planting strips, and 5-foot sidewalks adjacent to the vertical curbs
on both sides of the street.

Local Street Separated Sidewalk Alternative

The local street separated sidewalk alternative is proposed in areas of the plan where homes are
not directly served off the street and therefore, the function of the street is as a local serving
connector street. Typically one or both sides of the street would be adjacent to open space or
landscaped areas. The local street separated sidewalk alternative would eliminate parking on the
street. The street section would include 12-foot travel lanes with curb and gutter on each side.
One side would increase the 7-foot landscape strip to 10 feet and maintain the 5-foot sidewalks
while the other side would have varying width landscape depending on whether adjacent to open
space or landscape area.

Gated Access

Private, gated entries are proposed within the Phase 1 portion of the project site, as shown in
Figure 3-6. As indicated in the figure, private, gated entries would be included at the access
points to the single-family homes located in the middle of Phase 1, as well as at the north and
south access points to the MLD homes located along “6A Drive”. The gated entries are
anticipated at both vehicle and pedestrian access points. It should be noted that the pedestrian
access points would not provide direct access to any of the proposed public trail system and
would, thus, not preclude the general public from access to the trail system.

Off-Site Roadway Improvements

Due to the condition and size of Placerville Road as well as existing traffic conditions at the
intersection of Iron Point Road and East Bidwell Street, the proposed project would construct
additional off-site roadway improvements that would extend to the planned Easton Valley
Parkway (Street C Extension). The Street C extension would extend from Placerville Road west
to Scott Road. The Street C extension would include partial improvements of Easton Valley
Parkway, and would provide benefits to the eastern portion of the FPASP by constructing a new
access from Scott Road and US 50. Additionally, a short segment of Street C, near its connection
to Street B/Placerville Road, is located off-site where it traverses the property to the south.
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Bicycle and Pedestrian Circulation

Pedestrian and non-motorized circulation is proposed and conceptually consistent with the
approved FPASP with the improved sidewalk system, Class 1 bicycle paths, and Class 2 bicycle
lanes. Additional trail opportunities are proposed that allow for recreation and connections to
other plan-wide trails, and are also consistent with the approved FPASP and the Folsom Bikeway
Master Plan (see Figure 3-9).

Grading and Hillside Development

The project is located on an undeveloped hillside, and due to the challenges of development on
steep slopes, grading and hillside standards apply. In addition to the City of Folsom Hillside
Development Guidelines, Appendix A.5.3.1 of the FPASP contains specific standards to guide
conventional, contour and landform grading activities associated with all uses in hillside areas,
including the project area. The FPASP Hillside Standards control in place of those standards set
forth in Folsom Municipal Code Chapter 14.33.

All grading on the hillside would be mass graded by the developer within each of the three
phases of development. A combination of contour, conventional, and landform grading would be
part of the earthwork activities. Techniques such as split cross sections of divided streets and
trails would be utilized to minimize and better fit into the natural conditions creating view
opportunities. The FPASP allows for deviations from enumerated grading standards when
necessary to improve the design of the development, permit desirable arrangements of structures
in relation to public areas, and to otherwise achieve the overall objectives of the FPASP. The
EIR evaluates the environmental impacts from the grading plans in order to provide relevant
information for evaluating the project as proposed against these criteria.

Open Space

Open space areas are proposed to increase from approximately 98.7 acres to 155.2 acres. The
increase is intended to primarily reduce impacts to resource areas, consistent with the FPASP,
and secondarily to provide sufficient horizontal separation between tiers of lots with landscaped
slopes. The area of the landscaped slopes between tiers of lots is approximately 53.1 acres, which
would not be considered usable open space area. Accordingly, a resulting balance of 102.1 acres
of open space for passive and preserve open space areas would be located throughout the project.
As identified in Figure 3-9, the location of the proposed trail and bikeway system is coordinated
with the preserved open space areas to take advantage of these natural amenities.

Existing Towers

The project site has four structures (towers) located near the northeastern hilltop of the project
site with various radio and wireless telecommunication antennas attached. The northern tower is
currently used by Sprint Nextel, while the central tower is used by AT&T Mobility. The two
southern towers are used by three FM stations (106.5, 100.5, and 105.1), each with main and
auxiliary antennas.
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Figure 3-9
Bicycle and Pedestrian Circulation
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It should be noted that the FPASP land use and zoning maps did not include the four towers. The
four towers were identified in the Folsom Plan Area Specific Plan joint Environmental Impact
Report/Environmental Impact Statement (FPASP EIR/EIS) as existing changes to the natural,
rolling topography. However, the area containing the four towers is designated as P-QP in the
proposed project and, due to contractual commitments, is anticipated to remain in place.

Utilities and Infrastructure
The proposed project would include extension of, and connection to, existing utility lines
including water, sewer, stormwater, electricity, gas, telephone and cable TV. Below is a brief

summary of the proposed public utilities.

Water Supply/Conveyance

The proposed project would receive water from the City of Folsom, through a water supply
contract between the City and the landowners in the FPASP. The terms of the water supply and
funding for that supply are contained in the Water Supply and Facilities Financing Plan and the
Water Supply Agreement between the City of Folsom and Folsom Plan Area Landowners.® The
project would connect to a line extension in Placerville Road (see off-site water conveyance
improvements below). A new water storage tank would be constructed in the northeastern
portion of the site along Empire Ranch Road. Twelve-inch water lines would be constructed
throughout the project site along Street C and Placerville Road to provide a looped water system
(see Figures 3-10, -11, and -12).

Off-site Water Conveyance Improvements

Water would be treated at the City’s existing water treatment plant and conveyed to the site
through existing pipelines to approximately the intersection of East Bidwell and Iron Point Road.
The water pipeline would be extended from East Bidwell Street across US 50 to Placerville
Road. Once across US 50, new booster pumps would be installed to boost the pressure (see
Figures 3-13, -14, and -15). The improvements that extend water service across US 50 provide a
significant benefit to the entire FPASP. The project would also construct a new water storage
tank that would serve the entire eastern area of the FPASP. It should be noted that the City of
Folsom has undertaken a Utility Master Plan update for the FPASP. The proposed water
infrastructure to serve the Russell Ranch Project is consistent with the City of Folsom’s Utility
Master Plan update.

The Water Master Plan (WMP) includes details and sets forth the plan for the off-site
transmission main, storage tanks, booster stations, distribution mains and laterals necessary to
serve the FPASP area. A WMP was prepared in 2007 based on a supply source different than the
source identified through the Systems Optimization Review (SOR) Project. The 2011 FPASP
EIR/EIS evaluated proposed water supply from the Natomas Central Mutual Water Company
and Sacramento River to serve the FPASP project. Following EIR/EIS certification, the City
initiated an SOR, pursuant to the SBx7-7 mandate, and concluded that the existing water supply
system, once improved, had the capacity to serve the FPASP project.
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Figure 3-11
Phase 2 Water and Sewer Conveyance
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Figure 3-12

Phase 3 Water and Sewer Conveyance
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Figure 3-13
Off-Site Utility Connections — Alternative 1

Gl
e

o

\ \

5
F
g > .
§ % \
o 5 s <
&
" : H S
§ H RY
3 D NS WATER
£ 3 Precies
g CITY OF FOLSOM X
NS & EL DORADO HILLS,
oy, N /
POINT 145 e 3 EL DORADO COUNTY
= \
i
{, " SRCSDTOLSOM e e e T
3 EAST LIFT L iyt o o S
i Kol CITY OF FOLSOM f .l
= CLOSE THIS SEGMENT OF PLACERVILLE S ¥
EXEND 205.0 5 3 ROAD BY REMOVING PLACERVILLE ROAD
FG.2950 == = PAVENENT, PLACNG BARRICADES AND
INV 2800 — NS 1 SIGNAGE.
= ZONE 5 BOOSTER /
[ e PUMP STATION—/
= S T \ /
2 =i S A
\\ i BORE & JACK 5 i
\ \ i
| _ExoNosng SEWER PIPELINE (
3 z FG338.0 MAINTENANCE ROAD )
\ - & INV321.0 8
\1\. PaveD sewer Puup Ty 3 exbhbia . EXGND4270 2
STATION ACCESS ROAD ! ) 5 vEs
\ PUMP STATION i /T FG3100 FG430.0 X &
« 1\ (PRAIREE GITY ROAD TO \ ] / EXGND 4200 INV415.0 NI E
%, \\\| EASTON VALLEY xS Exohy: N 3 Nk
%\ \ \SEWER PUMP STATION) S8 oAl AN e
5 3480 —— 3 excnnrso */
2 ‘ALDER CREEK SEWER |5 Jackied
"% PIPELINE BRIDGE NVag0d
STREET 'C' EXTENSION | 'ZONE 5 WATER PIPELINE -
(8COTTROADTO ZONE 4 WATER PIPELINE

PLACERVILLE ROAD)

265.0
INV 2680

STREET B

INBASIN KO 10

IMPROVE THIS SEGNENT OF PLACERVILLE
ROAD BY PLACING VARYING THICKNESS (15"
MIN.) PAVEMENT OVERLAY AND IMPROVING
“THE ROADWAY SHOULDERS.

—}-—HYDROMODIFICATION
NO.26

=1
= V/
_—
% "
g e
o
///««(‘f
//,/
NOTES ABBREVIATIONS: LEGEND N
1. ABOOSTER PUMP STATION, CONSTRUCTED AT THE CITY BES: {BOOSTER PLME, STATION — {55 >=—— —  PROPOSED GRAVITY SANITARY SEWER PIPE LINE
OF FOLSOM WATER TREATMENT PLANT, IS REQUIRED TO EP  EDGE OF PAVEMENT
IMPLEMENT THIS PROJECT. EX  EXSTING EXISTING GRAVITY SANITARY SEWER PIPE LINE
FG  FINISHED GRADE
EM_ -SEWERFORGE MAN PROPOSED FORCE MAIN SANITARY SEWER PIPE LINE
GND GROUND
Iv:  BWVERT EXISTING FORCE MAIN SANITARY SEWER PIPE LINE
MGD  MILLION GALLONS PER DAY
WA LE PROPOSED WATER PIPE LINE
PS  PUMP STATION
@ RIM  MANHOLE RIM ELEVATION EXISTING WATER PIPE LINE
S5 SANITARY SEWER
W WATER PROPOSED STORM DRAIN PIPE LINE
MAINTENANCE ROAD
ACCESS ROAD
PROPO

CHAPTER 3 — PROJECT DESCRIPTION
3-22



Figure 3-14

Off-Site Utility Connections — Alternative 2
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Figure 3-15
Off-Site Utility Connections — Alternative 3
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An EIR/EIS Addendum was prepared and certified in December 2012 for the alternative water
supply to the FPASP. Subsequently, an updated WMP dated October 7, 2014 has been prepared
to address the necessary changes in infrastructure to serve the project. The principal changes that
have occurred between the two Plans are:

1. New pressure zone elevations.

2. New transmission pipelines to deliver the initial phase of water from the existing City
system.

3. Zone 3 east booster pump station at the Folsom WTP.

4. Relocation of water storage tanks for pressure Zones 3, 4 and 5.

5. Pressure booster pumps serving Zones 4 and 5 located on the south side of US 50 at
Placerville Road and a pressure pump to serve Zone 6 located on the southwest quadrant
of future Empire Ranch Road interchange.

6. Addition of a storage tank for recycled water near US 50 and Placerville Road.

7. Additional service improvements to serve the ultimate FPASP demand (8.8 MGD),
including a new booster pump station and 30-inch transmission pipeline from the Folsom
WTP.

Due to the grade variation in all zones, service pressure reducing valves would be installed, as
required, for necessary service connections throughout the FPASP area. Zone 2 is located in the
western most area of the FPASP area, and serves connections at elevations ranging from 280 feet
to 385 feet. Zone 3 serves connections at elevations ranging from 350 feet to 450 feet. Zone 4
serves connections at elevations ranging from 425 feet to 550 feet. Zone 5 serves connections at
elevations ranging from 525 feet to 650 feet. Zone 6 serves connections at elevations ranging
from 605 feet to 770 feet.

Sewer Conveyance

On-site sewer mains would be constructed to convey project flows to the intersection of
Placerville Road and Street C extension (see Figures 3-10, -11, and -12). The proposed on-site
sewer infrastructure to serve the Russell Ranch Project would be consistent with the City of
Folsom’s Sewer Master Plan update.

Off-site Sewer Conveyance Improvements

Wastewater treatment for the proposed project would be provided by the Sacramento Regional
County Sanitation District (SRCSD) at the existing wastewater treatment plant (WWTP) near
Elk Grove. Wastewater would be collected from the site and conveyed first to a sewer lift station
near Prairie City Road and pumped across US 50 to an existing SRCSD transmission system
main and ultimately to the WWTP. The initial backbone infrastructure to be constructed includes
the Easton Valley Parkway Sewer Lift Station that would provide delivery of wastewater to the
SRCSD treatment plant for over 95 percent of the FPASP and the outfall sewer main to this Lift
Station provides sewer conveyance sized for over half of the FPASP.

Three off-site sewer conveyance alternatives are proposed to serve the proposed project.
Proposed sewer alignment alternative 1 would follow the future alignments of Street C extension
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and Easton Valley Parkway westerly to the lift station site near Prairie City Road (see Figure 3-
13). Proposed sewer alignment alternative 2 would extend west along Easton Valley Parkway to
Scott Road; then extend south along Scott Road to Street A; then extend west along Street A to
the Mangini Ranch sewer pump station and travel north via the new force main back to Easton
Valley Parkway and join the other alignment to the new lift station (see Figure 3-14). Proposed
sewer alignment alternative 3 would extend west along Easton Valley Parkway to Scott Road;
then extend south along Scott Road to Street A; then extend west along Street A to Oak Avenue;
then follow Oak Avenue north back to Easton Valley Parkway and join the other alignment to
the new lift station (see Figure 3-15).

The Sewer Master Plan (SMP) includes details of gravity sewer mains, pump stations, force
mains, localized collector lines and individual laterals.

The City of Folsom's sewer collection system consists of over 267 miles of sanitary sewer pipe
and nine pump stations. The City does not own or operate the facilities that treat its wastewater.
Instead, through an agreement with the SRCSD, the City’s wastewater is conveyed through the
SRCSD’s regional sewer pipelines for treatment at SRCSD’s Sacramento Regional Wastewater
Treatment Plant near Elk Grove.

A SMP was prepared in 2007. To provide more flexible phasing, an updated SMP has been
prepared dated September 2014. The overall system remains essentially the same with the
following changes:

1. A trunk sewer main has been relocated to Street A and Oak Avenue and removed from the
Open Space along the east edge of the Alder Creek corridor.

2. To allow more flexible phasing, a new main has been added to Scott Road extending
between Easton Valley Parkway and Street B.

3. A sewer lift station has been relocated north of the intersection of Empire Ranch Road and
White Rock Road.

4. Various sewer watersheds have been adjusted, which modifies certain sewer pipeline
sizes.

Development phasing would result in periods of time where the flow through the wastewater
infrastructure pipelines is minimal. In addition, the topography of the FPASP area results in a
wide range of pipe slopes, including relatively flat pipes in several areas. As such, increased
flushing and/or odor control may be necessary during FPASP development. Odor control
facilities would be constructed and high-velocity hydraulic cleaning and vacuum cleaning of
select sewer lines would be provided, as necessary.

Stormwater Drainage

The proposed on-site drainage infrastructure to serve the Russell Ranch Project would be
constructed to convey project flows to new on- and off-site drainage basins and ultimately
discharged into Alder Creek and Carson Creek. The stormwater from the western portion of the
site within Phase 1 would collect within the curb and gutter system and drain to the drainage
basin adjacent to the intersection of Street C and Placerville Road; stormwater from the eastern
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portion of the site would be conveyed south to an off-site drainage basin (see Figure 3-16). The
residential lots within Phase 2 would collect within the curb and gutter system and drain into the
drainage basin along Placerville Road just south of US 50 (see Figure 3-17). The stormwater
drainage within Phase 3 would collect within the curb and gutter system and drain south into the
drainage basin along Empire Ranch Road and White Rock Road (see Figure 3-18).

Off-site Stormwater Drainage

The proposed project would include two off-site storm drain detention basins. The size and
location of the basins would be consistent with the Folsom Plan Area Storm Drainage Master
Plan. As shown in the Drainage Master Plan and Figures 3-13, -14, and -15, the Detention Basin
No. 10 and Hydro-Modification Basin No. 26 are required to accommodate the anticipated
drainage from the project site and surrounding areas. Detention Basin No. 10 would have a
capacity of approximately 2 acre-feet. Hydro-Modification Basin No. 26 would have a water
quality treatment and detention capacity of approximately 7 acre-feet. A portion of the project
storm drainage would be first routed to these two basins before being conveyed to an outfall
under Placerville Road to the west and ultimately to Alder Creek. The two drainage basins would
serve other properties within the eastern portion of the FPASP.

It should be noted that the project applicant is currently negotiating with the land owner of the
proposed off-site drainage basin locations. If, after negotiations, an agreement cannot be made
with the land owner, the locations of the basins would be modified to be located completely on
the project site, which would result in a slight reduction to the total residential area and,
subsequently, cause a reduction in the total unit count for the proposed project. However, should
this scenario occur, the analysis within this EIR would still be sufficient, as the analysis assumes
worst-case conditions, with a higher unit count and greater off-site area of disturbance than
would result from the drainage basins being located on-site.

Electricity

Sacramento Municipal Utility District (SMUD) would provide electric service to the proposed
project. SMUD has an existing 69kV transmission line at Placerville Road and US 50. The
transmission line would be extended south along Placerville Road to a new substation. Both the
line and substation would be a separate project constructed by SMUD and analyzed in an
environmental document with SMUD as the lead agency.

Off-Site SMUD Substation

In order for SMUD to serve the project site, the construction of a substation is required. SMUD
currently has two potential sites, but has not yet decided on the location of the substation (see
Figure 3-19). It should be noted that the FPASP EIR/EIS contemplated the placement of a
SMUD substation on the project site with the approximate location identified to be along
Placerville Road just north of Easton Valley Road. The potential locations proposed for the
project are within the general vicinity of the approximate location identified within the FPASP
EIR/EIS.
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Figure 3-17
Phase 2 Stormwater Conveyance
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Figure 3-18

Phase 3 Stormwater Conveyance
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Figure 3-19
Potential SMUD Substatiop Sjtes
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Gas
PG&E would provide natural gas to the proposed project. PG&E has existing facilities along

Placerville Road. A new gas regulating station would be needed to reduce pressures appropriate
for local distribution.

Telephone

AT&T would provide telephone services. AT&T has existing facilities at Placerville Road and
US 50. Extension of the existing facilities would be necessary to serve the proposed project

Cable Television

Comcast is the local cable television provider in the area. Extensions of the existing facilities
would be necessary to serve the proposed project.

Planned Development Permit

The FPASP allows the opportunity for each project within the FPASP area to seek a Planned
Development (PD) Permit and create Design Guidelines. The proposed project includes a PD
permit request, which would allow for unique development standards applicable to the
topography of the site. The Design Review process would ensure compatibility and consistency
in design and quality throughout development.

Russell Ranch Neighborhood Design Guidelines

Neighborhood Design Guidelines were created for the proposed project in order to summarize
the proposed neighborhood vision with guiding principles, the proposed landscape, streetscape,
and neighborhood design, and development and design standards. The guidelines function to:
implement the City of Folsom General Plan goals for the area; implement the FPASP; establish a
design framework; and create a design review framework by which to evaluate, critique, and
approve development projects on individual sites with the project site.

Various elevations, building materials, massing, architectural styles, and roof forms will ensure
that repetition is avoided in order to create a sense that the neighborhood has been built over
time. To further define and emphasize the architecture of the proposed project, multiple
architectural styles are outlined in the Neighborhood Design Guidelines. Additional architectural
styles that are consistent with the neighborhood vision would be reviewed and approved by the
Russell Ranch Design Review Committee and the City of Folsom on a case-by-case basis.

Development Agreement

The City already has adopted a Tier 1 Development Agreement (T1DA) between the City of
Folsom and landowners within the FPASP area, and thereafter amended terms in that agreement
by a First Amended and Restated Development Agreement (ARDA). The ARDA supersedes the
T1DA in its entirety. The ARDA was approved by the City Council on June 10, 2014, and
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became effective on July 11, 2014. The ARDA provides for certain additional terms that would
apply to all property within the FPASP.

The ARDA provides that as Specific Plan Amendments and “Subsequent Entitlements” (defined
to include those project-specific approvals that are required in order for development to occur,
including, but not limited to, tentative and final large and small lot maps, parcel maps, use
permits, design review, grading plans, and building permits) are brought forward, the Applicant
would enter into an “Amendment to the First Amended and Restated Development Agreement”
(hereafter referred to as the “Amendment to the ARDA”) to incorporate the Specific Plan
Amendments within the scope of the ARDA. The anticipated Amendment to the ARDA for this
project would (1) reaffirm the Applicants’ commitment to all terms in the ARDA,; (2) vest the
entitlements proposed by this application on the same terms and conditions stated in the ARDA;
and (3) address project-specific issues identified herein.

Affordable Housing Plan and Agreement

Due to the steep topography, the approved FPASP and the proposed project do not contain multi-
family high density sites. Therefore, the project proponent is requesting an Affordable Housing
Plan and Agreement to meet the City’s affordable housing ordinance requirements in lieu of
providing affordable housing on-site. The affordable housing requirements would be met through
options set forth in Chapter 17.104.060, and that those commitments would be memorialized in
an affordable housing plan and agreement as required by Folsom Municipal Code section
17.104.100(C).

3.6 REQUIRED PuBLIC APPROVALS

The following discretionary approvals and permits are required by the City of Folsom for
implementation of the proposed project:

e Certification of the EIR and adoption of a Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program;
e Approval of a General Plan/Specific Plan Amendment (from SF, MLD, MMD, GC, OS,
P, and P-QP to SF, SFHD, MLD, OS, P, and P-QP);

Approval of Amendment to ARDA,

Approval of Vesting Tentative Large-Lot and Small-Lot Subdivision Maps;

Approval of a Planned Development Permit and Design Guidelines; and

Approval of an Affordable Housing Plan and Affordable Housing Agreement.

Subsequent ministerial actions would be required for the implementation of the proposed project
including, but not limited to, issuance of grading and building permits.

It should be noted that the City has prepared a CEQA document for the backbone infrastructure
necessary for buildout the FPASP area, the South of Highway 50 Backbone Infrastructure
Project Initial Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration (Backbone Infrastructure MND). The
Backbone Infrastructure MND, dated December 2014 and released for public review and
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comment on December 10, 2014, would be required to be considered by the City Council for
approval prior to public hearings on the proposed project entitlements and this EIR.

Review or Approvals by Other Agencies

A number of other agencies in addition to the City of Folsom will serve as Responsible and
Trustee Agencies, pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15381 and Section 15386, respectively.
This EIR will provide environmental information to these agencies and other public agencies,
which may be required to grant approvals or coordinate with other agencies, as part of project
implementation. These agencies could include, but would not be limited to, the following:

e (California Department of Transportation (Caltrans) — Coordination with and/or permits
from Caltrans may be required.

e Regional Water Quality Control Board (RWQCB) — The project would obtain permits
from the RWQCB for stormwater discharge under the National Pollutant Discharge
Elimination System (NPDES) program administered by the RWQCB. Before a 404 Clean
Water Act permit can be issued by the USACE, a Section 401 permit must be obtained
from the RWQCB. Removal of 0.087 acre of non USACE jurisdictional wetlands in the
project site constitutes an adverse effect on Waters of the State subject to Central Valley
RWQCB jurisdiction.

e Sacramento Metropolitan Air Quality Management District (SMAQMD) — SMAQMD
would approve construction and operation permits.

U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) — The project would obtain a 404 Clean Water
Act permit from the USACE for the loss and degradation of USACE jurisdictional vernal
pools and other wetland habitats and other Waters of the U.S. (e.g. drainage channels)
that would occur with project implementation (i.e., the proposed hydro-modification
basin [HMB 19], adjacent to detention basin six [DB 6]).

e U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) — Consultation required with the USFWS to
obtain 404 Clean Water Act permit.

e California Department of Fish and Wildlife (CDFEW) — The project would amend, if
necessary, and implement the original Section 1602 Master Streambed Alteration
Agreement received from the CDFW for all construction activities that would occur in
the bed and bank of CDFW jurisdictional features within the project site.

Endnotes

! Environmental Review for the Water Supply Agreement was conducted by the City via an Addendum to the
FPASP EIR/EIS, and was certified by the City Council on December 12, 2012. The City thereafter filed a
validation action to confirm the terms of the Water Supply Agreement, which action was approved by the
Sacramento Superior Court on October 16, 2013.
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4.0 INTRODUCTION TO THE ANALYSIS

4.0.1 INTRODUCTION

The technical chapters of the EIR analyze the potential impacts of buildout of the Russell Ranch
Project (proposed project) on a range of environmental issue areas. Chapters 4.1 through 4.8
describe the focus of the analysis, references and other data sources for the analysis (including,
but not limited to, the Folsom Plan Area Specific Plan [FPASP] EIR/EIS, the Addendum to the
FPASP EIR/EIS analyzing an alternative water supply, and the South of Highway 50 Backbone
Infrastructure Project Initial Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration (Backbone Infrastructure
MND), the environmental setting as the setting relates to the specific issue, project-specific
impacts and mitigation measures (including those applicable mitigation measures set forth in the
FPASP EIR/EIS, the Addendum to the FPASP EIR/EIS analyzing an alternative water supply,
and the Backbone Infrastructure MND), and the cumulative impacts of the project for each issue
area. The format of each of these chapters is described at the end of this chapter.

4.0.2 DETERMINATION OF SIGNIFICANCE

Under CEQA, a significant effect is defined as a substantial or potentially substantial adverse
physical change in the environment (Public Resources Code § 21068; CEQA Guidelines
§ 15382). The Guidelines implementing CEQA direct that this determination be based on
scientific and factual data to the extent possible. The specific criteria for determining the
significance of a particular impact are identified within the impact discussion in each chapter,
and are consistent with significance criteria set forth in Appendix G of the CEQA Guidelines.

4.0.3 ENVIRONMENTAL ISSUES DISMISSED IN THIS EIR

The Initial Study prepared for the proposed project as a part of this EIR includes a detailed
environmental checklist addressing a range of technical environmental issues (See Appendix C).
For each technical environmental issue, the Initial Study identifies the level of impact for the
proposed project. The Initial Study identifies the environmental effects as “no impact,” “less-
than-significant,” “less-than-significant with mitigation incorporated,” and *“potentially
significant.”

Impacts identified in the Initial Study as less-than-significant with mitigation incorporated, less-
than-significant, or no impact are presented below. All remaining issues identified in the Initial
Study as potentially significant are discussed in the subsequent technical chapters of this EIR. It
should be noted that all mitigation measures identified in the Initial Study are included in Table
2-1, Summary of Impacts and Mitigation Measures, in the Executive Summary chapter, of this
EIR.

CHAPTER 4.0 — INTRODUCTION TO THE ANALYSIS
4.0-1
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Aesthetics (b): Highway 50 (US 50), which is the nearest state highway to the
project site, is not a designated State scenic highway. Scott Road south of White
Rock Road is a designated scenic corridor in Sacramento County because of the
location within an especially scenic rural portion of Sacramento County. The
project site would not be visible from the portion of Scott Road designated as a
scenic corridor as the site is separated from the corridor by intervening
topography, vegetation, and distance. In addition, because the proposed project
site has been annexed to the City of Folsom, the project is no longer under the
jurisdiction of Sacramento County. The City of Folsom does not designate any
scenic corridors in the proposed project area. Thus, the project would result in an
overall less-than-significant impact related to substantially damaging scenic
resources within a State scenic highway.

Agriculture and Forest Resources (a,b,c,d,e): The project would not convert
Prime Farmland, Unique Farmland, or Farmland of Statewide Importance to a
non-agricultural use. In addition, the project site is not under a Williamson Act
contract and the site is not designated or zoned for agricultural uses. The project
site is also not considered forest land (as defined in Public Resources Code
section 12220[g]), timberland (as defined by Public Resources Code section
4526), and is not zoned Timberland Production (as defined by Government Code
section 51104[g]). The impacts described above related to agriculture and forest
resources have been deemed as less than significant and no impact.

Biological Resources (e,f): Native oak trees or street trees that are covered by the
City’s Tree Preservation Ordinance are not located on the project site. The South
Sacramento Habitat Conservation Plan (SSHCP) is currently being drafted by
Sacramento County, other member cities, the United States Fish and Wildlife
Service, and the California Department of Fish and Wildlife. The City of Folsom,
however, did not participate with the plan. Therefore, the project site is located in
an area that does not have an approved Habitat Conservation Plan, Natural
Community Conservation Plan, or local, regional, or state habitat conservation
plan. The impacts described above related to biological resources have been
deemed as less than significant and no impact.

Geology and Soils (a,b,c,d,e): The project-specific geotechnical report includes
recommendations for any potential impacts related to rupture of a known
earthquake fault, ground shaking, ground failure, landslides, soil erosion, and
expansive or unstable soils. The proposed project would connect to the existing
City wastewater service and would not require the use of septic systems. The
impacts described above related to geology and soils have been deemed as less
than significant with mitigation incorporated, less than significant, and no
impact. It should be noted that Mitigation Measures 3.A.7-4, 3B.7-1b, and 3B.7-4
from the FPASP EIR/EIS (included in Table 2-1 in the Executive Summary
chapter of this EIR) would also be applicable to the proposed project and are
required to be implemented.
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Hazards and Hazardous Materials (a,b,d,e,f,g,h): The proposed project would be
required by law to implement and comply with existing hazardous material
regulations. Based on a Radio Frequency Study prepared for the proposed project
by Hammett & Edison, Inc. on March 31, 2014, exposure to radio frequency
associated with the on-site existing radio towers would not occur. Thus, the
project would not result in impacts related to the routine transport, use, disposal,
or upset of hazardous materials. The project area is not located on a site which is
included on a list of hazardous materials sites compiled pursuant to Government
Code Section 65962.5. The nearest airport to the project site is the Cameron
Airpark, located approximately 6.25 miles northeast of the site. As such, the
project site is not located within two miles of any public airports or private
airstrips, and does not fall within an airport land use plan area. The project would
not restrict vehicular, pedestrian, or bicycle access within or in the vicinity of the
project site. Therefore, the project would not impair implementation of or
physically interfere with any adopted emergency response plan or emergency
evacuation plan.

Development of the proposed project would include the installation of fire
suppression systems and would be designed in accordance with the latest
requirements of the California Fire Code. In addition, the proposed development
would be subject to fire safety requirements of the Folsom Fire Department,
which would review all plans as part of the City’s Building Permit review
process. Furthermore, the City’s General Plan Safety Element includes policies to
ensure that adequate fire protection services are provided to all new and existing
development (i.e., General Plan Goal 29 and General Plan Policies 29.1 and 29.2),
with which the project would be required to comply with. Impacts associated with
fire protection services are addressed in the Public Services, Utilities, and
Hydrology chapter, of this EIR. The impacts described above related to hazards
and hazardous materials have been deemed as less than significant and no
impact.

Hydrology and Water Quality (g,h,i,j): According to the Federal Emergency
Management Agency (FEMA) Flood Insurance Rate Map (FIRM), the proposed
project is within Flood Hazard Zone X, which is described by FEMA as an area of
minimal flood hazard, usually above the 500-year flood level. Due to the City’s
proximity and location relative to Folsom Dam, mitigation measures were
included in the initial study to alleviate the potential impact related to flooding to
a less-than-significant level. The project site is located in an inland area that
would not be subject to seiches, tsunamis, or mudflow. Therefore less-than-
significant impacts would occur.

Land Use and Planning (a,c): The proposed project site is undeveloped hillside
and would ultimately serve as an extension of the existing and planned residential
communities in the vicinity. As such, the project would connect to an existing
street system and would not physically divide an established community. As
noted above, the SSHCP is currently being drafted by Sacramento County, other
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member cities, the United States Fish and Wildlife Service, and the California
Department of Fish and Wildlife. The City of Folsom, however, did not
participate with the plan. Therefore, the project site is located in an area that does
not have an approved Habitat Conservation Plan, Natural Community
Conservation Plan, or local, regional, or state habitat conservation plan. The
impacts described above related to land use and planning have been deemed as
less than significant and no impact.

Mineral Resources (a,b): The project area is not identified as a site containing
locally important mineral resources that would be of local, regional, or statewide
importance by either the City of Folsom or Sacramento County General Plans.
The only area of the project site that contains any substantial amount of aggregate
resources is located in and around the Alder Creek drainage. Although Alder
Creek exists on the project site, the proposed project does not include
development near Alder Creek as the area surrounding the Creek would be
designated as Open Space. Therefore, the proposed project would have a less-
than-significant impact on known mineral resources or recovery sites.

Noise (e,f): The nearest airport to the project site is the Cameron Airpark, located
approximately 6.25 miles northeast of the site. As such, the project site is not
located within two miles of any public airports or private airstrips, and does not
fall within an airport land use plan area. Therefore, a less-than-significant impact
would occur.

Population and Housing (b,c): The proposed project site is currently vacant and
does not have any on-site housing. Therefore, the project would not displace
existing housing or people and no impact would occur.

Transportation and Circulation (c): The nearest airport to the project site is the
Cameron Airpark, located approximately 6.25 miles northeast of the site.
Because the project is not located in close proximity to an existing airport, a
change in air traffic patterns would not occur as a result of the project. Therefore,
the project would not result in a change in air traffic patterns, and no impact
would occur.

ENVIRONMENTAL ISSUES ADDRESSED IN THIS EIR

The Initial Study identified several environmental impacts as potentially significant and
requiring further analysis. This EIR provides the additional analysis necessary to address the
technical environmental impacts not fully resolved in the Initial Study. Consistent with the
conclusions of the Initial Study, the following environmental issues are addressed in separate
technical chapters of this EIR:

Aesthetics;
Air Quality and Climate Change;
Biological Resources:
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Cultural Resources;

Land Use and Planning;

Noise;

Public Services, Utilities, and Hydrology; and
Transportation, Traffic, and Circulation.

4.0.5 TECHNICAL CHAPTER FORMAT

Each technical chapter addressing a specific environmental issue begins with an introduction
describing the purpose of the section. The introduction is followed by a description of the
project’s existing environmental setting as the setting pertains to that particular issue. The
setting description is followed by the regulatory setting and the impacts and mitigation
measures discussion, which contains the standards of significance, followed by the method of
analysis. The impact and mitigation discussion includes impact statements prefaced by a
number in bold-faced type (for both project-level and cumulative analyses). An explanation of
each impact and an analysis of the impact’s significance follow each impact statement. All
mitigation measures pertinent to each individual impact follow directly after the impact
statement (see below). The degree of relief provided by identified mitigation measures is also
evaluated. An example of the format is shown below:

4.x-1 Statement of Impact
Discussion of impact for the proposed project in paragraph format.

Statement of level of significance of impact prior to mitigation is included at the end of
each impact discussion.

Project-Specific Mitigation Measure(s)
Statement of level of significance after the mitigation is included immediately preceding
mitigation measures.

4.x-1(a) Recommended mitigation measure(s) presented in italics and numbered in
consecutive order.

4.x-1(b) etc., etc.

PEASP EIR/EIS Applicable Mitigation Measure(s)

XX.X-X: Applicable mitigation measure(s) from the FPASP EIR/EIS presented in
italics and numbered in the order they appear in the FPASP EIR/EIS.
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4.1 AESTHETICS

4.1.1 INTRODUCTION

The Aesthetics chapter of the EIR describes existing visual and aesthetic resources for the project
area and the region, and evaluates the potential aesthetic impacts of the proposed project. The
California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) describes the concept of aesthetic resources in
terms of scenic vistas, scenic resources (such as trees, rock outcroppings, and historic buildings
within a State scenic highway), the existing visual character or quality of the project area, and
light and glare impacts. The following impact analysis is based on information drawn from the
City of Folsom General Plan,' the Sacramento County General Plan of 2005-2030,% the Folsom
Plan Area Specific Plan (FPASP), * the Folsom South of U.S. 50 Specific Plan Project EIR/EIS
(FPASP EIR/EIS),*® and visual simulations prepared for the proposed project by AdvanceSim.°

4.1.2 EXISTING ENVIRONMENTAL SETTING

The following setting information provides an overview of the existing conditions of the project
site and surrounding area in relation to visual resources.

Regional Setting

The project site is located partially within the Sierra Nevada foothills and partially within the
eastern edge of the Sacramento Valley. The Sierra Nevada foothills consist of gently rolling
terrain that grades upward to the east into the higher mountain elevations. The Sacramento
Valley is a nearly flat alluvial plain that extends almost 180 miles from the Sacramento-San
Joaquin Delta on the south and the City of Redding on the north, and approximately 50 miles
from the Sierra Nevada mountains on the east and the Coast Range on the west.

Adquatic Resources and Vegetation

Aquatic resources in the region include vernal pools, wetlands, lakes, rivers, streams, creeks,
riparian habitat, in-channel habitat, and fisheries. The largest enclosed body of water in the City
of Folsom is Folsom Lake. Folsom Lake State Recreation Area (SRA), which includes Folsom
Lake and the surrounding facilities, serves the greater Sacramento area for recreation in the form
of camping, hiking, biking, boating, and other outdoor recreation activities. The lake features
approximately 75 miles of shoreline and 80 miles of trails that provide opportunities for hiking,
horseback riding, nature studies, camping, and picnicking.

Sacramento County is home to a variety of important vegetation, native trees, and grassland
habitats. Natural habitats in the region include vernal pools, wetlands, special status species
habitats, riparian, oak woodland, and grassland prairies. The native tree habitats in the region are
defined as oak woodlands, oak savannah, and mixed riparian woodlands and the dominant
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grassland habitat is the California Prairie. Wetland and riparian areas in the County include
historic backwater basins along the Sacramento River, the American River Parkway, and the
nationally significant valley oak riparian forest along the lower Cosumnes River. Other
significant wetland and riparian areas exist along Delta sloughs and seasonal creeks flowing into
the major drainages.

Development Pattern

Urbanized development within the City of Folsom exists north of Highway 50 (US 50). The
urban areas consist of large residential and commercial developments, several of which are
currently under construction. Neighborhoods and shopping centers are generally concentrated
along major roadways and are separated by areas of open space. Land south of US 50 is
characterized primarily by seasonal grazing land. The Teichert, Walltown, and DeSilva-Gates
hardrock quarries are proposed 2.5 mile, 2.8 miles, and 5.3 miles, respectively, south of US 50.
The Prairie City State Vehicle Recreation Area is approximately 2.9 miles south of US 50 using
Prairie City Road. The El Dorado County line forms the eastern boundary of the City of Folsom.
The Stonebriar subdivision is located east of the County boundary in the community of El
Dorado Hills. Industrial land owned by GenCorp and associated buffer lands are located to the
west of Prairie City Road.

Project Site Setting
The following section describes the existing visual character and quality of the project site, as
well as the existing views offered from the site and the views of the site from the surrounding

areas.

Existing Visual Character

The proposed project site is situated within the eastern Hillside District of the FPASP. The
eastern Hillside District includes hilly terrain and is defined by the abrupt change in topography
that occurs immediately east of the Sacramento-Placerville Transportation Corridor. The
topography of the site is gently rolling with areas of rock outcrops and weathered core stones in
areas along the tops of ridges and knolls. Topographic relief of the project site ranges from
approximately 450 feet above mean sea level at the northwestern corner near Old Placerville
Road to more than 790 feet above mean sea level near the northeastern corner of the project site.

The project site has historically been used for cattle grazing, farming, and mining activities and
is currently vacant and undeveloped, with the exception of the four existing telecommunication
facilities. The majority of the project site is covered in annual grassland and is characterized by a
dense cover of non-native annual grasses interspersed with numerous species of nonnative
annual forbs and native wildflowers.” Freshwater wetland plant communities, vernal pools,
seasonal wetlands, and drainage channels are dispersed intermittently throughout the project site.
Native oak trees or street trees are not located on the site.? However, four Fremont cottonwoods,
six red willows, and one black willow were observed on-site.
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The project site currently contains four active communication towers located near the northeast
corner of the project site with various radio and wireless telecommunication antennas attached.’
The communication towers are situated within three separate fenced compounds: the northern
site, the central site, and the southern site. The northern site contains a single tower with one
support building. The northern site relies on municipal power and does not contain a back up
energy source. The central site contains a single tower with two separate support structures. The
central site relies on a generator serviced by two propane tanks. The southern site contains two
towers, one larger support building, and two 300-gallon above-ground diesel storage tanks on
concrete pads. The southern site is the oldest of the three sites and relies on three generators.

A dirt and gravel access road extends from White Rock Road to the communication tower
complex. It should be noted that the FPASP land use and zoning maps did not include the four
towers. The four towers were identified in the FPASP EIR/EIS as existing changes to the natural,
rolling topography. However, the area containing the four towers is designated as Public/Quasi-
Public as part of the proposed project and, due to contractual commitments, the towers are
anticipated to remain in place.

Approximately a 0.5-miles northwest of the project site is the signalized intersection of East
Bidwell Street and Placerville Road. The nearest exit from US 50 providing access to the project
site is East Bidwell Street, which is a major entry point and a key focal point to the City due to
the variety of commercial and retail developments, including the Palladio shopping center. The
project site is currently accessible from Placerville Road.

Existing land uses surrounding the proposed project site include single-family residential
development and several major retail centers across US 50 to the north; EI Dorado County
housing developments and the EI Dorado Hills Town Center to the east; open grasslands across
White Rock Road to the south; and the open grasslands to the west. The nearest developed
residential area is located over 400 feet north of the project site, opposite of US 50. In addition, a
nearby developed residential area is located approximately 850 feet to the east of the project site,
opposite of the Sacramento/El Dorado County border. Russell Ranch Elementary School is
located approximately 0.40-miles northeast of the project site, and Vista Del Lago High School
is located approximately 0.80-miles north of the project site. The nearest existing commercial
development is north of US 50, and consists of mixed use commercial, medical offices, business
professional, an existing and planned hospital, and various retail outlets.

Scenic Resource Designations

Scott Road, from White Rock Road south to Latrobe Road, is a designated scenic corridor in the
Sacramento County General Plan.® According to the Scenic Highways Element of the
Sacramento County General Plan, the visual character of the roadway, characterized as
grasslands and cattle-grazing lands, was considered to be particularly scenic and thus warranted
scenic corridor protection. The scenic corridor portion of Scott Road is not located within the
project site; however, the proposed project would be visible from the scenic corridor.

The City of Folsom General Plan does not designate a scenic corridor within the vicinity of the
proposed project. However, the Broadstone Unit 3 Specific Plan, which is located immediately
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north of US 50 across from the proposed project, does designate East Bidwell Street as a scenic
corridor. Currently a substantial portion of the Broadstone Unit 3 Specific Plan has been built-
out. Because development north of US 50 has occurred in the areas identified as providing
scenic amenities within the East Bidwell view corridor, the City no longer considers the roadway
a scenic corridor.’

According to the FPASP EIR/EIS, the Specific Plan area, as a whole, contains high levels of
vividness, intactness, and unity providing high quality visual resources a large stretch of
undeveloped land along U.S. 50 in eastern Sacramento. Therefore, the FPASP EIR/EIS describes
the FPASP area as a scenic vista. ®

The California Department of Transportation (Caltrans) manages the California Scenic Highway
Program. The goal of the program is to preserve and protect scenic highway corridors from
changes that would affect the aesthetic value of the land adjacent to designated highways. The
portion of US 50 adjacent to the proposed project is not designated as a scenic highway.

Sensitive Receptors

The sensitive receptors to the visual and aesthetic alteration of the project area would be travelers
along US 50 looking southeast, travelers along Iron Point Road looking south, the residential
area in ElI Dorado County to the east along Winterfield Drive, and the residential area in El
Dorado County to the southeast along Carson Crossing Road. Travelers along Iron Point Road
and US 50 are considered sensitive receptors due to the large number of individuals traveling the
route, and residences to the north of Iron Point Road are considered sensitive due to the duration
of exposure to any change, their familiarity with the existing landscape and views, and their
ability to detect changes in views. The existing view from the residential area north of Iron Point
Road consists of the existing commercial developments north of US 50, US 50, and the proposed
project site. Similarly, residences to the east and southeast in EI Dorado County are considered
sensitive due to the proximity to the site, their familiarity with the existing landscape and views,
and their ability to detect changes in views.

Existing Views from the Project Site

From the project site, large expanses of gently rolling grasslands are visible. The site overlooks
the areas to the south, west, and east, including the open space area associated with the area
south of US 50 and the residential areas to the east and southeast in EI Dorado County.

Foreground views of the project vicinity from the project site consist of grassland, rock
outcroppings, agricultural accessories, various ephemeral drainages, and ponds. Middleground
views of the project vicinity from the project site consist of farmland to the south and west, the
City of Folsom and US 50 to the north, and the community of EI Dorado Hills to the east. In the
background, the Sierra Nevada mountains are visible from the project area to the southeast,
grasslands and agricultural fields to the south, and the Coastal Range to the west. On a clear day,
skyscrapers within the City of Sacramento, and Mount Diablo, are visible from the project site to
the southwest.
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Existing Views of the Project Site

Because the topography of the project site slopes upward moving to the east, the site is generally
visible from all sides. Photos were taken of the project site in order to capture existing views
from the potential nearby sensitive visual receptors. Figure 4.1-1 provides an overview of the
locations from which the photographs were taken.

North of the project, the site can be seen from residents and travelers along Iron Point Road. As
shown in Figure 4.1-1, photographs taken at location 2 present views looking southeast at the
project site from Iron Point Road (see Figure 4.1-2). In addition, two-story residences along
Horseshoe Glen Circle that back up to US 50 have the potential to provide views of the project
site (photograph location 3). However, views from these residences would be obstructed by an
existing sound barrier, as well as an earthen berm shown in Figure 4.1-3.

East of the project, the site can be seen from residents in ElI Dorado County along Montrose
Court, Winterfield Drive, and White Rock Road. Photographs taken at location 4 represent
views looking southwest at the project site from the residential area along Montrose Court and
Winterfield Drive (see Figure 4.1-2). As shown in Figure 4.1-2, existing views from location 4
consist of the hillside adjacent to the proposed project, which includes open space, cell towers,
and trees. The photograph taken at location 5 represents views looking northwest at the project
site from residences along Carson Crossing Road (see Figure 4.1-5). Views of the project site
from the residences in ElI Dorado County located northeast of the project site, opposite US 50,
would be shielded by existing topography.

Sensitive receptors to the south of the project generally do not exist. However, the County
designates Scott Road south of the city-limit line as a scenic corridor. Figure 4.1-6 shows the
view of the project site from Scott Road and White Rock Road (photograph location 6).

Sensitive receptors west of the project site do not exist except for travelers on US 50 heading
eastbound. Photograph location 1 represents views of the site afforded to motorists traveling east
along US 50 as they approach the project site (see Figure 4.1-7). Photographs taken at location 1
represent views looking southeast at the project site from US 50 and East Bidwell Street/Scott
Road.
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Figure 4.1-1
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1: Southeast from US 50 (Figure 4.1-7 and 4.1-8)

2: South from Iron Point Road (Figure 4.1-2 and 4.1-9)

3: South from top of berm behind residences along Horseshoe Glen Circle
(Figure 4.1-3)

4: Southwest from the residential area along Winterfield Drive (Figure 4.1-4)
5: Northwest from Ca ad (Figure 4.1-5 and 4.1-10)
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Figure 4.1-2
Existing View from Location 2 — Looking South at the Project Site from Iron Point Road
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Figure 4.1-3
Existing View from Location 3 — Looking South at the Project Site from Top of Berm Behind Residences Along Horseshoe
Glen Circle
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Figure 4.1-4

Existing View from Location 4 — Looking Southwest at the Project Site from the Residential Area Along Winterfield Drive

CHAPTER 4.1 — AESTHETICS

4.1-9



DRAFT EIR
RUSSELL RANCH PROJECT
DECEMBER 2014

Figure 4.1-5
Existing View from Location 5 — Looking Northwest at the Project Site from Carson Crossing Road
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Figure 4.1-6
Existing View from Location 6 — Looking Northeast at the Project Site from Scott Road
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Figure 4.1-7
Existing View from Location 1 — Looking Southeast at the Project Site from US 50
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4.1.3 REGULATORY SETTING

Applicable federal laws or regulations pertaining to the visual quality of the project area do not
exist. However, the existing State and local laws and regulations are listed below, as applicable.

State Regulations
The following are applicable State goals and policies related to aesthetic resources.

California Scenic Highway Program

The State Scenic Highway System includes a list of highways that are either eligible for
designation as scenic highways or have been so designated. Such highways are identified in
Section 263 et seq. of the Streets and Highways Code.

Local Regulations

The following are applicable local goals and policies related to aesthetic resources.

City of Folsom General Plan

The following community design and scenic resource goals and policies of the City of Folsom
General Plan are applicable to the proposed project.

Policy 1.1 New development shall preserve and/or enhance to the
maximum degree feasible, the existing natural vegetation,
landscape features and open space, consistent with the
Goals and Policies of this Plan.

Policy 1.2 Existing viewsheds and opportunities for viewsheds should
be incorporated into the design of new developments.

Policy 3.2 Developments should be compatible with the natural
features and the buildings that surround them.
Compatibility will be measured by the size and
configuration of buildings in a project, the use of materials
and landscaping, the preservation of existing vegetation and
landscape features, and the location of entrance and exit
routes on the project site.

Policy 15.2 Community commercial centers should be designed to
minimize impacts on adjacent uses through site design,
access and parking, landscaping and lighting standards.

Goal 24 To ensure that projects contain landscaping and trees that complement the City's
natural character.
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Development projects shall contain landscaping of common
or public areas, surface parking areas, and streets bordering
the project.

Prior to the granting of a building permit, a project must
have an approved landscaping plan showing the location,
type, and proposed maintenance of landscaping.

The developer or property owners shall be responsible for
maintaining landscaping required as part of the project
approval for residential developments where there are
common areas, and for all commercial and industrial
developments. The City will require the establishment of a
landscaping maintenance district or other legally binding
maintenance agreement and will reserve the power to
enforce the- maintenance agreement through appropriate
means.

The City shall adopt a landscaping ordinance with
standards for:

1. Preferred types of plants and materials.

2. Agreements to ensure the continued maintenance of
landscaped areas.

3. Minimum size of trees upon planting.

4. Amount of landscaping area.

The City shall adopt a Scenic Corridor Plan for the
identified scenic corridors including but not limited to:

1. Folsom Boulevard Scenic Corridor, from US 50 to
Sutter Street.

2. Greenback Lane Scenic Corridor, from the City
Limits to Riley Street.

3. East Natoma Street Scenic Corridor, from Oak
Avenue Parkway to the El Dorado County Line.

4. Folsom-Auburn Road Scenic Corridor, from the
City Limits to Greenback Lane.
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City of Folsom Municipal Code

The Folsom Municipal Code (FMC) includes the following chapter related to aesthetics.

Chapter 17.06, Design Review

Pursuant to Sections 17.06.030 and 17.06.040, the design and architecture of single-family
residential projects which are a part of a planned development or a tentative subdivision map
must be submitted to the Community Development Director and Planning Commission for
review and approval.’

City of Folsom Hillside Development Guidelines

On February 14, 1995, the City of Folsom Planning Department adopted Resolution No. 4604,
Hillside Development Guidelines."® The purpose of the Hillside Development Guidelines is to
illustrate key design principles and issues that the City will use in evaluating applications for
development of any site within hillside areas of the City. The guidelines address street design,
grading, site design, parking, drainage, architecture, landscaping, visual impact, and preservation
of natural features, and are based on the City’s Hillside Development Procedures and Standards
Ordinance (Ordinance No. 798).

Folsom Plan Area Specific Plan

The planning principles and objectives of the FPASP relating to aesthetics that are applicable to
the proposed project are presented below.

Principle2  Enhancing the Natural Environment: Preserve and protect the natural habitat
within open space areas that also provides opportunities for recreation and
enjoyment.

Objective 4.3 Provide open space areas for preservation and conservation
of natural features, for limited recreational facilities and to
provide visual relief.

In addition, the following policy in the Alder Creek & Floodplain Protection Section of the
FPASP relates to lighting adjacent to Alder Creek.

Policy 10.38 All lighting adjacent to Alder Creek shall be limited to
bridges, underpasses, trailheads, public facilities and for
other public safety purposes. Lighting fixtures shall be fully
shielded and energy efficient.

Hillside Standards

The FPASP also contains Hillside Standards (Appendix A.5 of the FPASP) which include
Design Standards (Appendix A.5.3 of the FPASP) that set forth architectural guidelines to satisfy
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aesthetic concerns. The intention of the FPASP Design Standards is to provide clear directions
and design criteria for users. Individual projects would be compatible with the common overall
community elements; however, the need for separate identity, use of product type, or tenant
preference may dictate variation. All applications for approval of new construction in hillside
areas shall comply with the standards in Appendix A.5.3 as well as those in FMC Chapter 17.06.
The Design Standards included in FPASP include grading standards (Appendix A.5.3.1 of the
FPASP), residential subdivision design standards (Appendix A.5.3.2 of the FPASP), and
building and landscaping standards (Appendix A.5.3.3 of the FPASP) for all development in
hillside areas. The residential subdivision design standards and building and landscaping
standards are discussed in further detail below.

Residential Subdivision Design

The Residential Subdivision Design section of the FPASP includes standards for the
design of new residential lots for proposed subdivisions in hillside areas. Subdivisions
shall be designed to account for the natural qualities of the site, including steepness of
terrain, location of watercourses, periodic flooding, earth movement, size, shape and
other physical conditions. Lot sizes shall conform to the requirements of Appendix A.2,
Zoning Categories, Regulations and Development Standards, of the FPASP. The
Residential Subdivision Design section includes specific requirements regarding the lot
size, depth, location, slope, and coverage.

In addition, the Residential Subdivision Design section contains standards for the design
of residential streets for proposed subdivisions in hillside areas. Cul-de-sacs shall not
exceed 500 feet in length; provided, however, that where turnouts or turnarounds are
provided to the satisfaction of the Fire Department and the Department finds adequate
fire protection is possible, cul-de-sacs may be increased to 1,000 feet in length. Long,
straight residential streets, conducive to high speed traffic, shall not be permitted.
Standards for parking and street light are also included.

Building and Landscaping

The Residential Subdivision Design section of the FPASP includes standards for the
design of buildings and landscaping for proposed development in hillside areas. All
applications for approval of new construction in hillside areas shall be subject to design
review as outlined in FMC Chapter 17.06. Such applications shall comply with the
standards in this section as well as those in FMC Chapter 17.06. The Building and
Landscaping section includes specific requirements regarding rooflines, building
materials, decks and deck supports, landscaping plans, native plants, heritage oaks, and
exterior lighting.

The rooflines of structures should be below the height of any existing tree canopy, to the
extent feasible. Non-reflective, fire-resistant materials and colors that blend with the
natural landscape shall be used for all construction in hillside areas. On downhill sites,
decks shall be located and designed to avoid tall and highly visible supports. A
preliminary landscaping plan shall be submitted to the Community Development
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Department together with any tentative subdivision or parcel map application for parcels
in hillside areas.

In addition, whenever practical, native landscaping materials shall be used for street trees,
parks and other areas within hillside area developments. Exterior lighting shall be the
minimum necessary to provide for safety for pedestrians and other non vehicular uses
around the primary building on the site. Landscaping shall be used to reduce long-range
visibility of night lighting.

4.1.4 IMPACTS AND MITIGATION MEASURES

This section describes the standards of significance and methodology utilized to analyze and
determine the proposed project’s potential impacts related to aesthetics. In addition, a discussion
of the project’s impacts, as well as mitigation measures where necessary, is also presented.

Standards of Significance

Consistent with Appendix G of the CEQA Guidelines, the City’s General Plan, the FPASP and
associated EIR, and professional judgment, a significant impact would occur if the proposed
project would result in the following:

e Have a substantial adverse effect on a scenic vista;

e Substantially damage scenic resources, including, but not limited to, trees, rock
outcroppings, and historic buildings within a state scenic highway;

e Substantially degrade the existing visual character or quality of the site and its
surroundings; or

e Create a new source of substantial light or glare that would adversely affect day or
nighttime views in the area.

Based on the analysis in the Initial Study prepared for the proposed project (see Appendix C),
potential impacts to scenic resources within the vicinity of a State scenic highway were
determined to have a less-than-significant impact. The proposed project is not located within the
vicinity of a State scenic highway, and therefore, would not substantially damage scenic
resources within a State scenic highway. Impacts related to State scenic highways are not
examined further in this EIR.

Method of Analysis

The analysis of impacts gives full consideration to the development of the project site and
acknowledges the physical changes to the existing setting. Impacts to the existing environment of
the project site are to be determined by the contrast between the site’s visual setting before and
after the proposed development. Although few standards exist to singularly define the various
individual perceptions of aesthetic value from person to person, the degree of visual change
could be measured and described in a reasonably objective manner in terms of visibility and
visual contrast, dominance, and magnitude.
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As discussed above, the sensitive receptors to the visual and aesthetic alteration of the project
area would be travelers along US 50 looking southeast, travelers along Iron Point Road looking
south, the residential area to the north just south of Iron Point Road, the residential area in El
Dorado County to the east along Winterfield Drive, and the residential area in EI Dorado County
to the southeast along Carson Crossing Road.

It should be noted that impacts related to the proposed water storage tank near Empire Ranch
Road have been analyzed in the South of Highway 50 Backbone Infrastructure Project Initial
Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration (Backbone Infrastructure MND).!* The Backbone
Infrastructure MND is required to be considered by the City Council for approval prior to public
hearings on the proposed project entitlements and this EIR.

Project-Specific Impacts and Mitigation Measures

The following discussion of aesthetic impacts is based on implementation of the proposed
project in comparison to existing conditions and the standards of significance presented above.

4.1-1 Substantial adverse effect on a scenic vista or degradation of the existing visual
character or quality of the project site and/or the site’s surroundings. Based on the
analysis below, even with mitigation, the impact is significant and unavoidable.

The proposed project would include 875 residential units, approximately 164 acres of
open space and parks, as well as 9.7 acres for an elementary school. The existing cell
towers and associated equipment would remain in place in the northwestern portion of
the project site. Development of the proposed project would occur in three phases. Each
phase would be mass graded prior to revegetation of the proposed open space areas.
Therefore, a change to the visual setting would occur during construction as well as upon
completion of the proposed project.

Views of the Project Site

During construction, the site would be highly visible from US 50, the existing City to the
north, and portions of the residence along White Rock Road. Because the phases would
be mass graded, construction of the proposed project would result in a substantial change
in visual character of the project site. In addition, new residents from the initial phases of
development would become potentially sensitive visual receptors during the latter phases
of project development. Therefore, the potential for interim internal impacts could occur.
Post construction, the site would be built-out with roadways, homes, open space and
landscaping. Photosimulations were prepared to from select viewpoints to provide a
visual representation of the fully developed proposed project.

Photosimulations for locations 1, 2, and 5 were prepared to capture representative views
from the nearby sensitive visual receptors. A photosimulation was not prepared for
locations 3, 4, and 6 because the project site is either entirely blocked by existing terrain
or is too far away to make any noticeable difference to the viewer.

CHAPTER 4.1 — AESTHETICS



DRAFT EIR
RUSSELL RANCH PROJECT
DECEMBER 2014

Figures 4.1-8 through 4.1-10 illustrate views of the project site and surrounding areas
including development of the proposed project with landscape vegetation at mature
growth. The existing views are presented as well to provide a direct visual comparison.

Figure 4.1-8 presents the view from location 1 looking southeast at the project site from
US 50. As shown in the figure, the proposed residences would be clearly visible to
travelers along US 50. Figure 4.1-9 presents the view from location 2 looking south at the
project site from Iron Point Road. As shown in the figure, the proposed residences would
be clearly visible to travelers along Iron Point Road, residences to the north along Iron
Point Road, and travelers on US 50 immediately north of the project site. Figure 4.1-10
presents the view from location 5 looking northwest at the project site from Carson
Crossing Road. As shown in the figure, the proposed residences and open space would be
clearly visible to residences along White Rock Road to the southeast.

Views From the Project Site

The site overlooks the areas to the south, west, and east, including the open space area
associated with the remainder of the FPASP. The proposed project, unlike the FPASP
plan for the project site, includes the use of single-loaded streets with landscaped,
terraced slope areas beyond the rear yards of the proposed residences in an attempt to
provide the future residences with views of the remaining portions of the FPASP, which
is described as a scenic vista.

Design Standards

To address the aesthetic value of the built environment, the FPASP included design
standards. In addition, the proposed project is required to develop project-specific design
guidelines. The proposed project would be required to comply with the FPASP Design
Standards. The proposed project design would be generally consistent with the overall
intent of the Design Standards for hillside areas (i.e., lot size, lot coverage, access to
streets, street lights, rooflines, building materials and colors, etc.) while still having a
separate identity. The exterior of the proposed structures would blend with the natural
landscape by utilizing natural materials and colors for architectural interest. Reflective
materials, except for window surfaces, would be avoided. Class A, fire-resistant roof
materials would be used on the proposed residences and school buildings. Although the
project design would be expected to comply with the FPASP Design Guidelines,
compliance would be ensured during the design permit and architectural review process.

The Russell Ranch Neighborhood Design Guidelines were created for the proposed
project in order to summarize the proposed neighborhood vision with guiding principles,
the proposed landscape, streetscape, and neighborhood design, and development and
design standards. The guidelines function to implement the City of Folsom General Plan
goals for the area, implement the FPASP, establish a design framework, and create a
design review framework by which to evaluate, critique, and approve development
projects on individual sites with the project.
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Figure 4.1-8
Proposed View from Location 1 - Looking Southeast at the Project Site from US 50
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Figure 4.1-9
Proposed View from Location 2 - Looking South at the Project Site from Iron Point Road
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Figure 4.1-10

Proposed View from Location 4 - Looking Northwest at the Project Site from Carson Crossing Road
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Various elevations, building materials, massing, architectural styles, and roof forms
ensure that repetition is avoided in order to create a sense that the neighborhood has been
built over time. To further define and emphasize the architecture of the proposed project,
nine architectural styles are outlined in the Neighborhood Design Guidelines. Additional
architectural styles that are consistent with the neighborhood vision would be reviewed
and approved on a case-by-case basis.

By utilizing the Russell Ranch Neighborhood Design Guidelines and City of Folsom
Hillside Development Guidelines, the proposed project site would be developed and
designed to complement the natural topography while maintaining an interconnected
network of open space and trails.

Conclusion

The approved FPASP included 244 more residential units and 380,061 square feet of
commercial uses on the project site than the proposed project. Although the proposed
project results in a reduction in the number of units and eliminates commercial
development, the aesthetic impacts would remain similar. The proposed project would
comply with the City’s Hillside Development Guidelines and the FPASP Design
Standards. However, due to the substantial change to the existing setting of the site, the
proposed project would be considered to degrade the existing visual character or quality
of the project site and/or the site’s surroundings. In addition, the future residents of the
initial phases of development would become potential sensitive visual receptors during
the latter phases of development. Furthermore, because the proposed project is located on
a site described as a scenic vista, development of the proposed project would result in a
significant impact.

Project-Specific Mitigation Measure(s)

Buildout of the proposed project would significantly alter a scenic vista and the existing
visual character of the project site. The following mitigation measure would alleviate the
impacts to future residents during construction. Other feasible mitigation measures are
not available to reduce impacts associated with the alteration of a scenic vista or
degradation of the existing visual character or quality of the project site from project
development to a less-than-significant level. Therefore, the impact would remain
significant and unavoidable.

4.1-1 Prior to the approval of the grading plan, the issuance of a building
permit, as well as during construction, the project contractor of all project
phases shall locate staging and material storage areas as far away from
sensitive biological resources and sensitive land uses (e.g., residential
areas, schools, parks) as feasible. Staging and material storage areas
shall be approved by the appropriate agency (identified below) before the
approval of grading plans and building permits for all project phases and
shall be screened from adjacent occupied land uses in earlier development
phases to the maximum extent practicable. Screens may include, but are
not limited to, the use of visual barriers such as berms or fences. The
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screen design shall be approved by the City’s Community Development
Department to reduce visual effects to the extent possible.

FPASP EIR/EIS Applicable Mitigation Measure(s)

3A.1-4: Screen Construction Staging Areas. The project applicant(s) for any
particular discretionary development application shall locate staging and
material storage areas as far away from sensitive biological resources
and sensitive land uses (e.g., residential areas, schools, parks) as feasible.
Staging and material storage areas shall be approved by the appropriate
agency (identified below) before the approval of grading plans for all
project phases and shall be screened from adjacent occupied land uses in
earlier development phases to the maximum extent practicable. Screens
may include, but are not limited to, the use of such visual barriers such as
berms or fences. The screen design shall be approved by the appropriate
agency to further reduce visual effects to the extent possible.

Mitigation for the off-site elements outside of the City of Folsom’s
jurisdictional boundaries shall be developed by the project applicant(s) of
each applicable project phase in consultation with the affected oversight
agency(ies) (i.e., EI Dorado and/or Sacramento Counties, and Caltrans)
to reduce to the extent feasible the visual effects of construction activities
on adjacent project land uses that have already been developed

4.1-2 Creation of new sources of substantial light or glare that would adversely affect day
or nighttime views in the area. Based on the analysis below and with
implementation of mitigation, the impact is less than significant.

Glare is typically associated with reflections from windows, building materials, and
vehicles. The project site is currently vacant and undeveloped, with the exception of the
four existing telecommunication facilities. As such, implementation of the proposed
project would introduce new sources of light and glare to the project area.

As discussed above, the proposed project is required to comply with the City’s Hillside
Development Guidelines, and the goals and policies of the FPASP, including compliance
with the FPASP Design Guidelines. Consistency with the City’s Hillside Development
Guidelines and the FPASP Design Guidelines would be ensured during the design permit
and architectural review process. The City’s Hillside Development Guidelines include
design principles for lighting such as the following: a minimal approach to outdoor
lighting; exterior lighting should be primarily for safety of pedestrians and other non-
vehicular uses around the building of a site; development of exterior lighting plans should
take into consideration the natural site conditions and location; lighting for purely
decorative purposes should be avoided; use of conventional unshaded or non-recessed
spot lights or flood lights with bulbs of 75 watts or greater should be avoided; and
lighting should not spill into a neighbor’s property (i.e., screen light sources and/or use
directional lighting, use ground level lighting, and limit light intensity). The FPASP
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Design Guidelines prohibit the use of reflective building materials. In addition, the
FPASP Design Guidelines prohibit the use of windows with highly reflective treatments
and encourages locating windows to avoid highly reflective sun orientations to adjacent
properties. Furthermore, the Guidelines require exterior lighting to be installed at the
minimum necessary to provide for safety for pedestrians and other non vehicular uses
around the proposed buildings. In addition, landscaping would be used to reduce long-
range visibility of night lighting.

The proposed project’s building and street lighting would be designed to minimize
potential impacts on surrounding properties in accordance with standards included in the
Russell Ranch Neighborhood Design Guidelines. For example, per the Russell Ranch
Neighborhood Design Guidelines, exterior lighting throughout the project site would be
the minimum necessary to provide safety for pedestrians and other non-vehicular uses.
Lighting would be designed and selected to provide appropriate light levels to reduce
long-range visibility of night lighting with full cut off fixture designs. Fixtures would not
be ornamental, but would be simple and understated. Landscape up lighting would be
avoided in order to keep the upward nighttime glare to a minimum. Although complete
elimination of project-related glare would be impossible, compliance with the Russell
Ranch Neighborhood Design Guidelines, as well as the FPASP Design Guidelines
limitations related to glare, would help to reduce the amount of reflective surfaces and
materials that could contribute to glare.

The approved FPASP included 244 more residential units and 380,061 square feet of
commercial uses on the project site than the proposed project. The approved FPASP
commercial development would result in greater light and glare impacts than the
proposed project. Overall, due to the proposed project’s design and required consistency
with the City’s Hillside Development Guidelines and the FPASP Design Guidelines, the
proposed project would not be expected to generate light or glare that would adversely
affect day or nighttime views in the area. However, without a site lighting plan, the
impacts from light and glare are difficult to determine. Therefore, without a lighting plan,
the proposed project would have a potentially significant impact related to light and
glare.

Project-Specific Mitigation Measure(s)
Implementation of the following mitigation measure would reduce the above impact to a
less-than-significant level.

4.1-2 Prior to the issuance of a building permit, the project applicant of all
project phases shall submit a lighting plan for the project to the Folsom
Community Development Department. The lighting plan shall

e shield or screen lighting fixtures to direct the light downward
and prevent light spill on adjacent properties;

e place and shield or screen flood and area lighting needed for
construction activities, nighttime sporting activities, and/or
security so as not to disturb adjacent residential areas and
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passing motorists;

e for public lighting in residential neighborhoods, prohibit the
use of light fixtures that are of unusually high intensity or
brightness (e.g., harsh mercury vapor, low-pressure sodium, or
fluorescent bulbs) or that blink or flash;

e use appropriate building materials (such as low-glare glass,
low-glare building glaze or finish, neutral, earth-toned colored
paint and roofing materials), shielded or screened lighting, and
appropriate signage in the office/commercial areas to prevent
light and glare from adversely affecting motorists on nearby
roadways; and

e design exterior on-site lighting as an integral part of the
building and landscaping design in the Specific Plan Area.
Lighting fixtures shall be architecturally consistent with the
overall site design.

The project applicant shall implement the approved lighting plan, subject
to approval by the Community Development Department.

FPASP EIR/EIS Applicable Mitigation Measure(s)
None applicable.

Cumulative Impacts and Mitigation Measures

The following discussion of impacts is based on the implementation of the proposed project in
combination with other proposed and pending projects in the City as well as buildout of the
remainder of the FPASP.

4.1-3 Long-term changes in visual character of the region associated with cumulative
development of the proposed project in combination with future buildout in the City
of Folsom. Based on the analysis below and the lack of feasible mitigation, the
impact is significant and unavoidable.

Buildout of the entire FPASP would constitute the cumulative setting for the proposed
project. Full development of the FPASP would convert the 3,510-acre undeveloped site
to mixed use development on approximately 2,335 acres. The project site is included in
the FPASP as a mixed use development including 1,119 residential units, 380,061 square
feet of commercial, an elementary school, and approximately 105 acres of open space
and parks. It should be noted that the FPASP did not include the existing cell towers in
the land use plan for the project site. The proposed project includes 875 residential units,
zero commercial, an elementary school, approximately 164 acres of open space and
parks, and 2.6 acres to accommodate the existing cell towers. The FPASP EIR/EIS
concluded that impacts to the visual character of the FPASP would be significant and
unavoidable because views along nearby roadways would change and views of the
FPASP are part of thousands of acres of open space that would no longer exist.
Therefore, a significant cumulative impact would result.
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Although the proposed project would result in a reduction in units, removal of
commercial uses, and an increase in open space as compared to the FPASP approved land
uses, the proposed project would still include development on a prominent hillside within
the FPASP. Thus, the proposed project’s contribution to the impact to the existing visual
character or quality of the site or region identified in the FPASP EIR/EIS would be
significant, even with the Specific Plan Amendment request.

Project-Specific Mitigation Measure(s)

Buildout of the proposed project would significantly alter the existing visual character of
the project site. The following mitigation measures would alleviate the cumulative
impacts to the visual character of the site both during construction and in the long-term.
Nevertheless, consistent with the conclusions of the FPASP EIR/EIS, buildout of the
proposed project would remain a significant and unavoidable impact.

4.1-3 Implement Mitigation Measures 4.1-1 and 4.1-2.

FPASP EIR/EIS Applicable Mitigation Measure(s)
None applicable.
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4.2 AIR QUALITY AND CLIMATE CHANGE

4.2.1 INTRODUCTION

The Air Quality and Climate Change chapter of the EIR describes the effects of the proposed
project on local and regional air quality, as well as global climate change. The chapter includes a
discussion of existing air quality conditions, applicable regulations, construction-related
emissions, and direct and indirect operational emissions, including greenhouse gas (GHG)
emissions. Impacts of project emissions on both the local and regional scale, and mitigation
measures to reduce or eliminate any identified significant impacts are also addressed. The Air
Quality and Climate Change chapter utilizes information obtained from the City of Folsom
General Plan,' the Folsom Plan Area Specific Plan (FPASP)? and associated EIR/EIS,** the
California Emissions Estimator Model (CalEEMod) version 2013.2.2,> and is primarily based on
information, guidance, and analysis protocol provided by the Sacramento Metropolitan Air
Quality Management District (SMAQMD).

4.2.2 EXISTING ENVIRONMENTAL SETTING

The following information provides an overview of the existing environmental setting in relation
to air quality within the proposed project area. Air basin characteristics, ambient air quality
standards (AAQS), attainment status and regional air quality plans, local air quality monitoring,
odors, sensitive receptors, and greenhouse gases are discussed.

Air Basin Characteristics

The City of Folsom is located within Sacramento County, which is within the boundaries of the
Sacramento Valley Air Basin (SVAB). Air quality in the SVAB is largely the result of the
following factors: emissions, geography, and meteorology (wind, atmospheric stability, and
sunlight).

The Sacramento Valley is often described as a bowl shaped valley, with the SVAB being
bounded by the North Coast Ranges on the west and the Northern Sierra Nevada Mountains on
the east, and the intervening terrain being flat. The Sacramento Valley has a Mediterranean
climate, characterized by hot dry summers and mild rainy winters. During the year, the
temperature may range from 20 to 115 degrees Fahrenheit with summer highs usually in the 90s
and winter lows occasionally below freezing. Average annual rainfall is approximately 20 inches
with snowfall being very rare. The prevailing winds are moderate in strength and vary from
moist breezes from the south to dry land flows from the north.°

The mountains surrounding the Sacramento Valley create a barrier to airflow, which can trap air
pollutants in the valley when meteorological conditions are right and a temperature inversion
exists. The highest frequency of air stagnation occurs in the autumn and early winter when large
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high-pressure cells lie over the valley. The lack of surface wind during such periods and the
reduced vertical flow caused by less surface heating reduces the influx of outside air and allows
air pollutants to become concentrated in the air. The surface concentrations of pollutants are
highest when these conditions are combined with smoke from agricultural burning, which is
regulated through SMAQMD permits, or when temperature inversions trap cool air, fog, and
pollutants near the ground.

The ozone season (May through October) in the Sacramento Valley is characterized by stagnant
morning air or light winds with the Delta sea breeze arriving in the afternoon out of the
southwest. Usually the evening breeze transports the airborne pollutants to the north out of the
Sacramento Valley. However, during approximately half of the days from July to September, a
phenomenon called the “Schultz Eddy” prevents such transport from occurring. Instead of
allowing for the prevailing wind patterns to move north carrying the pollutants out of the valley,
the Schultz Eddy causes the wind pattern and pollutants to circle back southward. The Schultz
Eddy effect exacerbates the pollution levels in the area and increases the likelihood of violating
the federal and State air quality standards.

Ambient Air Quality Standards

The federal Clean Air Act (CAA) requires the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (USEPA)
to set National Ambient Air Quality Standards (NAAQS) for six common air pollutants, known
as criteria pollutants, because the criteria air pollutants could be detrimental to human health and
the environment. The criteria pollutants include particulate matter, ground-level ozone, carbon
monoxide, sulfur oxides, nitrogen oxides, and lead. Primary standards are the set of limits based
on human health, and secondary standards are the set of limits intended to prevent environmental
and property damage. States may also establish their own ambient air quality standards, provided
the State standards are at least as stringent as the NAAQS. California has established California
Ambient Air Quality Standards (CAAQS) pursuant to Health and Safety Code Section 39606(b)
and its predecessor statutes. The State of California has established air quality standards for some
pollutants not addressed by federal standards, including hydrogen sulfide, sulfates, vinyl
chloride, and visibility reducing particles.

The NAAQS and CAAQS summarized in Table 4.2-1 represent safe levels that avoid specific
adverse health effects. A summary of the pollutants, their characteristics, health effects, and
typical sources is provided in Table 4.2-2, followed by brief descriptions of each criteria
pollutant. Of the pollutants, particle pollution and ground-level ozone are the most widespread
health threats.

CHAPTER 4.2 — AIR QUALITY AND CLIMATE CHANGE
4.2-2



DRAFT EIR

RUSSELL RANCH PROJECT

DECEMBER 2014
Table 4.2-1
Ambient Air Quality Standards
NAAQS
Pollutant Averaging Time CAAQS Primary Secondary
Ozone I Hour 0.09 ppm - Same as prima
8 Hour 0.070 ppm 0.075 ppm P Y
. 8 Hour 9 ppm 9 ppm
Carbon Monoxide | Hour 20 ppm 35 ppm -
. L Annual Mean 0.030 ppm 53 ppb Same as primary
Nitrogen Dioxide | Hour 0.18 ppm 100 ppb -
24 Hour 0.04 ppm - -
Sulfur Dioxide 3 Hour - - 0.5 ppm
1 Hour 0.25 ppm 75 ppb -
Respirable Annual Mean 20 ug/m’ - .
Particulate Matter 3 3 Same as primary
(PMy) 24 Hour 50 ug/m 150 ug/m
Fine Particulate Annual Mean 12 ug/m’ 12 ug/m’ 15 ug/m’
Matter (PM, ;) 24 Hour - 35 ug/m’ Same as primary
Lead 30 Day Average 1.5 ug/m’ - -
Calendar Quarter - 1.5 ug/m’ Same as primary
Sulfates 24 Hour 25 ug/m’ - -
Hydrogen Sulfide 1 Hour 0.03 ppm - -
Vinyl Chloride 24 Hour 0.010 ppm - -
Visibility Reducmg 8 Hour see note below - -
Particles

ppm = parts per million
ppb = parts per billion

pug/m’ = micrograms per cubic meter

Note: Statewide Visibility Reducing Particle Standard (except Lake Tahoe Air Basin): Particles in
sufficient amount to produce an extinction coefficient of 0.23 per kilometer when the relative humidity is
less than 70 percent. This standard is intended to limit the frequency and severity of visibility impairment

due to regional haze and is equivalent to a 10-mile nominal visual range.

Source: California Air Resources Board. Ambient Air Quality Standards. June 4, 2013. Available at:

http://www.arb.ca.gov/research/aags/aaqs2.pdf. Accessed October 2014.”
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Table 4.2-2
Summary of Criteria Pollutants

Pollutant Characteristics Health Effects Major Sources
Ozone A highly reactive gas produced | e Eye irritation Combustion sources
by the photochemical process e  Wheezing, chest pain, dry such as factories,
involving a chemical reaction throat, headache, or nausea automobiles, and
between the sun’s energy and e Aggravated respiratory evaporation of
other pollutant emissions. Often disease such as emphysema, | solvents and fuels.
called photochemical smog. bronchitis, and asthma
Carbon An odorless, colorless, highly | e Impairment of oxygen Automobile exhaust,
Monoxide | toxic gas thatis formed by the transport in the bloodstream | combustion of fuels,
incomplete combustion of fuels. | e  Impaired vision, reduced and combustion of
alertness, chest pain, and wood in woodstoves
headaches and ﬁreplaces.
e (Can be fatal in the case of
very high concentrations
Nitrogen A reddish-brown gas that e Lung irrigation and damage Automobile and
Dioxide discolors the air and is formed e Increased risk of acute and diesel truck exhaust,
during combustion of fossil chronic respiratory disease industrial processes,
fuels under high temperature and fossil-fueled
and pressure. power plants.
Sulfur A colorless, irritating gas witha | e  Aggravation of chronic Diesel vehicle
Dioxide rotten egg odor formed by obstruction lung disease exhaust, oil-powered
combustion of sulfur-containing | e Increased risk of acute and power plants, and
fossil fuels. chronic respiratory disease industrial processes.
Particulate A complex mixture of e Aggravation of chronic Combustion sources
Matter extremely small particles and respiratory disease such as automobiles,
(PMjpand liquid droplets that can easily e Heart and lung disease power generation,
PM,5) pass through the throat and nose | o  Coughing industrial processes,
and enter the lungs. e Bronchitis and wood burning.
e Chronic respiratory disease | /lso fromunpaved
in children roa(.ls‘, farmmg
e Irregular heartbeat gc.tlvme‘s, and
e Nonfatal heart attacks fugitive windblown
dust.
Lead A metal found naturally inthe | e Loss of appetite, weakness, Industrial sources
environment as well as in apathy, and miscarriage and combustion of
manufactured products. e Lesions of the leaded aviation
neuromuscular system, gasoline.
circulatory system, brain,
and gastrointestinal tract
Sources:

e California Air Resources Board. California Ambient Air Quality Standards (CAAQS). Available at:
http://www.arb.ca.gov/research/aags/caags/caaqgs.htm. Accessed October 2014
e Sacramento Metropolitan, El Dorado, Feather River, Placer, and Yolo-Solano Air Districts, Spare the Air
website. Air Quality Information for the Sacramento Region. Available at:

http://www.sparetheair.com/health.cfm?page=healthoverall. Accessed October 2014.°

e California Air Resources Board. Glossary of Air Pollution Terms. Available at:
http://www.arb.ca.gov/html/gloss.htm. Accessed October 2014."°
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Ozone

Ozone (O3) is a reactive gas consisting of three oxygen atoms. In the troposphere, ozone is a
product of the photochemical process involving the sun's energy, and is a secondary pollutant
formed as a result of a complex chemical reaction between reactive organic gases (ROG) and
NOx emissions in the presence of sunlight. As such, unlike other pollutants, ozone is not released
directly into the atmosphere from any sources. In the stratosphere, ozone exists naturally and
shields Earth from harmful incoming ultraviolet radiation. The primary source of ozone
precursors is mobile sources, including cars, trucks, buses, construction equipment, and
agricultural equipment.

Ground-level ozone reaches the highest level during the afternoon and early evening hours. High
levels occur most often during the summer months. Ground-level ozone is a strong irritant that
could cause constriction of the airways, forcing the respiratory system to work harder in order to
provide oxygen. Ozone at the Earth's surface causes numerous adverse health effects and is a
major component of smog. High concentrations of ground level ozone can adversely affect the
human respiratory system and aggravate cardiovascular disease and many respiratory ailments.

Reactive Organic Gas

Reactive Organic Gas (ROG) is a reactive chemical gas composed of hydrocarbon compounds
typically found in paints and solvents that contributes to the formation of smog and ozone by
involvement in atmospheric chemical reactions. A separate health standard does not exist for
ROG. However, some compounds that make up ROG are toxic, such as the carcinogen benzene.

Oxides of Nitrogen

Oxides of Nitrogen (NOyx) are a family of gaseous nitrogen compounds and are precursors to the
formation of ozone and particulate matter. The major component of NOx, nitrogen dioxide
(NOy), is a reddish-brown gas that discolors the air and is toxic at high concentrations. NOx
results primarily from the combustion of fossil fuels under high temperature and pressure. On-
road and off-road motor vehicles and fuel combustion are the major sources of NOx. NOx reacts
with ROG to form smog, which could result in adverse impacts to human health, damage the
environment, and cause poor visibility. Additionally, NOx emissions are a major component of
acid rain. Health effects related to NOx include lung irritation and lung damage and can cause
increased risk of acute and chronic respiratory disease.

Carbon Monoxide

Carbon Monoxide (CO) is an odorless, colorless, highly toxic gas that is formed by the
incomplete combustion of fuels and is emitted directly into the air (unlike ozone). Emissions of
CO are primarily a winter pollution problem due to cold stagnant weather conditions. When CO
enters the body, the CO combines with chemicals in the body, which prevents blood from
carrying oxygen to cells, tissues, and organs. Symptoms of exposure to CO could include
problems with vision, reduced alertness, and general reduction in mental and physical functions.
Exposure to CO can result in chest pain, headaches, and reduced mental alertness.
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The main source of CO in the region is motor vehicle emissions, with other CO sources
including other mobile sources, miscellaneous processes, and fuel combustion from stationary
sources. Emissions and ambient concentrations of CO decreased dramatically in Sacramento
County with the introduction of the catalytic converter emission control technology for on-road
motor vehicles in 1975. Exceedances of the State or federal standards for CO have not been
recorded at a monitoring station in Sacramento County since 1993. Both California Air
Resources Board (CARB) and USEPA have re-designated the Sacramento County as an
attainment area for CO, for the CAAQS in 1997 and the NAAQS on June 1, 1998, respectively.
However, elevated localized concentrations of CO still warrant consideration due to the severe
effect on human health in concentrated amounts. Occurrences of localized CO concentrations are
often associated with heavy traffic congestion, which most frequently occur at signalized
intersections of high-volume roadways.

Sulfur Dioxide

Sulfur Dioxide is a colorless, irritating gas with a rotten egg odor formed primarily by the
combustion of sulfur-containing fossil fuels from mobile sources, such as locomotives, ships,
and off-road diesel equipment. SO, is also emitted from several industrial processes, such as
petroleum refining and metal processing. Similar to airborne NOx, suspended sulfur oxide
particles contribute to poor visibility. The sulfur oxide particles are also a component of PM.

Particulate Matter

Particulate matter, also known as particle pollution or PM, is a complex mixture of extremely
small particles and liquid droplets. Particle pollution is made up of a number of components,
including acids (such as nitrates and sulfates), organic chemicals, metals, and soil or dust
particles. The size of particles is directly linked to their potential for causing health impacts. The
USEPA is concerned about particles that are 10 micrometers in diameter or smaller because
those are the particles that generally pass through the throat and nose and enter the lungs. Once
inhaled, the particles could affect the heart and lungs and cause serious health effects. USEPA
groups particle pollution into three categories based on their size and where they are deposited:

e '"Inhalable coarse particles (PM;s.10)," which are found near roadways and dusty
industries, are between 2.5 and 10 micrometers in diameter. PM, 5o is deposited in the
thoracic region of the lungs.

e '"Fine particles (PM;5)," which are found in smoke and haze, are 2.5 micrometers in
diameter and smaller. PM; s particles could be directly emitted from sources such as
forest fires, or could form when gases emitted from power plants, industries, and
automobiles react in the air. They penetrate deeply into the thoracic and alveolar regions
of the lungs.

e “Ultrafine particles (UFP),” which are very, very small particles (less than 0.1
micrometers in diameter) largely resulting from the combustion of fossil fuels, meat,
wood, and other hydrocarbons. While UFP mass is a small portion of PM; s, their high
surface area, deep lung penetration, and transfer into the bloodstream could result in
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disproportionate health impacts relative to their mass. UFP is not currently regulated
separately, but is analyzed as part of PM2.5.

PM,o, PM; 519, and UFP include primary pollutants (emitted directly to the atmosphere) as well
as secondary pollutants (formed in the atmosphere by chemical reactions among precursors).
Generally speaking, PM,s and UFP are emitted by combustion sources like vehicles, power
generation, industrial processes, and wood burning, while PM;( sources include the same sources
plus roads and farming activities. Fugitive windblown dust and other area sources also represent
a source of airborne dust. Long-term PM pollution, especially fine particles, could result in
significant health problems including, but not limited to, the following: increased respiratory
symptoms, such as irritation of the airways, coughing or difficulty breathing; decreased lung
function; aggravated asthma; development of chronic respiratory disease in children;
development of chronic bronchitis or obstructive lung disease; irregular heartbeat; heart attacks;
and increased blood pressure.

Lead

Lead (Pb) is a relatively soft and chemically resistant metal that is a natural constituent of air,
water, and the biosphere. Lead is neither created nor destroyed in the environment, and, thus,
essentially persists forever. Lead forms compounds with both organic and inorganic substances.
As an air pollutant, lead is present in small particles. Sources of lead emissions in California
include a variety of industrial activities. Gasoline-powered automobile engines were a major
source of airborne lead through the use of leaded fuels. The use of leaded fuel has been mostly
phased out, with the result that ambient concentrations of lead have dropped dramatically.
However, because lead was emitted in large amounts from vehicles when leaded gasoline was
used, lead is present in many soils (especially urban soils) and could become re-suspended into
the air.

Because lead is only slowly excreted, exposures to small amounts of lead from a variety of
sources could accumulate to harmful levels. Effects from inhalation of lead near the level of the
ambient air quality standard include impaired blood formation and nerve conduction. Lead can
adversely affect the nervous, reproductive, digestive, immune, and blood-forming systems.
Symptoms could include fatigue, anxiety, short-term memory loss, depression, weakness in the
extremities, and learning disabilities in children. Lead also causes cancer.

Sulfates

Sulfates (SO4%) are the fully oxidized ionic form of sulfur and are colorless gases. Sulfates occur
in combination with metal and/or hydrogen ions. In California, emissions of sulfur compounds
occur primarily from the combustion of petroleum-derived fuels (e.g., gasoline and diesel fuel)
that contain sulfur. The sulfur is oxidized to sulfur dioxide (SO,) during the combustion process
and subsequently converted to sulfate compounds in the atmosphere. The conversion of SO; to
sulfates takes place comparatively rapidly and completely in urban areas of California due to
regional meteorological features.
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The sulfates standard established by CARB is designed to prevent aggravation of respiratory
symptoms. Effects of sulfate exposure at levels above the standard include a decrease in
ventilatory function, aggravation of asthmatic symptoms, and an increased risk of cardio-
pulmonary disease. Sulfates are particularly effective in degrading visibility, and, because they
are usually acidic, can harm ecosystems and damage materials and property.

Hydrogen Sulfide

Hydrogen Sulfide (H»S) is associated with geothermal activity, oil and gas production, refining,
sewage treatment plants, and confined animal feeding operations. Hydrogen sulfide is extremely
hazardous in high concentrations; especially in enclosed spaces (800 ppm can cause death).

Vinyl Chloride

Vinyl Chloride (C,H;3Cl, also known as VCM) is a colorless gas that does not occur naturally,
but is formed when other substances such as trichloroethane, trichloroethylene, and tetrachloro-
ethylene are broken down. Vinyl chloride is used to make polyvinyl chloride (PVC) which is
used to make a variety of plastic products, including pipes, wire and cable coatings, and
packaging materials.

Visibility Reducing Particles

Visibility Reducing Particles are a mixture of suspended particulate matter consisting of dry
solid fragments, solid cores with liquid coatings, and small droplets of liquid. The standard is
intended to limit the frequency and severity of visibility impairment due to regional haze and is
equivalent to a 10-mile nominal visual range.

Toxic Air Contaminants

In addition to the criteria pollutants discussed above, Toxic Air Contaminants (TACs) are also a
category of environmental concern. TACs are present in many types of emissions with varying
degrees of toxicity. Sources of TACs include industrial processes such as petroleum refining and
chrome plating operations, commercial operations such as gasoline stations and dry cleaners, and
motor vehicle exhaust. Cars and trucks release at least 40 different TACs. In terms of health
risks, the most volatile contaminants are diesel particulate matter (DPM), benzene,
formaldehyde, 1,3-butadiene and acetaldehyde. Gasoline vapors contain several TACs, including
benzene, toluene, and xylenes. Public exposure to TACs can result from emissions from normal
operations as well as accidental releases.

Health risks from TACs are a function of both the concentration of emissions and the duration of
exposure, which typically are associated with long-term exposure and the associated risk of
contracting cancer. Health effects of exposure to TACs other than cancer include birth defects,
neurological damage, and death.
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Naturally Occurring Asbestos

Naturally occurring asbestos (NOA) was identified as a TAC in 1986 by CARB. Earth
disturbance activity could result in the release of NOA to the air. NOA is located in many parts
of California and is commonly associated with ultramafic rocks. Asbestos is the common name
for a group of naturally occurring fibrous silicate minerals that can separate into thin but strong
and durable fibers. Ultramafic rocks, a type of igneous rock (i.e., cooled, solidified magma/lava),
form in high-temperature environments well below the surface of the earth. By the time they are
exposed at the surface, ultramafic rocks may be partially to completely altered into a type of
metamorphic rock called serpentinite. Sometimes the metamorphic conditions are right for the
formation of chrysotile asbestos or tremolite-actinolite asbestos in the bodies of such rocks or
along their boundaries.

For individuals living in areas of NOA, many potential pathways exist for airborne exposure to
soil dust containing asbestos, including children playing in the dirt, dust raised from unpaved
roads and driveways, grading and earth disturbance associated with construction activity,
quarrying, gardening, and other human activities. For homes built on asbestos outcroppings,
asbestos could be tracked into the home or enter as fibers suspended in the air. Once such fibers
are indoors, they can be entrained into the air by normal household activities, such as vacuuming
(as many respirable fibers would simply pass through vacuum cleaner bags).

People exposed to low levels of asbestos may be at elevated risk (e.g., above background rates)
of lung cancer and mesothelioma. The risk is proportional to the cumulative inhaled dose
(quantity of fibers), and also increases with the time since first exposure. Although a number of
factors exist that influence the disease-causing potency of any given asbestos (such as fiber
length and width, fiber type, and fiber chemistry), all forms are carcinogens.

At the request of SMAQMD, the California Geological Survey (formerly the California Division
of Mines and Geology) prepared a report called the Relative Likelihood for the Presence of
Naturally Occurring Asbestos in Eastern Sacramento County, California.'' The map in the
aforementioned report displays “areas moderately likely to contain NOA.” According to the map,
represented by Figure 4.2-1 below, the proposed project is located in an area moderately likely to
contain NOA. Although geologic conditions are more likely for asbestos formation in particular
areas identified by the map, the presence thereof is not certain.

Attainment Status and Regional Air Quality Plans

Areas not meeting the NAAQS presented above are designated by the USEPA as nonattainment.
Further classifications of nonattainment areas are based on the severity of the nonattainment
problem, with marginal, moderate, serious, severe, and extreme nonattainment classifications for
ozone. Nonattainment classifications for PM range from marginal to serious. The CAA requires
areas violating the NAAQS to prepare an air quality control plan referred to as the State
Implementation Plan (SIP). The SIP contains the strategies and control measures for states to use
to attain the NAAQS. The SIP is periodically modified to reflect the latest emissions inventories,
planning documents, rules, and regulations of air basins as reported by the agencies with
jurisdiction over them.
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Figure 4.2-1
Relatlve leellhood for the Presence o_f Naturally Occurrlng Asbestos in Eastern Sacramento County

Areas of Relative Likelihood for the Presence of NOA

Areas Most Likely to Contain NOA: These areas include ultramafic rock and \\
l serpentinite (serpentine rock), and associated soils, which are most likely to [ J
E contain NOA. Such areas are not known to be present in eastern Sacramento | T PrOj ect Location \
County at this time and thus do not appear on this map. | \

Areas Least Likely to Contain NOA: These areas include those metamorphic, /

Areas Moderately Likely to Contain NOA:These areas include those | _—
M metamorphic and igneous rocks that are moderately likely to contain NOA. — | = = = I
igneous, and sedimentary rocks that are least likely to contain NOA. 14—

Areas of Faulting or Shearing: These areas are zones of faulted or sheared
rock that may locally increase the relative likelihood for the presence of NOA

within or adjacent to areas moderately likely to contain NOA. The solid lines
represent mapped traces of fault and shear zones.

# A=

Source: California Geological Survey. Relative Likelihood for the Presence of Naturally Occurring Asbestos in Eastern Sacramento County, CA, 2006.
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The USEPA reviews SIPs to determine if they conform to the mandates of the federal CAA
amendments and would achieve air quality goals when implemented.

The CARB is the agency responsible for coordination and oversight of State and local air
pollution control programs in California and for implementing the California Clean Air Act
(CCAA) of 1988. The CCAA classifies ozone nonattainment areas as moderate, serious, severe,
and extreme based on severity of violations of CAAQS. For each nonattainment area
classification, the CCAA specifies air quality management strategies that must be adopted. For
all nonattainment areas, attainment plans are required to demonstrate a five-percent-per-year
reduction in nonattainment air pollutants or their precursors, averaged every consecutive three-
year period, unless an approved alternative measure of progress is developed. Air districts with
air quality that is in violation of CAAQS are required to prepare an air quality attainment plan
that lays out a program to attain the CCAA mandates.

Table 4.2-3 presents the current attainment status of the jurisdictional area of the SMAQMD. As
shown in the table, Sacramento County is in attainment for all State and federal AAQS, with the
exception of ozone, PM;o, and PM,s. At the federal level, the area is designated as severe
nonattainment for the 8-hour ozone standard, nonattainment for the 24-hour PM, 5 standard, and
attainment or unclassified for all other criteria pollutants. Air quality monitoring data shows that
Sacramento County does meet the federal PM,, standard. However, SMAQMD must request re-
designation to attainment and submit a maintenance plan to the USEPA. At the State level, the
area is designated as a serious nonattainment area for the 1-hour ozone standard, nonattainment
for the 8-hour ozone standard, nonattainment for the PM;o and PM, 5 standards, and attainment
or unclassified for all other State standards.

Table 4.2-3
Attainment Status

Designation/Classification
Pollutant Federal Standards State Standards
Ozone — 1-Hour Revoked in 2005 Serious Nonattainment
Ozone — 8-Hour Severe Nonattainment Nonattainment
Carbon Monoxide Attainment Attainment
Nitrogen Dioxide Unclassified/Attainment Attainment
Sulfur Dioxide Attainment (Pending) Attainment
PM;, Attainment Nonattainment
PM, 5 — 24-Hour Nonattainment No State Standard
PM, 5 — Annual Unclassified/Attainment Nonattainment
Lead Unclassified/Attainment Attainment
Sulfates No Federal Standard Attainment
Hydrogen Sulfide No Federal Standard Unclassified
Visibility Reducing Particles No Federal Standard Unclassified

Source: SMAQMD, December 23, 2013.?

Although the 1-Hour federal ozone standard has been revoked, on October 18, 2012, the USEPA
officially determined that the Sacramento Federal Nonattainment Area (SFNA), which includes
Sacramento and Yolo counties, Placer and El Dorado counties (except Lake Tahoe Basin
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portions), Solano County (eastern portion), and Sutter County (southern portion), attained the
revoked 1-hour ozone NAAQS. The determination became effective November 19, 2012."

Due to the nonattainment designations, SMAQMD, along with the other air districts in the
SVAB region, is required to develop plans to attain the federal and State standards for ozone and
particulate matter. The air quality plans include emissions inventories to measure the sources of
air pollutants, to evaluate how well different control measures have worked, and show how air
pollution would be reduced. In addition, the plans include the estimated future levels of pollution
to ensure that the area would meet air quality goals. Each of the attainment plans currently in
effect are discussed in further detail in the Regulatory Setting section of this chapter.

Local Air Quality Monitoring

Air quality is monitored by SMAQMD and CARB at various locations in Sacramento County to
determine which air quality standards are being violated, and to direct the SMAQMD’s emission
reduction efforts, such as developing attainment plans and rules, incentive programs, etc. Twelve
air quality monitoring stations exist in Sacramento County. The nearest monitoring station to the
City of Folsom and the proposed project site would be the Folsom/Natoma Street station, located
at 50 Natoma Street within the City of Folsom, approximately four miles northwest of the project
site. The Folsom/Natoma Street monitoring station does not have monitoring data available for
CO, nitrogen dioxide, sulfur dioxide, PM,s, and PM,o. Thus, data from the next closest
monitoring stations was obtained. Monitoring data for the 24-hour federal PM, s was obtained
from the Sloughhouse monitoring station located at 7520 Sloughhouse Road, and data for CO,
nitrogen dioxide, sulfur dioxide, PM,, and annual PM, s was obtained from the Sacramento-Del
Paso Manor monitoring station located at 2701 Avalon Drive in Sacramento. Table 4.2-4
presents the number of days that each criteria air pollutant standard was exceeded and/or the
annual average mean concentrations for the years 2011 through 2013 based on data obtained
from the nearest monitoring stations.

Odors

While offensive odors rarely cause physical harm, they can be unpleasant, leading to
considerable annoyance and distress among the public and can generate citizen complaints to
local governments and air districts. Due to the subjective nature of odor impacts, the number of
variables that can influence the potential for an odor impact, and the variety of odor sources,
quantitative or formulaic methodologies to determine the presence of a significant odor impact
do not exist. Adverse effects of odors on residential areas and other sensitive receptors warrant
the closest scrutiny; but consideration should also be given to other land use types where people
congregate, such as recreational facilities, worksites, and commercial areas. The potential for an
odor impact is dependent on a number of variables including the nature of the odor source,
distance between a receptor and an odor source, and local meteorological conditions.

One of the most important factors influencing the potential for an odor impact to occur is the
distance between the odor source and receptors, also referred to as a buffer zone or setback. The
greater the distance between an odor source and receptor, the less concentrated the odor emission
would be when reaching the receptor.
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Table 4.2-4
Air Quality Monitoring Data Summary for Project Area
Days Standard Exceeded During:
Pollutant Standard 2011 2012 2013
1-Hour State 16 19 5
Ozone 8-Hour State 46 57 17
8-Hour Federal 33 38 6
. 8-Hour State and Federal 0 0 0
Carbon Monoxide |-Hour State 0 0 0
) . 1-Hour State 0 0 0
Nitrogen Dioxide 1-Hour Federal 0 0 0
. 1-Hour State and Federal * * *
Sulfur Dioxide 24-Hour State 0 % "
24-Hour Federal 0 0 *
PM, 5 Annual Mean State 11.6 9.2 11.5
Annual Mean Federal 10.4 9.1 11.5
24-Hour State 2 0 4
PM;o 24-Hour Federal 0 0 0
Annual Mean State 20.7 15.8 23.2
* Data not available.
Source: California Air Resources Board. Aerometric Data Analysis and Management (ADAM): Top Four
Summary. Available at: http: //www.arb.ca.gov./adam/. Accessed September 2014,

Meteorological conditions also affect the dispersion of odor emissions, which determines the
exposure concentration of odiferous compounds at receptors. The predominant wind direction in
an area influences which receptors are exposed to the odiferous compounds generated by a
nearby source. Receptors located upwind from a large odor source may not be affected due to the
produced odiferous compounds being dispersed away from the receptors. Wind speed also
influences the degree to which odor emissions are dispersed away from any area. According to
the CARB, the predominant wind direction and speed in the Folsom area is from the south-
southwest at approximately 10 mph.

Odiferous compounds can be generated from a variety of source types including both
construction and operational activities. A project’s operations, depending on the project type, can
generate a large range of odiferous compounds that can be considered offensive to receptors.
Examples of common land use types that typically generate significant odor impacts include, but
are not limited to, the following:  wastewater treatment plants; sanitary landfills;
composting/green waste facilities; recycling facilities; petroleum refineries; chemical
manufacturing plants; painting/coating operations; rendering plants; and food packaging plants.
The project site is currently undeveloped land covered by annual grasslands, and is not in the
vicinity of any odor-producing land uses such as those mentioned above.

Although less common, diesel fumes associated with substantial diesel-fueled equipment and
heavy-duty trucks, such as from construction activities, freeway traffic, or distribution centers,
are often found to be objectionable. As the project would be built out in phases, nearby and/or
on-site sensitive receptors could be subjected to diesel fumes associated with construction of the
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project. The northern border of the project site ranges from 125 feet to 533 feet to the nearest
eastbound travel lane of U.S. Highway 50 (US 50). It should be noted that the project site is
located upwind from US 50. Major distribution centers are not located in the vicinity of the
project site.

Sensitive Receptors

Some land uses are considered more sensitive to air pollution than others, due to the types of
population groups or activities involved. Heightened sensitivity may be caused by health
problems, proximity to the emissions source, and/or duration of exposure to air pollutants.
Children, pregnant women, the elderly, and those with existing health problems are especially
vulnerable to the effects of air pollution. Accordingly, land uses that are typically considered to
be sensitive receptors include residences, schools, childcare centers, playgrounds, retirement
homes, convalescent homes, hospitals, and medical clinics.

The existing single-family residences located across from US 50 to the north along Horseshoe
Glen Circle, as well as the residences located to the east, just opposite the El Dorado/Sacramento
County line from the project site, along Winterfield Drive, Stonebriar Court, Casina Place, and
Stonebriar Drive, would be considered the nearest existing sensitive receptors to the project site.
The nearest existing residence to the north is located approximately 500 feet from the project
site. The residences to the north are separated from the project site by US 50 and associated
buffer areas, and are shielded by a sound wall required to mitigate traffic noise from US 50. The
nearest existing residences to the east are located approximately 500 feet from the edge of the
boundary of the project site.

Greenhouse Gases

Greenhouse gases (GHGs) are gases that absorb and emit radiation within the thermal infrared
range, trapping heat in the earth’s atmosphere. The increase in atmospheric concentrations of
GHG has resulted in more heat being held within the atmosphere, which is the accepted
explanation for global climate change. Some GHGs occur naturally and are emitted into the
atmosphere through both natural processes and human activities. Other GHGs are created and
emitted solely through human activities. The principal GHGs that enter the atmosphere due to
human activities are carbon dioxide (CO;), methane (CH,), nitrous oxide (N,0O), and fluorinated
carbons. Other common GHGs include water vapor, ozone, and aerosols.

The primary GHG emitted by human activities is CO,, with the next largest components being
CH4 and N,O. The primary sources of CHs emissions include domestic livestock sources,
decomposition of wastes in landfills, releases from natural gas systems, coal mine seepage, and
manure management. The main human activities producing N,O are agricultural soil
management, fuel combustion in motor vehicles, nitric acid production, manure management,
and stationary fuel combustion. Emissions of GHG by economic sector indicate that energy-
related activities account for the majority of U.S. emissions. Electricity generation is the largest
single-source, and transportation is the second largest source, followed by industrial activities.
The agricultural, commercial, and residential sectors account for the remainder of emissions.
Emissions of GHG are offset by uptake of carbon and sequestration in forests, trees in urban
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areas, agricultural soils, and landfilled yard trimmings and food scraps. Attainment concentration
standards for GHGs have not been established by the federal or State government.

Global Warming Potential

Global Warming Potential (GWP) is one type of simplified index (based upon radiative
properties) that can be used to estimate the potential future impacts of emissions of various
gases. According to the USEPA, the global warming potential of a gas, or aerosol, to trap heat in
the atmosphere is the “cumulative radiative forcing effects of a gas over a specified time horizon
resulting from the emission of a unit mass of gas relative to a reference gas.” The reference gas
for comparison is CO,. GWP is based on a number of factors, including the heat-absorbing
ability of each gas relative to that of CO,, as well as the decay rate of each gas relative to that of
CO,. Each gas’s GWP is determined by comparing the radiative forcing associated with
emissions of that gas versus the radiative forcing associated with emissions of the same mass of
CO,, for which the GWP is set at one. Methane gas, for example, is estimated by the USEPA to
have a comparative global warming potential 21 times greater than that of CO,, as shown in
Table 4.2-5.

Table 4.2-5
GWPs and Atmospheric Lifetimes of Select GHGs

Global Warming Potential (100
Gas Atmospheric Lifetime (years) year time horizon)
Carbon Dioxide (CO,) 50-200 1
Methane (CH,) 1243 21
Nitrous Oxide (N,0) 120 310
HFC-23 264 11,700
HFC-134a 14.6 1,300
HFC-152a 1.5 140
PFC: Tetrafluoromethane (CF,) 50,000 6,500
PFC: Hexafluoroethane (C,Fy) 10,000 9,200
Sulfur Hexafluoride (SF) 3,200 23,900

Source: U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, Inventory of U.S. Greenhouse Gas Emissions and Sinks: 1990 -
2011, February 2013.'°

As shown in the table, at the extreme end of the scale, sulfur hexafluoride is estimated to have a
comparative GWP 23,900 times that of CO,. The “specified time horizon” is related to the
atmospheric lifetimes of such GHGs, which are estimated by the USEPA to vary from 50 to 200
years for CO,, to 50,000 years for tetrafluoromethane. Longer atmospheric lifetimes allow GHG
to buildup in the atmosphere; therefore, longer lifetimes correlate with the global warming
potential of a gas. The common indicator for GHG is expressed in terms of metric tons of CO,
equivalents (MTCO,e).

Analysis of GHGs and Global Climate Change

Analysis of global climate change presents the challenge of analyzing the relationship between
local and global activities. GHGs are not generally thought of as traditional air pollutants
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because GHGs, and their impacts, are global in nature, while air pollutants affect the health of
people and other living things at ground level, in the general region of their release to the
atmosphere. Accordingly, the issue of global climate change is different from any other areas of
air quality impact analysis. A global climate change analysis must be conducted on a global
level, rather than the typical local or regional setting, and requires consideration of not only
emissions from the project under consideration, but also the extent of the displacement,
translocation, and redistribution of emissions.

In the usual context, where air quality is linked to a particular location or area, considering the
creation of new emissions in that specific area to be an environmental impact whether or not the
emissions are truly “new” emissions to the overall globe is appropriate. In fact, the approval of a
new developmental plan or project does not necessarily create new automobile drivers — the
primary source of a land use project’s emissions. Rather, a new land use project may simply be
redistributing existing mobile emissions. For example, future residents of the proposed project
could be current residents within the region that would be moving from other parts of the region
to the project site, which could result in a shorter or longer associated vehicle trip, but would not
introduce a new vehicle trip to the overall region. Accordingly, the use of models that measure
overall emissions increases without accounting for existing emissions would substantially
overstate the impact of the development project on global warming. Thus, an accurate analysis of
GHG emissions substantially differs from other air quality impacts, where the “addition” of
redistributed emissions to a new locale can make a substantial difference to overall air quality in
that area. It should be noted that, as the project site is currently undeveloped land covered by
annual grasslands, the site does not currently generate any GHG emissions.

4.2.3 REGULATORY SETTING

Air quality and GHGs are monitored through the efforts of various international, federal, State,
and local government agencies. The agencies work jointly and individually to improve air quality
through legislation, regulations, planning, policy-making, education, and a variety of programs.
The agencies responsible for regulating and improving the air quality within the City of Folsom
area are discussed below.

Federal Regulations

The most prominent federal regulation is the CAA, which is implemented and enforced by the
USEPA.

CAA and USEPA

The CAA requires the USEPA to set NAAQS and designate areas with air quality not meeting
NAAQS as nonattainment. The USEPA is responsible for enforcement of NAAQS for
atmospheric pollutants and regulates emission sources that are under the exclusive authority of
the federal government including emissions of GHGs. The USEPA’s air quality mandates are
drawn primarily from the CAA, which was signed into law in 1970. Congress substantially
amended the CAA in 1977 and again in 1990. The USEPA has adopted policies consistent with
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CAA requirements demanding states to prepare SIP that demonstrate attainment and
maintenance of the NAAQS.

The USEPA has been directed to develop regulations to address the GHG emissions of cars and
trucks. The Mandatory Reporting of Greenhouse Gases Rule requires reporting of GHG
emissions from large sources and suppliers in the U.S., and is intended to collect accurate and
timely emissions data to inform future policy decisions. Under the rule, suppliers of fossil fuels
or industrial GHG, manufacturers of vehicles and engines, and facilities that emit 25,000 metric
tons or more per year of GHG emissions are required to submit annual reports to the USEPA. To
track the national trend in emissions and removals of GHG since 1990, USEPA develops the
official U.S. GHG inventory each year.

On December 7, 2009, USEPA issued findings under Section 202(a) of the CAA concluding that
GHGs are pollutants that could endanger public health. Under the so-called Endangerment
Finding, USEPA found that the current and projected concentrations of the six key well-mixed
GHGs — CO,, CH4, N0, PFCs, SFs, and HFCs — in the atmosphere threaten the public health
and welfare of current and future generations. These findings do not, by themselves, impose any
requirements on industry or other entities.

State Regulations

California has adopted a variety of regulations aimed at reducing air pollution and GHG
emissions. The adoption and implementation of the key State legislation described in further
detail below demonstrates California’s leadership in addressing air quality and global climate
change. Only the most prominent and applicable California air quality- and GHG-related
legislation are included below; however, an exhaustive list and extensive details of California air
quality legislation could be found at the CARB website (www.arb.ca.gov).

CCAA and CARB

The CARB is the agency responsible for coordination and oversight of State and local air
pollution control programs in California and for implementing the CCAA. The CCAA requires
that air quality plans be prepared for areas of the State that have not met the CAAQS for ozone,
CO, NOx, and SO,. Among other requirements of the CCAA, the plans must include a wide
range of implementable control measures, which often include transportation control measures
and performance standards. In order to implement the transportation-related provisions of the
CCAA, local air pollution control districts have been granted explicit authority to adopt and
implement transportation controls. The CARB, California’s air quality management agency,
regulates and oversees the activities of county air pollution control districts and regional air
quality management districts. The CARB regulates local air quality indirectly using State
standards and vehicle emission standards, by conducting research activities, and through
planning and coordinating activities. In addition, the CARB has primary responsibility in
California to develop and implement air pollution control plans designed to achieve and maintain
the NAAQS established by the USEPA. Furthermore, the CARB is charged with developing
rules and regulations to cap and reduce GHG emissions.

CHAPTER 4.2 — AIR QUALITY AND CLIMATE CHANGE
4.2-17



DRAFT EIR
RUSSELL RANCH PROJECT
DECEMBER 2014

Air Quality and Land Use Handbook

CARB’s Air Quality and Land Use Handbook: A Community Health Perspective (Handbook)
addresses the importance of considering health risk issues when siting sensitive land uses,
including residential development, in the vicinity of intensive air pollutant emission sources
including freeways or high-traffic roads, distribution centers, ports, petroleum refineries,
chrome plating operations, dry cleaners, and gasoline dispensing facilities.'” The CARB
Handbook draws upon studies evaluating the health effects of traffic traveling on major
interstate highways in metropolitan California centers within Los Angeles (Interstate [I] 405
and 1-710), the San Francisco Bay, and San Diego areas. The recommendations identified by
CARB, including siting residential uses a minimum distance of 500 feet from freeways or
other high-traffic roadways, are consistent with those adopted by the State of California for
location of new schools. Specifically, the CARB Handbook recommends, “Avoid siting new
sensitive land uses within 500 feet of a freeway, urban roads with 100,000 vehicles/day, or
rural roads with 50,000 vehicles/day” (CARB 2005).

Importantly, the Introduction section of the CARB Handbook clarifies that the guidelines are
strictly advisory, recognizing that: “[l]and use decisions are a local government responsibility.
The Air Resources Board Handbook is advisory and these recommendations do not establish
regulatory standards of any kind.” Also, CARB recognizes that there may be land use objectives
as well as meteorological and other site specific conditions that need to be considered by a
governmental jurisdiction relative to the general recommended setbacks, specifically stating,
“[t]hese recommendations are advisory. Land use agencies have to balance other considerations,
including housing and transportation needs, economic development priorities, and other quality
of life issues” (CARB 2005).

Senate Bill 656

In 2003, the Legislature passed Senate Bill (SB) 656 to reduce public exposure to PM;, and
PM, 5 above the State CAAQS. The legislation requires the CARB, in consultation with local air
pollution control and air quality management districts, to adopt a list of the most readily
available, feasible, and cost-effective control measures that could be implemented by air districts
to reduce PM o and PM, 5 emissions. The CARB list is based on California rules and regulations
existing as of January 1, 2004, and was adopted by CARB in November 2004. Categories
addressed by SB 656 include measures for reduction of emissions associated with residential
wood combustion and outdoor greenwaste burning, fugitive dust sources such as paved and
unpaved roads and construction, combustion sources such as boilers, heaters, and charbroiling,
solvents and coatings, and product manufacturing. Some of the measures include, but are not
limited to, the following:

e Reduce or eliminate wood-burning devices allowed;

e Prohibit residential open burning;

e Permit and provide performance standards for controlled burns;

e Require water or chemical stabilizers/dust suppressants during grading activities;
o Limit visible dust emissions beyond the project boundary during construction;
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e Require paving/curbing of roadway shoulder areas; and
e Require street sweeping.

Under SB 656, each air district is required to prioritize the measures identified by CARB, based
on the cost effectiveness of the measures and their effect on public health, air quality, and
emission reductions. On July 28, 2005, the SMAQMD adopted an implementation schedule for
the most cost-effective measures.

Assembly Bill 32

In September 2006, then-Governor Arnold Schwarzenegger signed Assembly Bill (AB) 32, the
California Climate Solutions Act of 2006 (Stats. 2006, ch. 488) (Health & Saf. Code, §38500 et
seq.). AB 32 delegated the authority for its implementation to the CARB and directs CARB to
enforce the State-wide cap. Among other requirements, AB 32 required CARB to (1) identify the
State-wide level of GHG emissions in 1990 to serve as the emissions limit to be achieved by
2020, and (2) develop and implement a Scoping Plan. Accordingly, the CARB has prepared the
Climate Change Scoping Plan (Scoping Plan) for California, which was approved in 2008."* The
Scoping Plan provides the outline for actions to reduce California’s GHG emissions. Based on
the reduction goals called for in the 2008 Scoping Plan, a 29 percent reduction in GHG levels
relative to a Business As Usual (BAU) scenario would be required to meet 1990 levels by 2020.
The reduction goal and BAU scenario for the Scoping Plan were based on 2005 emissions
projections. A BAU scenario is a baseline condition based on what could or would occur on a
particular site in the year 2020 without implementation of a proposed project or any required or
voluntary GHG reduction measures, including any State regulation GHG emission reductions. A
project’s BAU scenario is project- and site-specific, and varies from project to project.

In 2011, the baseline or BAU level for the Scoping Plan was revised based on more recent
(2010) data in order to account for the economic downturn and State regulation emission
reductions (i.e., Pavley, Low Carbon Fuel Standard [LCFS], and Renewable Portfolio Standard
[RPS])." Accordingly, the Scoping Plan emission reduction target from BAU levels required to
meet 1990 levels by 2020 was modified from 29 percent to 21 percent (where BAU levels are
based on 2010 levels without accounting for Statewide regulation emission reductions) or
approximately 16 percent (where BAU levels are based on 2010 levels including accounting for
reductions attributable to implementation of Statewide regulation emission reductions) below the
revised estimated BAU level. The amended Scoping Plan was re-approved August 24, 2011.%

California GHG Cap-and-Trade Program

The AB 32 Scoping Plan identifies a cap-and-trade program as one of the strategies California
will employ to reduce the GHG emissions that cause climate change. The program will help put
California on the path to meet the GHG emission reduction goal of 1990 levels by the year 2020,
and ultimately achieving an 80 percent reduction from 1990 levels by 2050. Under cap-and-
trade, an overall limit on GHG emissions from capped sectors would be established by the cap-
and-trade program and facilities subject to the cap would be able to trade permits (allowances) to
emit GHGs. The CARB has designed a California cap-and-trade program that is enforceable and
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meets the requirements of AB 32. The program started on January 1, 2012, with an enforceable
compliance obligation beginning with the 2013 GHG emissions.

AB 1493

California AB 1493 (Stats. 2002, ch. 200) (Health & Safety Code, §§42823, 43018.5), known as
Pavley I, was enacted on July 22, 2002. AB 1493 requires that the CARB develop and adopt
regulations that achieve “the maximum feasible reduction of GHGs emitted by passenger
vehicles and light-duty truck and other vehicles determined by the CARB to be vehicles whose
primary use is noncommercial personal transportation in the state.” On June 30, 2009, the
USEPA granted a waiver of CAA preemption to California for the State’s GHG emission
standards for motor vehicles, beginning with the 2009 model year. Pursuant to the CAA, the
waiver allows for the State to have special authority to enact stricter air pollution standards for
motor vehicles than the federal government’s. On September 24, 2009, the CARB adopted
amendments to the Pavley regulations (Pavley I) that reduce GHG emissions in new passenger
vehicles from 2009 through 2016. The second phase of the Pavley regulations (Pavley II) is
expected to affect model year vehicles from 2016 through 2020. The CARB estimates that the
regulation would reduce GHG emissions from the light-duty passenger vehicle fleet by an
estimated 18 percent in 2020 and by 27 percent in 2030.

Executive Order S-01-07

On January 18, 2007, then-Governor Schwarzenegger signed Executive Order S-01-07, which
mandates that a State-wide goal be established to reduce carbon intensity of California’s
transportation fuels by at least 10 percent by 2020. The Order also requires that a Low Carbon
Fuel Standard (LCFS) for transportation fuels be established for California.

Executive Order S-03-05

On June 1, 2005, then-Governor Schwarzenegger signed Executive Order S-03-05, which
established total GHG emission targets. Specifically, emissions are to be reduced to year 2000
levels by 2010, 1990 levels by 2020, and to 80 percent below 1990 levels by 2050. The
Executive Order directed the Secretary of the California Environmental Protection Agency (Cal-
EPA) to coordinate a multi-agency effort to reduce GHG emissions to the target levels. The
Secretary is also directed to submit biannual reports to the governor and state legislature
describing: (1) progress made toward reaching the emission targets; (2) impacts of global
warming on California’s resources; and (3) mitigation and adaptation plans to combat these
impacts.

To comply with the Executive Order, the Secretary of the Cal-EPA created a Climate Act Team
(CAT) made up of members from various State agencies and commissions. In March 2006, CAT
released their first report. In addition, the CAT has released several “white papers” addressing
issues pertaining to the potential impacts of climate change on California.
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Executive Order S-13-08

Then-Governor Arnold Schwarzenegger issued Executive Order S-13-08 on November 14, 2008.
The Executive Order is intended to hasten California’s response to the impacts of global climate
change, particularly sea level rise, and directs state agencies to take specified actions to assess
and plan for such impacts, including requesting the National Academy of Sciences to prepare a
Sea Level Rise Assessment Report, directing the Business, Transportation, and Housing Agency
to assess the vulnerability of the State’s transportation systems to sea level rise, and requiring the
Office of Planning and Research and the Natural Resources Agency to provide land use planning
guidance related to sea level rise and other climate change impacts.

The order also required State agencies to develop adaptation strategies to respond to the impacts
of global climate change that are predicted to occur over the next 50 to 100 years. The adaption
strategies report summarizes key climate change impacts to the State for the following areas:
public health; ocean and coastal resources; water supply and flood protection; agriculture;
forestry; biodiversity and habitat; and transportation and energy infrastructure. The report
recommends strategies and specific responsibilities related to water supply, planning and land
use, public health, fire protection, and energy conservation.

AB 2588

The Air Toxics Hot Spots Information and Assessment Act of 1987 (AB 2588), California Health
and Safety Code Section 44300 et seq., provides for the regulation of over 200 TACs, including
DPM, and is the primary air contaminant legislation in California. Under the act, local air districts
may request that a facility account for its TAC emissions. Local air districts then prioritize
facilities on the basis of emissions, and high priority designated facilities are required to submit a
health risk assessment and communicate the results to the affected public.

AB 1807
AB 1807, enacted in September 1983, sets forth a procedure for the identification and control of
TACs in California. CARB is responsible for the identification and control of TACs, except

pesticide use, which is regulated by the California Department of Pesticide Regulation.

Renewable Portfolio Standard (RPS)

Established in 2002 under SB 1078, accelerated in 2006 under SB 107, and expanded in 2011
under SB 2, California's Renewables Portfolio Standard (RPS) is one of the most ambitious
renewable energy standards in the country. The RPS program requires investor-owned utilities,
electric service providers, and community choice aggregators to increase procurement from
eligible renewable energy resources to 33 percent of total procurement by 2020.

SB 375

In September 2008, then-Governor Arnold Schwarzenegger signed SB 375, known as the
Sustainable Communities and Climate Protection Act of 2008, which is intended to build on AB
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32 by attempting to control GHG emissions by curbing sprawl. SB 375 enhances CARB’s ability
to reach goals set by AB 32 by directing CARB to develop regional GHG emission reduction
targets to be achieved by the State’s 18 metropolitan planning organizations (MPOs), including
the Sacramento Area Council of Governments (SACOG). Under SB 375, MPOs must align
regional transportation, housing, and land-use plans and prepare a “Sustainable Communities
Strategy” (SCS) to reduce the amount of vehicle miles traveled in their respective regions and
demonstrate the region's ability to attain its greenhouse gas reduction targets. SB 375 provides
incentives for creating walkable and sustainable communities and revitalizing existing
communities, and allows home builders to get relief from certain environmental reviews under
CEQA if they build projects consistent with the new sustainable community strategies.
Furthermore, SB 375 encourages the development of alternative transportation options, which
will reduce traffic congestion.

California Building Standards Code

California’s building codes (California Code of Regulations [CCR], Title 24) are published on a
triennial basis, and contain standards that regulate the method of use, properties, performance, or
types of materials used in the construction, alteration, improvement, repair, or rehabilitation of a
building or other improvement to real property. The California Building Standards Commission
(CBSC) is responsible for the administration and implementation of each code cycle, which
includes the proposal, review, and adoption process. Supplements and errata are issued
throughout the cycle to make necessary mid-term corrections. The 2013 code has been prepared
and became effective January 1, 2014, with minor exceptions to Part 6, Part 1, and energy
provisions of Part 11, which did not become effective until July 1, 2014. The California building
code standards apply State-wide; however, a local jurisdiction may amend a building code
standard if the jurisdiction makes a finding that the amendment is reasonably necessary due to
local climatic, geological, or topographical conditions.

California Green Building Standards Code

The 2013 California Green Building Standards Code, otherwise known as the CALGreen Code
(CCR Title 24, Part 11), became effective January 1, 2014. As mentioned above, the energy
provisions of the CALGreen Code did not become effective until July 1, 2014. The purpose of
the CALGreen Code is to improve public health, safety, and general welfare by enhancing the
design and construction of buildings through the use of building concepts having a reduced
negative impact or positive environmental impact and encouraging sustainable construction
practices. The provisions of the code apply to the planning, design, operation, construction, use,
and occupancy of every newly constructed building or structure throughout California.

The key features of the CALGreen Code include the following mandates:

e 20 percent mandatory reduction in indoor water use, with voluntary goal standards for 30,
35 and 40 percent reductions;

e Separate indoor and outdoor water meters to measure nonresidential buildings’ indoor
and outdoor water use with a requirement for moisture-sensing irrigation systems for
larger landscape projects;
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e Diversion of 50 percent of construction waste from landfills, increasing voluntarily to 65
and 75 percent for new homes and 80 percent for commercial projects;

e Mandatory periodic inspections of energy systems (i.e., heat furnace, air conditioner,
mechanical equipment) for nonresidential buildings over 10,000 square feet to ensure that
all are working at their maximum capacity according to their design efficiencies; and

e Mandatory use of low-pollutant emitting interior finish materials such as paints, carpet,
vinyl flooring, and particle board.

In addition to the mandatory measures listed above and to other State-wide mandates, the
CALGreen Code encourages local governments to adopt more stringent voluntary provisions,
known as Tier 1 and Tier 2 provisions, to further reduce emissions, improve energy efficiency,
and conserve natural resources. If a local government adopts one of the tiers, the provisions
become mandates for all new construction within that jurisdiction. The City of Folsom has not
adopted any voluntary provisions of the CALGreen Code to date.

SB 97

SB 97, signed in August 2007, acknowledges that climate change is an important environmental
issue that requires analysis under CEQA. The bill directs the Governor's Office of Planning and
Research (OPR) to prepare, develop, and transmit to the Resources Agency guidelines for the
feasible mitigation of GHG emissions or the effects of GHG emissions, by July 1, 2009.

As directed by SB 97, the Governor's Office of Planning and Research (OPR) amended the
CEQA Guidelines, effective March 18, 2010, to provide guidance to public agencies regarding
the analysis and mitigation of GHG emissions and the effects of GHG emissions in draft CEQA
documents. The amendments include revisions to the Appendix G Initial Study Checklist that
incorporates a new subdivision to address project-generated GHG emissions and contribution to
climate change. The new subdivision emphasizes that the effects of GHG emissions are
cumulative, and should be analyzed in the context of CEQA's requirements for cumulative
impacts analysis. In addition, the revisions include a new subdivision to assist lead agencies in
determining the significance of project related GHG emissions. Under the revised CEQA
Appendix G checklist, an agency would consider whether the project will generate GHG
emissions, either directly or indirectly, that may have a significant impact on the environment,
and whether the project conflicts with an applicable plan, policy or regulation adopted for the
purpose of reducing the emission of GHGs.

Guidance on determining the significance of impacts from GHG emissions is also provided in
the SB 97 amendments. The guidance suggests the lead agency make a good-faith effort, based
on available information, to describe, calculate or estimate the amount of GHG emissions
resulting from a project. When assessing the significance of impacts from GHG emissions on the
environment, lead agencies can consider the extent to which the project may increase or reduce
GHG as compared to the existing environmental setting, whether the project emissions exceed a
threshold of significance determined applicable to the project, and/or the extent to which the
project complies with adopted regulations or requirements to implement a State-wide, regional,
or local plan for the reduction or mitigation of GHG emissions. When adopting thresholds of
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significance, a lead agency may consider thresholds of significance previously adopted or
recommended by other public agencies, or recommended by experts, provided the decision of the
lead agency to adopt such thresholds is supported by substantial evidence.

Under the SB 97 amendments, if GHG emissions of a project are determined to be significant,
feasible means of mitigating GHG emissions, such as the following, shall be applied:

e Measurement of the reduction of emissions required as part of the lead agency’s decision;

e Reductions in emissions resulting from project through project features, design, or other
measures;

e Off-site measures, including offsets, to mitigate a project’s emissions;

e Measures that sequester GHG gases; and

e If a GHG reduction plan, ordinance, regulation, or other similar plan is adopted,
mitigation may include project-by-project measures, or specific measures or policies
found in the plan that reduces the cumulative effect of emissions.

Local Regulations

The following are the regulatory agencies and regulations pertinent to the proposed project on a
local level.

SACOG Sustainable Communities Strategy

In April 2012, SACOG, the designated MPO for the Sacramento region, adopted a Metropolitan
Transportation Plan/Sustainable Communities Strategy for 2035 (MTP/SCS) (SACOG 2012).2!
Building on prior plans including the Blueprint Growth Strategy discussed below and the 2008
MTP, the SCS accommodates future growth through a more compact land use pattern largely
within the region’s current development footprint, emphasizes operational improvements over
new roadway capacity projects, and reflects other factors that have tended to reduce motor
vehicle use. The SCS demonstrates that, if implemented, the region would achieve a nine percent
per capita GHG reduction in passenger vehicle emissions in 2020 and a 16 percent reduction in
2035. The reductions meet the targets for SACOG of seven percent and 16 percent per capita
GHG reduction from 2005 for the years 2020 and 2035, respectively, established by CARB. In
June 2012, CARB issued an Acceptance of GHG Quantification Determination for the SACOG
SCS, indicating that CARB concurs with SACOG’s quantification of GHG emission reductions
from the final MTP/SCS and its determination that the SCS would achieve the 2020 and 2035
targets established by CARB.

Sacramento Region Blueprint

In 2004, SACOG adopted the Preferred Blueprint Scenario for 2050 (Blueprint) following a series
of public workshops and meetings with local government staff and elected officials, including
those from the City of Folsom.*” The Blueprint depicts a way for the region to grow through 2050
in a manner consistent with the seven smart growth principals: (1) transportation choices; (2)
mixed-use developments; (3) compact development; (4) housing choice and diversity; (5) use of
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existing assets; (6) quality design, and (7) natural resources conservation. The seven smart growth
principals provide guidance for land use planners which, when implemented, would ultimately
result in an overall reduction in VMT, emissions of criteria pollutants, and GHG emissions.

SMAQMD

Various local, regional, State and federal agencies share the responsibility for air quality
management in Sacramento County. The SMAQMD operates at the local level with primary
responsibility for attaining and maintaining the federal and State AAQS in Sacramento County.
The SMAQMD is tasked with implementing programs and regulations required by the FCAA
and the CCAA, including preparing plans to attain federal and State AAQS. The SMAQMD
works jointly with the USEPA, CARB, SACOG, other air districts in the Sacramento region,
county and city transportation and planning departments, and various non-governmental
organizations to improve air quality through a variety of programs. Programs include the
adoption of regulations, policies and guidance, extensive education and public outreach
programs, as well as emission reducing incentive programs.

Nearly all development projects in the Sacramento region have the potential to generate air
pollutants that may increase the difficultly of attaining federal and State AAQS. Therefore, for
most projects, evaluation of air quality impacts is required to comply with CEQA. In order to
help public agencies evaluate air quality impacts, the SMAQMD has developed the Guide to Air
Quality Assessment in Sacramento County.”> The SMAQMD’s guide includes recommended
thresholds of significance, including mass emission thresholds for construction-related and
operational ozone precursors, as the area is under nonattainment for the federal and State ozone
AAQS. The SMAQMD’s guide also includes screening criteria for localized CO emissions and
thresholds for new stationary sources of TACs. The SMAQMD’s recommended thresholds of
significance, as well as screening criteria and methodology, are discussed in further detail in the
Standards of Significance section below.

SMAQMD Rules and Regulations

All projects under the jurisdiction of the SMAQMD are required to comply with all applicable
SMAQMD rules and regulations. In addition, SMAQMD permit requirements apply to most
industrial processes (e.g., manufacturing facilities, food processing), many commercial activities
(e.g., print shops, drycleaners, gasoline stations), and other miscellaneous activities (e.g.,
demolition of buildings containing asbestos and aeration of contaminated soils). The SMAQMD
regulations and rules include, but are not limited to, the following:

Regulation 2 - Permits

Regulation 2 (Permits) is intended to provide an orderly procedure for the review of new
sources, and modification and operation of existing sources, of air pollution through the
issuance of permits. Regulation 2 primarily deals with permitting major emission sources
and includes rules such as permit requirements (Rule 201), New Source Review (Rule
202), Emission Reduction Credits (Rule 204), and Sacramento Carbon Exchange
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Program (Rule 250). Regulation 2 ensures that stationary source emissions would be
reduced or mitigated to below the SMAQMD’s significance thresholds.

Regulation 4 - Prohibitory Rules

Regulation 4 (Prohibitory Rules) is comprised of prohibitory rules that are written to
achieve emission reductions from specific source categories or from all sources. The
rules are applicable to existing sources (retrofit requirements) as well as new sources.
Examples of prohibitory rules include Rule 402 (Nuisance), Rule 403 (Fugitive Dust),
Rule 404 (Particulate Matter), Rule 407 (Open Burn), Rule 417 (Wood Burning
Appliances), Rule 421 (Check Before You Burn), and Rule 442 (Architectural Coatings).

Regulation 10 - Mobile Sources

Regulation 10 (Mobile Sources) is intended to reduce emissions associated with mobile
sources. Examples of rules associated with Regulation 10 include Rule 1002 (Fleet
Inventory), through which the SMAQMD is able to obtain fleet-related data necessary for
the development, implementation, and monitoring of Rule 1003 (Reduced-Emission Fleet
Vehicles/Alternative Fuels). Rule 1003 is intended to reduce the emissions of ROG and
NOx from fleet vehicles by requiring reduced-emission vehicles and encouraging
vehicles to be operated on cleaner burning alternative fuels or electric power. Rule 1005
(Mobile Source Emission Reduction Credits/Banking) provides a means for regulated
businesses and/or agencies to develop compliance programs, minimizes the cost of
compliance with SMAQMD rules, while providing emissions reduction needed to attain
air quality goals, and establishes a mobile source emission reduction credit/banking
system.

Air Quality Attainment Plans

Each of the attainment plans currently in effect for the SVAB are discussed in further detail
below.

2013 Revisions to the Sacramento Regional 8-Hour Ozone Attainment and Reasonable
Further Progress Plan**

The SMAQMD, along with the other air districts in the region, prepared the Sacramento
Regional 8-Hour Ozone Attainment and Reasonable Further Progress Plan in December
2008. The CARB determined that the Plan met CAA requirements and approved the plan
on March 26, 2009 as a revision to the SIP. An update to the plan, 2013 Revisions to the
Sacramento Regional 8-Hour Ozone Attainment and Reasonable Further Progress Plan
(2013 Ozone Attainment Plan), has been prepared and was approved and adopted by
SMAQMD on September 26, 2013. The 2013 Ozone Attainment Plan is being submitted
to the USEPA as a revision to the SIP. In addition to strengthening the 8-hour ozone
NAAQS, the USEPA also strengthened the secondary 8-hour ozone NAAQS, making the
secondary standard identical to the primary standard.
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The 2013 Ozone Attainment Plan demonstrates how existing and new control strategies
would provide the necessary future emission reductions to meet the federal NAAQS. The
SVAB remains classified as a severe nonattainment area with an attainment deadline of
2027. The USEPA is in the process of preparing the final implementation rule of the
revised NAAQS for ozone to address the requirements for reasonable further progress,
modeling and attainment demonstrations, and reasonably available control measures
(RACM) and reasonably available control technology (RACT). Districts’ actions are
pending the publication of the final rule. The final rule is anticipated to require an
attainment demonstration plan to be submitted in 2015.

PM,s_Implementation/Maintenance Plan and Re-designation Request for Sacramento
PM, s Nonattainment Area®

The USEPA promulgated a new 24-hour standard for PM,s in October 2006, which
strengthened the daily standard from 65pg/m’ to 35ug/m’ to protect the general public
from health effects caused by exposure to fine particulate matter. Although the
Sacramento area had attained the prior PM; s standards, the area did not meet the new
standards and the USEPA Administrator established PM; s nonattainment designations for
the 2006 standard, which became effective on December 14, 2009. In the USEPA’s final
designation, a multi-county PM; s nonattainment area was created in the Sacramento
region.

However, the Sacramento federal PM, s Nonattainment Area attained the federal PM, 5
health standards on December 31, 2011. To be re-designated, the area must, among other
things, show that attainment was achieved by permanent and enforceable reductions and
that the area would remain below the standard for 10 years after accounting for emissions
growth. The PM,5 Implementation/Maintenance Plan and Re-designation Request for
Sacramento PM,s Nonattainment Area (PM,s Implementation/Maintenance Plan) was
prepared to show that the region has met the requirements and requests that the USEPA
re-designate the area to attainment. The USEPA issued a final rule for Determination of
Attainment for the Sacramento Nonattainment Area effective August 14, 2013. The PM; s
Implementation/Maintenance Plan would be adopted by the air districts within the
nonattainment area, as well as the CARB, as a revision to the SIP. Contents of the PM, 5
Implementation/Maintenance Plan include demonstration that the NAAQS was met and
that all requirements have been met for a re-designation to attainment, specification of
actions to be taken if the standards are violated in the future, and establishment of
regional motor vehicle emission budgets.

1991 Air Quality Attainment Plan and Triennial Reports

In addition to the federal attainment plans discussed above for meeting NAAQS, the
CCAA of 1988 requires air districts to endeavor to achieve and maintain the CAAQS and
develop plans for attainment. Sacramento County meets the CAAQS for sulfur dioxide,
nitrogen dioxide, and carbon monoxide, but is designated nonattainment for the State
ozone and particulate matter standards. In compliance with the CCAA, the SMAQMD
prepared and submitted the 1991 Air Quality Attainment Plan (AQAP) to mainly address
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Sacramento County’s nonattainment status for ozone and, although not required, PMy.
The AQAP also addressed CO. The AQAP was designed to make expeditious progress
toward attaining the State ozone standard and contained preliminary implementation
schedules for control programs on stationary sources, transportation, indirect sources, and
a vehicle/fuels program.

The CCAA also requires that air districts assess their progress toward attaining the
CAAQS once every three years. The triennial assessment is to report the extent of air
quality improvement and the amounts of emission reductions achieved from control
measures for the preceding three year period. The SMAQMD reviews and revises the
AQAP, if necessary, to correct for deficiencies in meeting progress, to incorporate new
data or projections, to mitigate ozone transport, and to pursue the expeditious adoption of
all feasible control measures. The most recent triennial assessment is the 2009 Triennial
Report and Plan Revision.** SMAQMD rules included in the Triennial Reports and
AQAP Revisions are intended to limit emissions from stationary sources. Programs are
also proposed to provide incentives for mobile heavy duty vehicles/engines, CEQA
mitigation for construction and land use development, and a Spare the Air program to
reduce vehicle trips. Additional rules include, but may not be limited to, rules that would
reduce emissions from degreasing and solvent cleaning operations, adhesives and
sealants, solvents and unspecified coatings.

City of Folsom General Plan

The following air quality goals and policies of the City of Folsom General Plan are applicable to
the proposed project.

Goal 22 To promote energy conservation.
Policy 22.1  Continue to implement State energy efficient standards.

Policy 22.2  Include energy conservation guidelines as part of the
development standards for the specific plan area.

Goal 31 To improve the air quality of the City of Folsom including:

1. Achievement and maintenance of AAQS established by the
USEPA and the CARB.

2. Minimizing public exposure to toxic or hazardous air pollutants.

Limiting visibility reducing particulate matter in the atmosphere.

4. Minimizing public exposure to air pollutants which create a public
nuisance through irritation to the senses or unpleasant odor.

98]

Policy 31.4  To minimize air quality impacts mitigation measures shall
be required for transportation emissions associated with all
development estimated to generate 2,000 or more trips per
day. Measures include:
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1. Project proponent funding of  roadway
improvements.

2. Commercial/industrial project proponent
sponsorship of van pools or club buses.

3. Project proponent funded transit subsidies sufficient
to reduce emissions from transit through the
substitution of diesel-fueled buses with buses
powered by alternative fuels, such as methanol and
electric.

4. Commercial/industrial project sponsored daycare
and employee services at the employment site.

5. Park and ride lots.

Policy 31.6  Non-retail industrial and non-retail commercial projects
which directly emit air pollutants should be located in areas
designated for industrial development, and separated from
residential mixed use areas.

Policy 31.7  All employers of 50 or more full time employees per shift
shall develop and implement incentive-based trip reduction
programs for their employees. Incentives may include:

1. Provision of reserved and preferentially located
parking spaces for the exclusive use of employees
who actively participate in ride-sharing.

2. Provision of secure bicycle storage facilities.

Provision of shower and locker facilities for use by

employees who commute by non-motorized means.

4. Distribution by employers of current information
regarding the availability, cost, and schedules of
public transit.

5. Employer provision of economic incentives to
maximize the use of transit, ridesharing, van
pooling, and non-motorized transportation.

(98]

Policy 31.9  The City should encourage bicycle usage though the
development and maintenance of a safe and comprehensive
bikeway system which includes:

1. The provision of securely anchored bicycle racks.
2. Sidewalks in residential development with
protective curbing and adequate lighting.
To minimize public exposure to toxic or hazardous air pollutants.

To minimize visibility reducing particulate matter in the atmosphere.
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Goal 34 To minimize public exposure to air pollutants which create a public
nuisance through irritation to the senses or unpleasant odor.

Folsom Plan Area Specific Plan

The following objectives and policies related to air quality and climate change from Section 10,
Resource Management and Sustainable Design, of the FPASP are applicable to the proposed

project.

Air Quality

Objective 10.9 Improve air quality and reduce the production of greenhouse gas
emissions affecting climate change through implementation of an
approved Operational Air Quality Mitigation Plan.

Policy 10.43

Policy 10.44

Policy 10.45

Policy 10.46

Policy 10.47

Energy Efficiency

An Operational Air Quality Mitigation Plan has been
prepared and approved by the Sacramento Metropolitan Air
Quality Management District based on the District’s CEQA
guidelines dated July 2004. As required by LAFCo
Resolution No. LAFC 1195 (dated 6 June 2001) the plan
achieves a minimum 35% reduction in potential emissions
than could occur without a mitigation program.

The approved Operational Air Quality Mitigation measures
shall be included as policies in the relevant sections of the
FPASP.

Based on advisory recommendations included in Table 1-1
of the California Air Resources Board document entitled
Air Quality and Land Use Handbook, avoid locating
residential land uses within 500-feet of U.S. Highway 50.

Prohibit wood burning fireplaces in all residential
construction.

Provide complimentary electric lawn mowers to each
residential buyer in the SF, SFHD and the MLD land uses.

Objective 10.13 Comply with all mandatory requirements of the latest edition of the
California Green Building Standards Code (CALGreen Code) and
encourage conformance with CALGreen Code Tier 1 and Tier 2 voluntary
green building practices.
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Incorporate alternative energy technologies into building design, whenever
feasible, to include wind, solar, geothermal or appropriate emerging
technologies available at the time of construction.

Reduce energy use through energy efficient technology and conservation
techniques.

Policy 10.58 Buildings shall incorporate site design measures that reduce
heating and cooling needs by orienting buildings on the site
to reduce heat loss and gain depending on the time of day
and season of the year.

Policy 10.59 Solar access to homes shall be considered in the design of
residential neighborhoods to optimize the opportunity for
passive and active solar energy strategies.

Policy 10.61 Buildings shall be designed to incorporate the use of high
quality, energy efficient glazing to reduce heat loss and
gain.

Policy 10.62 Energy efficient appliances, windows, insulation, and other
available technologies to reduce energy demands will be
encouraged.

Policy 10.65 Install Energy Star certified equipment and appliances
including:

10.65a  Residential appliances; heating and cooling
systems; and roofing; and

10.65b  Nonresidential appliances and office equipment;
heating, cooling, and lighting control systems;
and roofing.

Policy 10.66 Commercial, residential, and public projects shall be
designed to allow for the possible installation of alternative
energy technologies including active solar, wind, or other
emerging technologies, and shall comply with the
following standards.

10.66a  Installation of solar technology on buildings
such as rooftop photovoltaic cell arrays shall be
installed in accordance with the State Fire
Marshal safety regulations and guidelines.

10.66b  Standard rooftop mechanical equipment shall be
located in such a manner so as not to preclude
the installation of solar panels.
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10.66¢ Alternative energy mechanical equipment and
accessories installed on the roof of a building,
they shall be integrated with roofing materials
and/or blend with the structure’s architectural
form.

Electrical outlets shall be provided along the front and rear
exterior walls of all single family homes to allow for the
use of electric landscape maintenance tools.

All office, commercial, and residential land uses shall be
required to install water conservation devices that are
generally accepted and used in the building industry at the
time of development, including low-flow plumbing fixtures
and low-water-use appliances.

Whenever feasible, reduce or eliminate the use of building products that
may harm the earth’s ozone layer, contribute to harmful indoor air quality
and/or contribute to global warming.

Policy 10.78

Policy 10.79

Policy 10.82

All HVAC and refrigeration equipment shall not contain
chlorofluorocarbons (CFCs).

All fire suppression systems and equipment shall not
contain halons.

Limit the use of volatile organic compounds (VOC) in all
construction materials.

Folsom Plan Area Specific Plan Operational Air Quality Mitigation Plan

An Operational Air Quality Mitigation Plan (OAQMP) was prepared for the FPASP.>” The
OAQMP is a stand-alone document separate from any other documents or plans required by
CEQA or other laws, ordinances, or regulations. The OAQMP provides guidance for the
implementation of the FPASP objectives and policies, including improved mobility, a reduction
in vehicle miles traveled (VMT), and improved air quality. Mitigation measures within the
OAQMP have been developed by the SMAQMD and are divided into categories based on the
proposed applicable land uses in the FPASP. The mitigation measures set forth in the OAQMP
applicable to a single-family residential land use development include the following:

e Proximity to bike path/bike lanes;
e Pedestrian network;
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Pedestrian barriers minimized;

Bus shelter for planned transit service;
Traffic calming;

Minimum parking;

Orientation to planned alternate transit;
Residential density;

Street grid;

Suburban mixed-use design;

No wood-burning fireplace;

Energy-star roof;

Transportation Management Association membership;
Electric lawnmowers;

Enhanced pedestrian access; and

Transit corridor and transit corridor fees.

Implementation of the mitigation measures set forth in the OAQMP is required for any
development within the FPASP area in order for buildout of the FPASP to meet the necessary
overall regional reduction in operational emissions per SMAQMD and County requirements. As
such, the proposed project would be required to comply with the applicable mitigation measures
set forth in the OAQMP.

4.2.4 IMPACTS AND MITIGATION MEASURES

The standards of significance and methodology utilized to analyze and determine the proposed
project’s potential project-specific and cumulative impacts are described below. The standards
are based on policies of the City of Folsom and other responsible agencies. In addition, a
discussion of the project’s impacts, as well as mitigation measures where necessary, is also
presented.

Standards of Significance

Table 4.2-6 below presents the SMAQMD’s recommended thresholds of significance for ozone
precursors, which are expressed in pounds per day (Ibs/day).

Table 4.2-6
SMAQMD Thresholds of Significance
Construction Thresholds Operational Thresholds
Pollutant (Ibs/day) (Ibs/day)
NOx 85 65
ROG - 65
Source: SMAQMD, December 2009.%

The SMAQMD recommends that construction-related PM;, emissions be addressed as a
localized pollutant, and considers PM;, emissions to be significant if they exceed the
concentration-based thresholds of significance of 50 micrograms per cubic meter (pg/m’) (24-
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hour standard) or 20 pg/m’ (annual arithmetic mean) at an off-site receptor location. Because
PM,; s is a subset of PM o, the SMAQMD assumes that construction projects that do not generate
concentrations of PM, that exceed the concentration-based threshold of significance would also
be considered less-than-significant for PM,s impacts. The SMAQMD does not expect
construction activity to generate high concentrations of other criteria air pollutants (e.g., NOa,
SOx, and CO) that would expose nearby sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant
concentrations that would violate an air quality standard or contribute substantially to an existing
or projected air quality violation. Therefore, evaluation of concentrations of criteria pollutants
other than PM at a local level is not recommended by SMAQMD.

The SMAQMD has developed screening level thresholds for construction-related and operational
emissions based on preliminary modeling performed by the SMAQMD using default values. If a
project is below the SMAQMD’s screening level thresholds, the project would not result in
emissions in excess of the quantitative thresholds of significance presented in Table 4.2-6 and
have a less-than-significant impact on air quality. However, all projects involving construction
activities, regardless of screening level, are required to implement the SMAQMD’s Basic
Construction Emission Control Practices. For construction, projects that are 35 acres or less in
size generally would not exceed the SMAQMD’s construction NOx threshold of significance.
For operations, the SMAQMD has developed a list of operational screening levels for a variety
of land use development projects. For a single-family residential development, the screening
level threshold is 316 dwelling units. Thus, if a single-family residential development exceeds
316 dwelling units, a detailed air quality analysis is required. Screening criteria have also been
established by SMAQMD for construction-related PM emissions and localized CO emissions,
discussed further below. The localized CO emissions screening criteria are divided into two tiers,
where a tier two analysis is required if a project does not meet the tier one screening criteria.

Related to TAC emissions associated with NOA, according to SMAQMD, if a project would not
involve earth-disturbing construction activity in “areas moderately likely to contain NOA™ per
the California Geological Survey map or would not locate receptors in such an area, then the
project would not have the potential to expose people to airborne asbestos particles.

A threshold of significance for GHG emissions has not been established by the SMAQMD;
however, the SMAQMD is currently in the process of developing recommended GHG thresholds
for determining impacts from land use and stationary source projects per CEQA. Per the
SMAQMD'’s draft GHG thresholds of significance, a screening level would be recommended for
GHG analysis of 1,100 MTCO,e/yr. Projects exceeding the screening level would be required to
perform a further detailed analysis showing whether the project would meet a recommended
threshold, based on Statewide GHG emission reduction targets per AB 32, of a 21.7 percent
reduction from business as usual (BAU) conditions by the year 2020.* For this analysis, the
City, in consultation with SMAQMD and consistent with the draft GHG thresholds of
significance, recommends a quantitative GHG analysis in order to demonstrate that the project
would promote sustainability and implement operational GHG emission reduction strategies that
would reduce GHG emissions to below the screening level of 1,100 MTCO,e/yr or from BAU
conditions by 21.7 percent by 2020.*° Emission reduction measures for GHG could include, but
are not limited to, compliance with local, State, or federal plans or strategies for GHG
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reductions, on-site and off-site mitigation recommendations from the Office of the Attorney
General, and project design features.

Based on the recommendations of SMAQMD as presented above, consistent with Appendix G of
the CEQA Guidelines, the City’s General Plan, the FPASP, and professional judgment, a
significant impact would occur if the proposed project would result in any of the following:

e Conflict with or obstruct implementation of the applicable air quality plan;

e Violate any air quality standard or contribute substantially to an existing or projected air
quality violation (i.e., exceed the SMAQMD thresholds of significance of 85 lbs/day for
construction-related NOx, 50 pg/m’® (24-hour standard) or 20 pg/m’ (annual arithmetic
mean) for construction-related PM;, at an off-site receptor location, or 65 lbs/day for
operational ROG and NOx);

e [Expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant concentrations (including localized
concentrations of CO and TAC emissions);

e Create objectionable odors affecting a substantial number of people;

e Result in a cumulatively considerable net increase of any criteria pollutant for which the
project region is nonattainment under an applicable AAQS (including releasing emissions
which exceed quantitative thresholds for ozone precursors);

e Generate GHG emissions, either directly or indirectly, that may have a significant impact
on the environment (i.e., would exceed 1,100 MTCO,e/yr and not achieve a minimum
21.7 percent emission reduction from BAU levels by 2020); or

e Conflict with an applicable plan, policy, or regulation adopted for the purpose of
reducing the emissions of GHGs.

In addition, where appropriate, the criteria used to determine significance of air quality impacts
is based on whether the proposed project would substantially modify or worsen the impacts
previously identified for buildout of the project site per the FPASP EIR/EIS.

Method of Analysis

The analysis protocol and guidance provided by the SMAQMD’s Guide to Air Quality
Assessment in Sacramento County was utilized to analyze the proposed project’s air quality and
climate change impacts, including screening criteria and pollutant thresholds of significance.

The proposed project’s short-term construction, long-term operational, and GHG emissions were
estimated using the California Emissions Estimator Model (CalEEMod) version 2013.2.2
software - a statewide model designed to provide a uniform platform for government agencies,
land use planners, and environmental professionals to quantify air quality emissions, including
GHG emissions, from land use projects. The model applies inherent default values for various
land uses, including trip generation rates based on the ITE Manual, vehicle mix, trip length,
average speed, etc. However, where project-specific data was available, such data was input into
the model (e.g., construction phases and timing, projected VMT, sustainable design features,
etc.). The results of emissions estimations were compared to the standards of significance
discussed above in order to determine the associated level of impact.
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The proposed project is anticipated to be constructed in three separate phases that would occur
consecutively. Although Phase 1 would involve the most intensive construction of the three
phases, Phase 1 would be located the furthest away from the nearest sensitive receptor, with the
nearest residence to the edge of the development area being over 1,500 feet away. Phase 2 would
be in closer proximity to sensitive receptors than Phase 1, with the nearest residence being
approximately 500 feet away from the proposed development; however, the nearest residence
would be separated by US 50 and associated buffer areas on either side of US 50, as well as a
sound wall. In addition, Phase 2 would involve the least intensive construction of the three
development phases. Phase 3 would involve less intensive construction than Phase 1, but more
intensive construction than Phase 2. In addition, Phase 3 would be within approximately 500 feet
to the closest sensitive receptor, which would be the single-family residence to the east. Due to
the intensity of construction and proximity to the nearest sensitive receptor, Phase 3 of
development would be expected to result in the highest associated concentrations of PMj,
emissions at the nearest sensitive receptor. Therefore, the maximum PM;, concentrations at the
nearest sensitive receptor were estimated for Phase 3 of construction.

The proposed project’s construction-related PM;y concentrations were estimated using the
American Meteorological Society (AMS)/Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) Regulatory
Model (AERMOD) dispersion model. The modeling was performed in accordance with
SMAQMD’s Dispersion Modeling of Construction-Generated PM;, Emissions.’’ Per the
SMAQMD’s Dispersion Modeling of Construction-Generated PM;o Emissions, two sets of
multiple volume sources (one set representing ground-level sources to characterize fugitive PM;
dust emissions and one set of elevated sources to represent PM( exhaust emissions generated by
construction equipment) were modeled with the input parameters provided by SMAQMD.

Project-Specific Impacts and Mitigation Measures

The following discussion of air quality impacts is based on implementation of the proposed
project in comparison to existing conditions and the standards of significance presented above.

4.2-1 A violation of any air quality standard or substantial contribution to an existing or
projected air quality violation during construction. Based on the analysis below, the impact
is less than significant.

During construction of the project, various types of equipment and vehicles would
temporarily operate on the project site. Construction exhaust emissions would be
generated from construction equipment, vegetation clearing and earth movement
activities, construction workers’ commute, and construction material hauling for the
entire construction period. The aforementioned activities would involve the use of diesel-
and gasoline-powered equipment that would generate emissions of criteria pollutants.
Project construction activities also represent sources of fugitive dust, which includes
PM;( emissions.

The proposed project is anticipated to be constructed in three separate phases. The first
phase is anticipated to commence in April 2015 and would involve the construction of
364 single-family residential units, a private park, and grading of the elementary school
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site. The second phase of construction, anticipated to commence in April 2017, would
involve 246 single-family residential units and a private park. The third phase of
construction would involve 265 single-family residential units and a 5.3-acre
neighborhood park, and is anticipated to commence in April 2019. Due to the anticipated
phasing schedule, construction of the three phases of development would likely overlap
with one another.

The proposed project is required to comply with all SMAQMD rules and regulations for
construction, including, but not limited to, Rule 403 (Fugitive Dust), Rule 404
(Particulate Matter), and Rule 442 (Architectural Coatings).”” In addition, as discussed
above, all projects are required to implement the SMAQMD’s Basic Construction
Emission Control Practices.”® The proposed project exceeds the screening level threshold
established by SMAQMD for construction-related emissions, which is a project that is 35
acres or more in size; thus, the proposed project could result in construction-related
emissions in excess of the applicable threshold of significance.

Construction NOx Emissions

The proposed project’s construction-related NOx emissions for each phase of
development have been estimated and the resultant maximum estimated emissions are
presented in Table 4.2-7. As mentioned above, construction of the three phases of
development would likely overlap; thus, for years where construction would overlap, the
NOx emissions associated with each phase of development were added together to
provide a conservative estimation for the maximum lbs/day. As shown in the table, the
proposed project’s maximum unmitigated construction-related emissions would exceed
the SMAQMD threshold of significance for NOx.

Table 4.2-7
Maximum Unmitigated Project Construction-Related Emissions
Project Emissions SMAQMD Threshold of Significance
Pollutant (Ibs/day) (Ibs/day)
NOy 104.61' 85

' Maximum emissions would occur during year 2017, when an overlap of construction of Phase 1 and
Phase 2 would occur (i.e., 34.94 lbs/day from Phase 1 construction + 69.67 lbs/day from Phase 2
construction = 104.61 lbs/day total)

Source: CalEEMod, October 2014 (see Appendix D).

It should be noted that similar construction emissions would be expected to occur
associated with buildout of the project site under the currently approved as well as the
proposed land uses, as development would occur over the same site and occur over a
similar area of disturbance. Impacts related to the generation of construction emissions of
NOx and PM,, associated with buildout of the entire FPASP were analyzed in Impact
3.A.2-1 of the FPASP EIR/EIS. The proposed project would be required to comply with
all applicable mitigation measures set forth in the FPASP EIR/EIS, which include
Mitigation Measures 3A.2-1a through 3A.2-1c of the FPASP EIR/EIS.
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According to the FPASP EIR/EIS, implementation of Mitigation Measures 3A.2-1a
through 3A.2-1c of the FPASP EIR/EIS would reduce the impacts from buildout of the
entire FPASP area, including the project site, associated with construction-related NOx
emissions to a less-than-significant level. Implementation of Mitigation Measure 3A.2-
la, particularly the Enhanced Exhaust Control Practices, would reduce the proposed
project’s NOx emissions from 104.61 lbs/day, as shown in Table 4.2-7, to 83.69 Ibs/day,
which would be below the SMAQMD threshold of significance. Thus, with
implementation of the previously required mitigation measures set forth in the FPASP
EIR/EIS, with which the project must comply, the proposed project’s NOx emissions
would be reduced to below the threshold of significance. In addition, as discussed above,
the proposed project’s construction emissions would be expected to be similar to what
has been anticipated for the site per the approved land uses. As such, the proposed project
would not result in any additional impacts beyond those anticipated in the FPASP
EIR/EIS.

Construction PM; Emissions

For construction-related PM emissions, projects that meet the following two conditions
would not have the potential to exceed or contribute to the concentration-based threshold
of significance for PMy (and, therefore, PM; s) at an off-site location:

e The project would implement all Basic Construction Emission Control Practices;
and

e The maximum daily disturbed area (i.e., grading, excavation, cut and fill) would
not exceed 15 acres. (If the maximum daily disturbed area is not known at the
time of the analysis, SMAQMD guidance states that users shall assume that up to
25 percent of the total project area would be disturbed in a single day.)

The SMAQMD’s Rule 403 requires control of fugitive dust, and the SMAQMD’s Basic
Construction Emission Control Practices are feasible control measures for fugitive dust
from a construction site.** Thus, according to the SMAQMD’s guide, all construction
projects regardless of screening level are required to implement the Basic Construction
Emission Control Practices.”> According to information provided by the project applicant
regarding construction phasing, the total maximum acres disturbed during any one phase
of construction of the project would be 135 acres, which would occur during grading of
the first phase of development. Assuming 25 percent of 135 acres would be disturbed per
day, an estimated 33.75 acres per day would be disturbed, which exceeds the SMAQMD
screening threshold. Accordingly, construction of the proposed project has the potential
to exceed or contribute to the concentration-based threshold of significance for PMj,
(and, therefore, potentially PM,s) at an off-site location, and dispersion modeling is
required to determine the estimated concentration at the nearest off-site sensitive
receptor.

As discussed above, impacts related to the generation of construction emissions of NOx
and PM, associated with buildout of the entire FPASP were analyzed in Impact 3.A.2-1
of the FPASP EIR/EIS. Mitigation Measure 3A.2-1c requires a detailed project-level
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analysis and dispersion modeling for PM, as site-specific construction information was
not available at the time of preparation of the FPASP EIR/EIS. According to the FPASP
EIR/EIS, a significant and unavoidable impact would occur from buildout of the FPASP
associated with construction PM;, emissions unless the results of a detailed project-level
analysis, as required by Mitigation Measure 3A.2-1c, support another impact conclusion.

In accordance with FPASP EIR/EIS Mitigation Measure 3A.2-1c¢, a project-level analysis
of construction PM, emissions was conducted. The proposed project’s construction-
related PM o emission concentration at the nearest sensitive receptor was estimated using
the AERMOD software program. Dispersion modeling for construction PM;, was
performed in accordance with SMAQMD’s Dispersion Modeling of Construction-
Generated PM3y Emissions. Based on the AERMOD results, the highest 24-hour average
concentration of PM; associated with construction of the proposed project at the nearest
sensitive receptor was estimated to be 10.56 ug/m’, which is below the 24-hour CAAQS
of 50 pg/m’ that SMAQMD considers the concentration-based threshold of significance
for construction-related PM( emissions. Thus, the proposed project would not result in
impacts related to construction PM;¢ emissions. Because PM; s is a subset of PM;, the
SMAQMD assumes that construction projects that do not generate concentrations of
PM,, that exceed the concentration-based threshold of significance would also be
considered less-than-significant for PM,s impacts. Therefore, the proposed project’s
construction-related emissions of PM would not result in a violation of any air quality
standards or substantially contribute to the region’s nonattainment status of PM.

Off-Site Improvements

Construction of the proposed off-site improvements, including roadway, water and sewer
conveyance, SMUD substations, and storm drainage improvements, would be required to
serve the project site. Approximately 34.5 acres of off-site backbone infrastructure and
roadway improvements would be included as part of the proposed project, which would
be constructed in portions associated with each phase of development. For example, the
Street C extension and a water storage tank would be constructed during Phase 1 of
development, a lift station and the Empire Ranch Road extension would be constructed
during Phase 3, etc. Accordingly, the entire 34.5 acres of off-site backbone infrastructure
and roadway improvements would not occur simultaneously. According to SMAQMD,
projects that are 35 acres or less in size generally would not exceed the construction NOx
threshold of significance. Therefore, the off-site improvements associated with the
proposed project would not be expected to result in NOx emissions that would exceed the
applicable threshold of significance.

In addition, based on the anticipated construction schedule for the backbone
infrastructure for the entire FPASP area, construction activities would not result in
ground disturbance in excess of 15 acres per day.*® The off-site improvements associated
with the proposed project are only a portion of the entire backbone infrastructure
improvements necessary for the FPASP area. In addition, as noted above, all projects
involving construction activities, including the proposed project, are required to
implement Basic Construction Emission Control Practices. Therefore, in accordance with
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SMAQMD screening conditions for PM emissions, the proposed project would not have
the potential to exceed or contribute to the concentration-based threshold of significance
for PM( (and, therefore, PM, s) at an off-site location.

Thus, the proposed project’s off-site improvements would not result in any new impacts
or an increase in the severity of any previously identified air quality impacts per the
FPASP EIR/EIS. Nonetheless, as discussed above, the proposed project would be
required to comply with SMAQMD rules and regulations and the FPASP EIR/EIS
mitigation measures, including those mentioned above, as well as Mitigation Measures
3A.2-1d, -1f, -1g, and -1h related to off-site improvements, which would minimize
emissions generated during construction activities, including off-site improvements.

It should be noted that emissions associated with construction of the backbone
infrastructure for the entire FPASP area have been analyzed as part of a separate CEQA
document, a Mitigated Negative Declaration, prepared by the City of Folsom.?’

Conclusion

The proposed project would be required to comply with all applicable mitigation
measures set forth in the FPASP EIR/EIS, which include Mitigation Measures 3A.2-1a
and 3A.2-1b of the FPASP EIR/EIS. In addition, the proposed project is required to
comply with all applicable FPASP objectives and policies, as well as SMAQMD rules
and regulations. Compliance with SMAQMD rules and regulations and the FPASP
EIR/EIS mitigation measures would minimize emissions generated during construction
activities. Because development of the proposed project would occur over the same site
and over a similar area of disturbance, similar construction emissions would be expected
to occur with buildout of the site per the FPASP approved land uses. Because
construction emissions would be minimized and the proposed project’s emissions would
not result in any new impacts or an increase in the severity of any previously identified
short-term, construction-related air quality impacts beyond those anticipated in the
FPASP EIR/EIS, the proposed project’s construction-related emissions would not result
in a contribution to the region’s nonattainment status of ozone or PM, and would not
violate an air quality standard or contribute substantially to an existing or projected air
quality violation. Consequently, construction activities associated with development of
the proposed project would be considered to result in a less-than-significant impact to air
quality.

Project-Specific Mitigation Measure(s)
None required.

FPASP EIR/EIS Applicable Mitigation Measure(s)

3A.2-1a: Implement Measures to Control Air Pollutant Emissions Generated by
Construction of On-Site Elements. To reduce short-term construction
emissions, the project applicant(s) for all project phases shall require
their contractors to implement SMAQMD’s list of Basic Construction
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Emission Control Practices, Enhanced Fugitive PM Dust Control
Practices (list below), and Enhanced Exhaust Control Practices or
whatever mitigation measures are recommended by SMAQMD at the time
individual portions of the site undergo construction. In addition to
SMAQMD-recommended measures, construction operations shall comply
with all applicable SMAQMD rules and regulations.

Basic Construction Emission Control Practices

Water all exposed surfaces two times daily. Exposed surfaces
include, but are not limited to soil piles, graded areas, unpaved
parking areas, staging areas, and access roads.

Cover or maintain at least two feet of free board space on haul
trucks transporting soil, sand, or other loose material on the site.
Any haul trucks that would be traveling along freeways or major
roadways should be covered.

Use wet power vacuum street sweepers to remove any visible
trackout mud or dirt onto adjacent public roads at least once a
day. Use of dry power sweeping is prohibited.

Limit vehicle speeds on unpaved roads to 15 miles per hour (mph).
All roadways, driveways, sidewalks, parking lots to be paved
should be completed as soon as possible. In addition, building
pads should be laid as soon as possible after grading unless
seeding or soil binders are used.

Minimize idling time either by shutting equipment off when not in
use or reducing the time of idling to 5 minutes (as required by the
state airborne toxics control measure [Title 13, Section 2485 of the
California Code of Regulations]). Provide clear signage that posts
this requirement for workers at the entrances to the site.

Maintain all construction equipment in proper working condition
according to manufacturer’s specifications. The equipment must be
checked by a certified mechanic and determine to be running in
proper condition before it is operated.

Enhanced Fugitive PM Dust Control Practices — Soil Disturbance Areas

Water exposed soil with adequate frequency for continued moist
soil. However, do not overwater to the extent that sediment flows
off the site.

Suspend excavation, grading, and/or demolition activity when
wind speeds exceed 20 mph.

Install wind breaks (e.g., plant trees, solid fencing) on windward
side(s) of construction areas.
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Plant vegetative ground cover (fast-germinating native grass seed)
in disturbed areas as soon as possible. Water appropriately until
vegetation is established.

Enhanced Fugitive PM Dust Control Practices — Unpaved Roads

Install wheel washers for all exiting trucks, or wash off all trucks
and equipment leaving the site.

Treat site accesses to a distance of 100 feet from the paved road
with a 6 to 12-inch layer of wood chips, mulch, or gravel to reduce
generation of road dust and road dust carryout onto public roads.
Post a publicly visible sign with the telephone number and person
to contact at the construction site regarding dust complaints. This
person shall respond and take corrective action within 48 hours.
The phone number of SMAQMD and the City contact person shall
also be posted to ensure compliance.

Enhanced Exhaust Control Practices

The project shall provide a plan, for approval by the City of
Folsom Community Development Department and SMAQMD,
demonstrating that the heavy-duty (50 horsepower [hp] or more)
offroad vehicles to be used in the construction project, including
owned, leased, and subcontractor vehicles, will achieve a project
wide fleet-average 20% NOX reduction and 45% particulate
reduction compared to the most current California Air Resources
Board (ARB) fleet average that exists at the time of construction.
Acceptable options for reducing emissions may include use of late-
model engines, low-emission diesel products, alternative fuels,
engine retrofit technology, after-treatment products, and/or other
options as they become available. The project applicant(s) of each
project phase or its representative shall submit to the City of
Folsom Community Development Department and SMAQMD a
comprehensive inventory of all off-road construction equipment,
equal to or greater than 50 hp, that would be used an aggregate of
40 or more hours during any portion of the construction project.
The inventory shall include the horsepower rating, engine
production year, and projected hours of use for each piece of
equipment. The inventory shall be updated and submitted monthly
throughout the duration of the project, except that an inventory
shall not be required for any 30-day period in which no
construction activity occurs. At least 48 hours prior to the use of
heavy-duty off-road equipment, the project representative shall
provide SMAQMD with the anticipated construction timeline
including start date, and name and phone number of the project
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manager and on-site foreman. SMAQMD’s Construction
Mitigation Calculator can be used to identify an equipment fleet
that achieves this reduction (SMAQMD 2007a). The project shall
ensure that emissions from all off-road diesel powered equipment
used on the SPA do not exceed 40% opacity for more than three
minutes in any one hour. Any equipment found to exceed 40
percent opacity (or Ringelmann 2.0) shall be repaired
immediately, and the City and SMAQMD shall be notified within
48 hours of identification of non-compliant equipment. A visual
survey of all in-operation equipment shall be made at least weekly,
and a monthly summary of the visual survey results shall be
submitted throughout the duration of the project, except that the
monthly summary shall not be required for any 30-day period in
which no construction activity occurs. The monthly summary shall
include the quantity and type of vehicles surveyed as well as the
dates of each survey. SMAQMD staff and/or other officials may
conduct periodic site inspections to determine compliance. Nothing
in this mitigation measure shall supersede other SMAQMD or
state rules or regulations.

e |f at the time of construction, SMAQMD has adopted a regulation
or new guidance applicable to construction emissions, compliance
with the regulation or new guidance may completely or partially
replace this mitigation if it is equal to or more effective than the
mitigation contained herein, and if SMAQMD so permits. Such a
determination must be supported by a project-level analysis and be
approved by SMAQMD.

Pay Off-Site Mitigation Fee to SMAQMD to Off-Set NOx Emissions
Generated by Construction of On-Site Elements. Implementation of the
Proposed Project Alternative or the other four other action alternatives
would result in construction-generated NOyx emissions that exceed the
SMAQMD threshold of significance, even after implementation of the
SMAQMD Enhanced Exhaust Control Practices (listed in Mitigation
Measure 3A.2-1a). Therefore, the project applicant(s) shall pay SMAQMD
an off-site mitigation fee for implementation of any of the five action
alternatives for the purpose of reducing NOx emissions to a less-than-
significant level (i.e., less than 85 Ib/day). The specific fee amounts shall
be calculated when the daily construction emissions can be more
accurately determined: that is, if the City/USACE select and certify the
EIR/EIS and approves the Proposed Project Alternative or one of the
other four other action alternatives, the City and the applicants must
establish the phasing by which development would occur, and the
applicants must develop a detailed construction schedule. Calculation of
fees associated with each project development phase shall be conducted
by the project applicant(s) in consultation with SMAQMD staff before the
approval of grading plans by the City. The project applicant(s) for all
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project phases shall pay into SMAQMD’s off-site construction mitigation
fund to further mitigate construction-generated emissions of NOy that
exceed SMAQMD’s daily emission threshold of 85 Ib/day. The calculation
of daily NOx emissions shall be based on the cost rate established by
SMAQMD at the time the calculation and payment are made. At the time
of writing this EIR/EIS the cost rate is $16,000 to reduce 1 ton of NOx
plus a 5% administrative fee (SMAQMD 2008c). The determination of the
final mitigation fee shall be conducted in coordination with SMAQMD
before any ground disturbance occurs for any project phase.

Based on information available at the time of writing this EIR/EIS, and
assuming that construction would be performed at a consistent rate over a
19-year period (and averaging of 22 work days per month), it is estimated
that the off-site construction mitigation fees would range from $517,410 to
$824,149, depending on which alternative is selected. Because the fee is
based on the mass quantity of emissions that exceed SMAQMD’s daily
threshold of significance of 85 Ib/day, total fees would be substantially
greater if construction activity is more intense during some phases and
less intense during other phases of the 19-year build out period, and in
any event, based on the actual cost rate applied by SMAQMD. (This fee is
used by SMAQMD to purchase off-site emissions reductions. Such
purchases are made through SMAQMD’s Heavy Duty Incentive Program,
through which select owners of heavy-duty equipment in Sacramento
County can repower or retrofit their old engines with cleaner engines or
technologies.)

Implement SMAQMD’s Basic Construction Emission Control Practices
during Construction of all Off- site Elements located in Sacramento
County. The applicants responsible for the construction of each off-site
element in Sacramento County shall require their contractors to
implement SMAQMD’s Basic Construction Emission Control Practices
during construction. A list of SMAQMD’s Basic Construction Emission
Control Practices is provided under Mitigation Measure 3A.2-1a.

Mitigation for the off-site elements outside of the City of Folsom’s
jurisdictional boundaries must be developed by the project applicant(s) of
each applicable project phase with the affected oversight agency(ies) (i.e.,
Sacramento County or Caltrans) to implement SMAQMD’s Basic
Construction Emission Control Practices or comparable feasible
measures.

Implement SMAQMD’s Enhanced Exhaust Control Practices during
Construction of all Off-site Elements. Implement SMAQMD’s Enhanced
Exhaust Control Practices, which are listed in Mitigation Measure 3A.2-
1a, in order to control NOx emissions generated by construction of all off-
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site elements (in Sacramento and El Dorado Counties, or Caltrans right-
of-way).

Pay Off-site Mitigation Fee to SMAQMD to Off-Set NOx Emissions
Generated by Construction of Off- site Elements. The off-site elements
could result in construction-generated NOyx emissions that exceed the
SMAQMD threshold of significance, even after implementation of the
SMAQMD Enhanced Exhaust Control Practices (listed in Mitigation
Measure 3A.2-1a).

Therefore, the responsible project applicant(s) for each off-site element in
Sacramento County shall pay SMAQMD an off-site mitigation fee for
implementation of each off-site element in Sacramento County for the
purpose of reducing NOx emissions to a less-than-significant level (i.e.,
less than 85 Ib/day). The specific fee amounts shall be calculated when the
daily construction emissions can be more accurately determined. This
calculation shall occur if the City/USACE certify the EIR/EIS and select
and approves the Proposed Project or one of the other four other action
alternatives, the City, Sacramento County, and the applicants establish the
phasing by which construction of the off- site elements would occur, and
the applicants develop a detailed construction schedule. Calculation of
fees associated with each off-site element shall be conducted by the
project applicant(s) in consultation with SMAQMD staff before ’the
approval of respective grading plans by Sacramento County. The project
applicant(s) responsible for each off-site element in Sacramento County
shall pay into SMAQMD’s off- site construction mitigation fund to further
mitigate construction-generated emissions of NOx that exceed
SMAQMD’s daily emission threshold of 85 Ib/day. The calculation of
daily NOx emissions shall be based on the cost rate established by
SMAQMD at the time the calculation and payment are made. At the time
of writing this EIR/EIS the cost rate is $16,000 to reduce 1 ton of NOx
plus a 5% administrative fee (SMAQMD 2008c). The determination of the
final mitigation fee shall be conducted in coordination with SMAQMD
before any ground disturbance occurs for any project phase. Because the
fee is based on the mass quantity of emissions that exceed SMAQMD’s
daily threshold of significance of 85 Ib/day, total fees for construction of
the off-site elements would vary according to the timing and potential
overlap of construction schedules for off-site elements. This measure
applies only to those off-site elements located in SMAQMD’s jurisdiction
(i.e., in Sacramento County) because EDCAQMD does not offer a similar
off-set fee program for construction- generated NOX emissions in its
jurisdiction. (This fee is used by SMAQMD to purchase off-site emissions
reductions. Such purchases are made through SMAQMD’s Heavy Duty
Incentive Program, through which select owners of heavy-duty equipment
in Sacramento County can repower or retrofit their old engines with
cleaner engines or technologies.)
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Mitigation for the off-site elements outside of the City of Folsom’s
jurisdictional boundaries must be developed by the project applicant(s) of
each applicable project phase in consultation with the affected oversight
agency(ies) (i.e., Sacramento County or Caltrans).

Analyze and Disclose Projected PM10 Emission Concentrations at
Nearby Sensitive Receptors Resulting from Construction of Off-site
Elements. Prior to construction of each off-site element located in
Sacramento County that would involve site grading or earth disturbance
activity that would exceed 15 acres in one day, the responsible agency or
its selected consultant shall conduct detailed dispersion modeling of
construction-generated PM10 emissions pursuant to SMAQMD guidance
that is in place at the time the analysis is performed. At the time of writing
this EIR/EIS, SMAQMD’s most current and most detailed guidance for
addressing construction-generated PM10 emissions is found in its Guide
to Air Quality Assessment in Sacramento County SMAQMD 2009a).

SMAQMD emphasizes that PM10 emission concentrations at nearby
sensitive receptors be disclosed in project-level CEQA analysis. Each
project-level analysis shall incorporate detailed parameters of the
construction equipment and activities, including the year during which
construction would be performed, as well as the proximity of potentially
affected receptors, including receptors proposed by the project that exist
at the time the construction activity would occur. If the modeling analysis
determines that construction activity would result in an exceedance or
substantial contribution to the CAAQS and NAAQS at a nearby receptor,
then the project applicant(s) shall require their respective contractors to
implement additional measures for controlling construction-generated
PM10 exhaust emission and fugitive PM10 dust emissions in accordance
with SMAQMD guidance, requirements, and/or rules that apply at the
time the project-level analysis is performed. It is likely that these measures
would be the same or similar to those listed as Enhanced Fugitive PM
Dust Control Practices for Soil Disturbance Areas and Unpaved Roads
and Enhanced Exhaust Control Practices included in Mitigation Measure
3A.2-1a. Dispersion modeling is not required for the two El Dorado
County roadway connections because the total amount of disturbed
acreage is expected to be less than the EDCAQMD screening level of 12
acres.

Mitigation for the off-site elements outside of the City of Folsom’s
jurisdictional boundaries must be developed by the project applicant(s) of
each applicable project phase in consultation with the affected oversight
agency(ies) (i.e., Sacramento County or Caltrans).
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4.2-2 A violation of any air quality standard or substantial contribution to an existing or
projected air quality violation during operations, and a conflict with or obstruction
of implementation of applicable air quality plans. Based on the analysis below and
the lack of additional feasible mitigation, the impact is significant and unavoidable.

As discussed above, due to the nonattainment designations of the area, SMAQMD has
developed plans to attain the State and federal standards for ozone and particulate matter.
The plans include the 2013 Ozone Attainment Plan, the PMays
Implementation/Maintenance Plan, and the AQAP and Triennial Reports. Adopted
SMAQMD rules and regulations, as well as the thresholds of significance, are consistent
with the air quality plans. According to the SMAQMD Guide to Air Quality Assessment
in Sacramento County, by exceeding the SMAQMD’s mass emission thresholds for
operational emissions of ROG or NOx, a project would be considered to conflict with or
obstruct implementation of the SMAQMD’s air quality planning efforts.

It should be noted, however, that because development of the FPASP was not included in
any of the existing air quality plans, the associated emissions from development were not
accounted for in the emissions inventories of the plans. As a result, an OAQMP was
required to be prepared for the FPASP (per Mitigation Measure 3A.2-2 of the FPASP
EIR/EIS) in order to ensure that emissions of ROG and NOx associated with
development of the FPASP area would be reduced by 35 percent in accordance with
SMAQMD and County requirements. According to the FPASP EIR/EIS, although
implementation of the OAQMP mitigation measures would reduce the ROG and NOx
emissions by 35 percent, the levels from buildout of the entire FPASP would still exceed
the SMAQMD threshold of significance of 65 Ibs/day. Thus, a significant and
unavoidable impact was identified for buildout of the FPASP.

The proposed project is required to comply with the OAQMP prepared for the FPASP,
including implementation of all applicable mitigation measures set forth in the OAQMP.
As part of the project application package, a consistency analysis with the OAQMP was
prepared for the proposed project. A discussion of the proposed project’s consistency
with the mitigation measures set forth in the OAQMP applicable to a single-family
residential land use development is provided in Table 4.2-8. As discussed in the table, the
proposed project would be consistent with the FPASP OAQMP.

Operational emissions of criteria pollutants would be generated by the proposed project
from both mobile and stationary sources. Day-to-day activities such as future residents’
vehicle trips to and from the project site would make up the majority of the mobile
emissions. Emissions would also occur from area sources such as natural gas combustion
from heating mechanisms, landscape maintenance equipment exhaust, and consumer
products (e.g., deodorants, cleaning products, spray paint, etc.). The proposed project
consists of 875 single-family residential units, which exceeds the SMAQMD’s screening
level threshold of 316 dwelling units. Thus, a detailed project-specific air quality analysis
is required, which was conducted using CalEEMod.
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Table 4.2-8

Proposed Project Consistency with FPASP OAQMP

SMAQMD
Measure
No.

Measure

Description

Proposed Project Compliance Discussion

Proximity to bike
path/bike lanes

Entire project is located within approximately “-mile of an
existing Class I or Class II bike lane and project design
includes a comparable network that connects the project uses
to the existing offsite facility.

Consistent — The proposed project includes
both Class I and Class II bike lanes
throughout project area that are within -
mile of plan area uses. Additionally, a Class I
bike facility will be located along Placerville
Road to connect to the existing facility on
Placerville Road north of US 50.

Pedestrian network

The project provides a pedestrian access network that
internally links all uses and connects to all existing or
planned external streets and pedestrian facilities contiguous
with the project site.

Consistent — The proposed project provides a
pedestrian access network that internally
links all uses and connects to all existing or
planned external streets and pedestrian
facilities contiguous with the project site.

Pedestrian barriers
minimized

Site design and building placement minimize barriers to
pedestrian access and interconnectivity. Physical barriers
such as walls, berms, landscaping, and slopes between
residential and non-residential uses that unnecessarily impede
bicycle or pedestrian circulation are minimized.

Consistent — The proposed project is not
designed to unnecessarily impede pedestrian
and bicycle circulation. Sidewalks and Class
I and II bicycle paths are located throughout
the project site to allow for circulation within
the entire project site and to connection
points off-site.

Bus shelter for
planned transit
service

Project provides transit stops with safe and convenient
bicycle/pedestrian access. Project provides essential transit
stop improvements (i.e., shelters, route information, benches,
and lighting) in anticipation of future transit service.

N/A — The Transit Master Plan for the
FPASP suggests six potential locations for
Transit Stations, none of which are located
within the proposed project boundaries.

Traffic calming

Project design includes pedestrian/bicycle safety and traffic
calming measures in excess of jurisdiction requirements.
Roadways are designed to reduce motor vehicle speeds and
encourage pedestrian and bicycle trips by featuring traffic
calming features.

Consistent — Roadways within the project are
for the most part local residential streets,
often single-loaded with reduced traffic, and
designed with curvilinear segments.

11

Minimum parking

Provide minimum amount of parking required. Special
review of parking required.

Consistent — Parking consistent with FPASP
requirements will be provided.

(Continued on next page)
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Table 4.2-8
Proposed Project Consistency with FPASP OAQMP
SMAQMD
Measure
No. Measure Description Proposed Project Compliance Discussion
Orientation to Project is oriented toward planned transit, bicycle, or Con§1stent N T.h © proposefl prOJect' will
17 planned alternate . . . S provide pedestrian and bicycle oriented
. pedestrian corridor. Setback distance is minimized. . . .
transit circulation options.
N/A — The proposed project area does not
have a high-density residential land use
18 Residential density | Project provides high-density residential development. designation area located within the project
boundaries, nor does the project propose
high-density residential development.
N/A — The measure is not applicable where
19 Street grid Project has multiple and direct street routing (grid style). site topography is not conducive to such
street patterns.
Suburban mixed- Have at least three of the following on-site and/or off-site | Consistent — The proposed project site
23 use desien within ~ Y-mile:  Residential  Development,  Retail | contains Residential Development, Park, and
£ Development, Park, Open Space, or Office. Open Space land uses.
o5 No wood-burning | Project does not feature wood-burning fireplaces or wood | Consistent — Wood-burning fireplaces or
fireplace burning stoves. stoves are not proposed as part of the project.
. Consistent — Energy Star labeled roofing
27 Energy-star roof Install Energy Star labeled roof materials. material or its equivalent will be installed.
Transportation Inclqde permanent TMA memb@rshlp and fundlpg Consistent — Applicant will work with City
33 Management requirement. Funding to be provided by Community of Folsom and TMA to address appropriate
Association (TMA) | Facilities District or County Service Area or other non- o
. . . mitigation.
membership revocable funding mechanism.
Pr0.V1de. complimentary _electrlc l_awmpowers to each Consistent — The proposed project will
. residential buyer. Alternatively, require City of Folsom and . .
Electric L . provide electric lawnmowers to each
34 Home Owner Associations to use electric lawnmowers on . . s
lawnmowers . . . .| residential buyer within the SF, SFHD, and
City and HOA maintained properties. Enforcement of electric MLD land use desienations as approbriate
lawnmowers shall be ensured by TMA. & ppropriate.
. . .\ . Consistent — The proposed project includes
99A Enhanced The project provides additional pedestrian access networks both Class 1 bike trails and Class II bike

pedestrian access

than specified in SMAQD Measure 5.

lanes throughout the project area that are

(Continued on next page)
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Table 4.2-8
Proposed Project Consistency with FPASP OAQMP
SMAQMD
Measure
No. Measure Description Proposed Project Compliance Discussion
within  '2-mile of plan area uses.
Additionally, a Class I bike facility will be
improved along Placerville Road to connect
to the existing facility on Placerville Road
north of US 50.
Project establishes a transit corridor that will link the town
and neighborhood centers, the regional commercial center
and the proposed higher density residential and mixed-use
99B Transit corridor areas of the community to a future off-site regional transit | N/A — Transit corridor is not identified
system that includes connections to the RT Gold Line light | within project site.
rail system. The Transit Corridor shall serve as the backbone
of the Plan’s transit system to provide all residents with
access to public transit.
All projects will pay a City of Folsom Light Rail fee that will
99C Transit corridor assist in the construction of future transit corridor facilities | Consistent — Applicant anticipates paying

fees

including bus stops and turn-outs, shelters, benches and
signs.

fees as required.
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As stated above, the project is required to comply with all SMAQMD rules and
regulations, such as those listed previously for construction, as well as those associated
with operations, such as Rule 402 (Nuisance), Rule 404 (Particulate Matter), and Rule
417 (Wood Burning Appliances). In addition, the project must comply with the
applicable mitigation measures per the FPASP OAQMP, as well as the policies of the
FPASP designed to reduce air emissions, which would partially offset project emissions.

Thus, the modeling performed for the proposed project included compliance with
SMAQMD rules and regulations, FPASP objectives and policies, and the mitigation
measures quantifiable within CalEEMod required per the OAQMP (i.e., use of only low
VOC paints, prohibition of wood-burning devices, provision of electric lawnmowers to
future residents, compliance with all mandatory requirements of the latest edition of the
CALGreen Code, Energy Star certified appliances, and low-flow plumbing fixtures). The
project-specific VMT provided by Fehr and Peers, the project traffic consultant, was
applied to CalEEMod as well. It should be noted that because the project-specific VMT
already accounted for the mitigation measures of the OAQMP that relate to a reduction of
VMT (e.g., proximity to bike path/bike lanes, pedestrian network improvements, traffic
calming measures, parking measures, mixed-use design, TMA membership, and transit-
related measures), such measures were not applied to CalEEMod in order to avoid
double-counting of such measures.

The proposed project’s operational emissions are presented in Table 4.2-9. As shown in
the table, the proposed project’s operational emissions would exceed the applicable
SMAQMD thresholds of significance.

Table 4.2-9
Project Operational Emissions’
Project Emissions SMAQMD Thresholds of Significance
Pollutant (Ibs/day) (Ibs/day)
NOx 107.84 65
ROG 91.67 65

" Includes compliance with SMAQMD rules and regulations, FPASP objectives and policies, and the
mitigation measures quantifiable within CalEEMod required per the FPASP OAQMP.

Source: CalEEMod, October 2014 (see Appendix D).

In order to compare the proposed project’s overall change in emissions from what is
currently anticipated for the site, the approved land use designations per the FPASP for
the project site were applied to CalEEMod with the corresponding VMT from the project
traffic consultant. Other than the VMT, all of the same assumptions as the proposed
project were applied to the modeling. The estimated operational emissions associated
with the project site per the approved land uses, as well as a comparison of the proposed
project’s associated emissions, are presented in Table 4.2-10 below.
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Table 4.2-10
Approved vs. Proposed Operational Emissions®
As Approved Emissions | Proposed Project Emissions Change
Pollutant (Ibs/day) (Ibs/day) (Ibs/day)
NOx 242.28 107.84 -134.44
ROG 162.96 91.67 -71.29

" Both scenarios include compliance with SMAQMD rules and regulations, FPASP objectives and
policies, and the mitigation measures quantifiable within CalEEMod required per the FPASP OAQMP.

Source: CalEEMod, October 2014 (see Appendix D).

As shown in the table, compared to buildout of the project site under the currently
approved land uses, the land use designation changes proposed for the project would
result in a 55.49 and 43.75 percent decrease in operational NOx and ROG emissions,
respectively. Because the proposed project would result in fewer NOx and ROG
emissions than anticipated under the approved land uses for the site, new impacts or an
increase in the severity of any previously identified air quality impacts would not occur.

According to the SMAQMD guide, except for NOx, ROG, and localized CO emissions
(localized CO emissions are analyzed in Impact 4.2-3 below), land use development
projects do not typically have the potential to result in concentrations of criteria air
pollutants that exceed or contribute to an exceedance of the respective AAQS. Criteria air
pollutants are predominantly generated in the form of mobile-source exhaust from
vehicle trips associated with the land use development project, which typically occur
throughout a paved network of roads. Accordingly, associated exhaust emissions of
criteria air pollutants are distributed over the roadway network and are not typically
generated in any single location. Operational vehicle travel-related emissions of PM; and
PM; s could have the potential to exceed their respective AAQS if a project would
generate a high volume of vehicle trips on unpaved roadways. The project would not
have unpaved roadways during the operational phase. Construction emissions of PMj
and PM, s were discussed above. Therefore, in accordance with SMAQMD guidance, the
proposed project’s operational emissions of PM would not be expected to be substantial.

Although the proposed project would result in an overall reduction in operational
emissions from what is currently anticipated for the site per the FPASP EIR/EIS, the
project would still result in operational emissions of NOx and ROG in excess of the
applicable thresholds of significance. Therefore, the proposed project could violate an air
quality standard, would contribute to an existing air quality violation (i.e., the region’s
nonattainment status of ozone or PM), and would be considered to conflict with or
obstruct implementation of the SMAQMD’s air quality planning efforts. It should be
noted, however, that the proposed project would be consistent with the FPASP OAQMP.
Because the proposed project would still contribute towards the significant and
unavoidable impact identified for buildout of the FPASP, consistent with the conclusion
within the FPASP EIR/EIS, the proposed project would be considered to result in a
significant impact associated with operational NOx and ROG emissions and a conflict
with or obstruction of implementation of applicable air quality plans.
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Project —Specific Mitigation Measure(s)

Feasible mitigation measures in addition to what is required per the FPASP EIR/EIS and
OAQMP do not exist sufficient to reduce the proposed project’s emissions to below the
applicable thresholds of significance such that a less-than-significant impact would occur.
Therefore, consistent with the FPASP EIR/EIS, the above impact would remain
significant and unavoidable.

FPASP EIR/EIS Applicable Mitigation Measure(s)

3A.2-2: Implement All Measures Prescribed by the Air Quality Mitigation Plan to
Reduce Operational Air Pollutant Emissions. To reduce operational
emissions, the project applicant(s) for any particular discretionary
development application shall implement all measures prescribed in the
SMAQMD-approved Folsom Plan Area Specific Plan Air Quality
Mitigation Plan (AQMP) (Torrence Planning 2008), a copy of which is
included in Appendix C2. The AQMP is intended to improve mobility,
reduce vehicle miles traveled, and improve air quality as required by AB
32 and SB 375. The AQMP includes, among others, measures designed to
provide Dbicycle parking at commercial land uses, an integrated
pedestrian/bicycle path network, transit stops with shelters, a prohibition
against the use the wood-burning fireplaces, energy star roofing
materials, electric lawnmowers provided to homeowners at no charge, and
on-site transportation alternatives to passenger vehicles (including light
rail) that provide connectivity with other local and regional alternative
transportation networks.

Exposure of sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant concentrations. Based on the
analysis below and with implementation of mitigation, the impact is less than
significant.

The proposed project involves the creation of new housing; thus, would introduce new
sensitive receptors to the area. Accordingly, the proposed project would be considered a
sensitive receptor. The single-family residences located to the north and east of the site
would be considered the nearest existing sensitive receptors to the project site. The major
pollutant concentrations of concern are localized CO emissions and TAC emissions,
which are addressed in further detail below.

Localized CO Emissions

Localized concentrations of CO are related to the levels of traffic and congestion along
streets and at intersections. Implementation of the proposed project would increase traffic
volumes on streets near the project site; therefore, the project would be expected to
increase local CO concentrations. Concentrations of CO approaching the ambient air
quality standards are only expected where background levels are high, and traffic
volumes and congestion levels are high. The SMAQMD’s preliminary screening
methodology for localized CO emissions provides a conservative indication of whether
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project-generated vehicle trips would result in the generation of CO emissions that
contribute to an exceedance of the applicable threshold of significance. The first tier of
SMAQMD'’s recommended screening criteria for localized CO states that a project would
result in a less-than-significant impact to air quality for local CO if:

e Traffic generated by the project would not result in deterioration of intersection
level of service (LOS) to LOS E or F; and

e The project would not contribute additional traffic to an intersection that already
operates at LOS of E or F.

However, under the SMAQMD’s second tier of localized CO screening criteria, if all of
the following criteria are met, the project would still result in a less-than-significant
impact to air quality for localized CO:

e The project would not result in an affected intersection experiencing more than
31,600 vehicles per hour;

e The project would not contribute traffic to a tunnel, parking garage, bridge
underpass, urban street canyon, or below-grade roadway; or other locations where
horizontal or vertical mixing of air would be substantially limited; and

e The mix of vehicle types at the intersection is not anticipated to be substantially
different from the County average (as identified by the EMFAC or CalEEMod
models).

Impact 3A.2-3 of the FPASP EIR/EIS analyzed the impacts from buildout of the FPASP
area with regards to the generation of local mobile-source CO emissions. According to
the FPASP EIR/EIS, based on the traffic analysis prepared for the FPASP, some
signalized intersections in the vicinity of the FPASP area are predicted to operate at an
unacceptable LOS under buildout conditions. However, according to the FPASP
EIR/EIS, none of the intersections would accommodate volumes of traffic that would
exceed 31,600 vehicles per hour, all affected roadways would be at-grade, and the mix of
vehicles traveling on the roadways is not anticipated to be substantially different from the
County average. Therefore, buildout of the FPASP area was determined not to result in
concentrations of CO that would exceed or contribute to an exceedance of the CAAQS.
The FPASP EIR/EIS further discusses that due to the stricter vehicle emissions standards
in newer cars, new technology, and increased fuel economy, CO emissions would
continue to be reduced over time. Therefore, according to the FPASP EIR/EIS, even
under full buildout conditions of the FPASP, localized CO emissions would not result in
or substantially contribute towards concentrations that would exceed AAQS, and impacts
were determined to be less than significant.

The proposed project would result in 244 fewer residential units and removal of the
potential for 380,061 square feet of General Commercial uses from what has been
anticipated for the site per the currently approved FPASP land uses. The modifications in
land uses would result in a reduction of vehicle trips, as well as a reduction in overall
regional VMT. The reduction in overall travel in the region from implementation of the
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proposed project would result in fewer associated mobile emissions, including criteria air
pollutant emissions, from what has been anticipated for the site per the FPASP. As the
proposed project is only a portion of the entire FPASP area and would reduce the vehicle
trips and VMT from what was anticipated for the project site in the FPASP, a change in
significance of the previously identified impact would not occur with implementation of
the proposed project. Therefore, sensitive receptors would not be exposed to substantial
CO concentrations as a result of the proposed project, and, consistent with the conclusion
of the FPASP EIR/EIS, the proposed project would result in a less-than-significant
impact related to a contribution to localized CO emissions.

TAC Emissions

The CARB Handbook provides recommendations for siting new sensitive land uses near
sources typically associated with significant levels of TAC emissions, including, but not
limited to, freeways and high traffic roads, distribution centers, and rail yards.® The
CARB has identified DPM from diesel-fueled engines as a TAC; thus, high volume
freeways, stationary diesel engines, and facilities attracting heavy and constant diesel
vehicle traffic are identified as having the highest associated health risks from DPM.
Health risks from TACs are a function of both the concentration of emissions and the
duration of exposure.

Construction activities have the potential to generate DPM emissions related to the
number and types of equipment typically associated with construction. Off-road heavy-
duty diesel equipment used for site grading, paving, and other construction activities
result in the generation of DPM. However, construction is temporary and occurs over a
relatively short duration in comparison to the operational lifetime of the proposed project.
In addition, buildout of the proposed project would occur in phases, where only portions
of the site would be disturbed at a time, with operation of construction equipment
regulated and occurring intermittently throughout the course of a day. Thus, the
likelihood that any one sensitive receptor would be exposed to high concentrations of
DPM for any extended period of time would be very low.

The residences to the east of the project site, located approximately 500 feet away, would
be subjected to the highest construction-related emission concentrations, including DPM,
associated with buildout of the site. As discussed above, the proposed project’s
construction-related PM,(, emission concentration (including both fugitive dust and
exhaust PM;( emissions) at the nearest sensitive receptor to the east was estimated using
the AERMOD software program. Based on the AERMOD results, the highest 24-hour
average concentration of PM; associated with construction of the proposed project at the
nearest sensitive receptor was estimated to be 10.56 ug/m’, which is below the 24-hour
CAAQS of 50 pug/m’ that SMAQMD considers the concentration-based threshold of
significance for construction-related PM;, emissions. Because health risks associated
with exposure to DPM or any TAC are correlated with high concentrations over a long
period of exposure (e.g., over a 70-year lifetime), the temporary, intermittent
construction-related DPM emissions would not be expected to cause any health risks to
any nearby sensitive receptors. Furthermore, an open space buffer would occur between
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the nearest sensitive receptors to the east and the proposed on-site residences. As such,
construction of the proposed project would not expose any nearby existing sensitive
receptors to substantial concentrations of TACs.

Operational-related emissions of TACs are typically associated with stationary diesel
engines or land uses that involve heavy truck traffic or idling. The proposed project does
not involve long-term operation of any stationary diesel engine or other major on-site
stationary source of TACs. The CARB’s Handbook includes facilities (distribution
centers) with associated diesel truck trips of more than 100 trucks per day as a source of
substantial TAC emissions. The project is not a distribution center, would not involve
heavy diesel truck traffic, and is not located near any existing distribution center.
Therefore, overall, the proposed project would not expose any existing sensitive receptors
to any new permanent or substantial TAC emissions.

An existing rail line, known as the Sacramento-Placerville Transportation Corridor, runs
along the east side of Placerville Road and East Bidwell Street bounds the project site to
the west. The rail line has not been in commercial service for almost 30 years, with only
intermittent use by a local rail preservation organization for maintenance or recreational
train rides. Due to the lack of idling trains, CARB does not consider rail lines to be a
significant source of TAC emissions; however, rail yards are considered a significant
source of TACs by CARB due to the substantial amount of trains and idling. The project
site is not located within the vicinity of any rail yard. Therefore, the project would not be
affected by DPM emissions associated with a rail yard.

The CARB, per its Handbook, recommends the evaluation of emissions when freeways
are within 500 feet of sensitive receptors. Any project placing sensitive receptors within
500 feet of a major roadway or freeway may have the potential to expose those receptors
to DPM. The nearest proposed residence would be located approximately 125 feet from
the nearest travel lane of US 50. In order to evaluate the risks associated with on-site
exposure to DPM from US 50 traffic, the SMAQMD’s screening methods for DPM
cancer risk (potential incremental cancer chances per million people) set forth in the
Recommended Protocol for Evaluating the Location of Sensitive Land Uses Adjacent to
Major Roadways were utilized.*® For residential land uses, the calculation of cancer risk
associated with exposure to TACs is typically calculated based on a 70-year period of
exposure. SMAQMD has established a screening threshold for DPM of 276 per million
people, which is based on the level of increased individual risk corresponding to a 70
percent reduction from the highest risk. The highest risk represents the worst-case
conditions. The screening threshold is not intended to be a safe risk level or regulatory
threshold, but a point at which a site-specific health risk assessment is recommended.

The proposed project site is located south (upwind) of US 50; thus, the SMAQMD
screening table for incremental DPM cancer risk per million people for projects south
(upwind) of an east-west roadway was utilized. The northern border of the project site
ranges from 125 feet to 533 feet to the nearest eastbound travel lane of US 50. According
to Caltrans, the traffic volume on the segment of US 50 nearest the proposed project site
is 8,600 vehicles per hour during the peak hour, and an average of 101,000 vehicles per
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day. Even under a conservative analysis using the SMAQMD’s incremental DPM cancer
risk screening table, assuming the nearest receptor would be 100 feet south of the nearest
travel lane with a (overestimated) peak hour traffic volume of 12,000 vehicles per hour,
the incremental cancer risk per million would be approximately 143, which would still be
less than the 276 per million people screening threshold set forth by SMAQMD.
Therefore, according to the SMAQMD’s Recommended Protocol for Evaluating the
Location of Sensitive Land Uses Adjacent to Major Roadways, a site-specific health risk
assessment is not necessary for the proposed project.

Exposure to NOA

As shown in Figure 4.2-1 above, the proposed project site is located in an area identified
by the California Geological Survey as moderately likely to contain NOA. A
Geotechnical Engineering Study was prepared for the proposed project by Youndahl
Consulting Group, Inc. in December 2013.* As part of the Geotechnical Engineering
Study, rock and soil samples from 15 subsurface exploration pits were analyzed for
NOA. All laboratory analyses reported negative for the presence of NOA. Although the
evaluation did not identify any NOA within the project area, NOA may still be present in
areas not explored or sampled. Therefore, the potential exists for NOA to occur on the
project site, which could become released into the air during construction activities.
Accordingly, sensitive receptors could be exposed to NOA during construction.

Conclusion

As discussed above, the proposed project would not cause or be exposed to substantial
pollutant concentrations, including localized CO or TAC emissions. However, the
potential exists for NOA-containing minerals to be located on site. If such minerals are
encountered at the site, construction activities could result in the release of NOA into the
air. In order to ensure that workers, nearby sensitive receptors, and future residents of the
proposed project would not be exposed to NOA, control measures would be required
during construction activities. Therefore, exposure of sensitive receptors to NOA could
result and a potentially significant short-term impact would occur. It should be noted that
the proposed project’s potential for exposure of sensitive receptors to TACs associated
with construction activities, freeway traffic, and naturally occurring asbestos (NOA)
would be similar to buildout of the site per the approved FPASP.

Project —Specific Mitigation Measure(s)
Implementation of the following mitigation measure would reduce the above impact to a
less-than-significant level.

4.2-3 Prior to the commencement of any site-disturbing activities, the
applicant shall demonstrate to the satisfaction of the SMAQMD that NOA
does not exist on site. To demonstrate the applicant shall obtain the
services of a California Certified Geologist to conduct a thorough site
investigation of the development area per the protocol outlined in the
California Geological Survey Special Report 124*! to determine whether
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and where NOA is present in the soil and rock on the project site and/or
areas that would be disturbed by the project, except for those areas
previously explored and sampled for NOA as part of the Geotechnical
Engineering Study for Russell Ranch South prepared by Youndahl
Consulting Group, Inc. in December 2013. The site investigation shall
include the collection of three soil and rock samples per acre to be
analyzed via the CARB 435 Method,* or other acceptable method agreed
upon by SMAQMD and the City of Folsom. If the investigation determines
that NOA is not present on the project site, then the project applicant shall
submit a Geologic Exemption to SMAQMD as allowed under Title 17,
Section 93105, Ashestos Airborne Toxic Control Measure for
Construction, Grading, Quarrying, and Surface Mining (Asbestos ATCM).
The project applicant shall submit proof of compliance with the above to
the Community Development Department for review and approval prior to
the commencement of any site-disturbing activities.

If the site investigation determines that NOA is present on the project site,
or alternatively if the applicant elects to assume presence of trace NOA,
then, prior to commencement of any ground disturbance activity, the
project applicant shall submit to the SMAQMD for review and approval
an Asbestos Dust Mitigation Plan, including, but not limited to, control
measures required by the Asbestos ATCM, such as vehicle speed
limitations, application of water prior to and during ground disturbance,
keeping storage piles wet or covered, and track-out prevention and
removal.*® The project applicant shall submit proof of compliance with the
above to the Community Development Department for review and
approval prior to the commencement of any site-disturbing activities.
Upon approval of the Asbestos Dust Control Plan by the SMAQMD, the
applicant shall ensure that construction contractors implement the terms
of the plan throughout the construction period.

If NOA is determined to be located on the surface of the project site, all
surface soil containing NOA shall be replaced with clean soil or capped
with another material (e.g., cinder or rubber), subject to review and
approval by the City Engineer.

FPASP EIR/EIS Applicable Mitigation Measure(s)

None applicable.

The creation of objectionable odors affecting a substantial number of people. Based
on the analysis below, the impact is less than significant.

As discussed above, due to the subjective nature of odor impacts, the number of variables
that can influence the potential for an odor impact, and the variety of odor sources,
quantitative methodologies to determine the presence of a significant odor impact do not
exist. Typical odor-generating land uses include, but are not limited to, wastewater
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treatment plants, landfills, and composing facilities. The proposed project would not
introduce any such land uses and is not located in the vicinity of any existing or planned
such land uses. It should be noted that pursuant to the Sewer Master Plan prepared for the
FPASP area,* odor control facilities would be included during construction of the
backbone infrastructure for the FPASP area. In addition, high-velocity hydraulic cleaning
and vacuum cleaning of select sewer lines would be provided, as necessary. The flushing
program would ensure that effluent does not sit in any pipeline for extended periods of
time, thereby reducing the potential for operational odors associated with sewer
infrastructure.

Residential land uses are not typically associated with the creation of substantial
objectionable odors. In addition, the proposed land use modifications would not introduce
any previously unanticipated uses that would create objectionable odors. The FPASP
EIR/EIS identified truck deliveries to commercial uses and sewer lift stations as potential
sources of intermittent and temporary diesel odor emissions. In addition, commercial uses
such as fast-food restaurants were identified as potentially creating odors that would be
perceived as offensive to some individuals. The proposed project does not involve and is
not located in vicinity of any of the aforementioned uses.

Diesel fumes from construction equipment are often found to be objectionable; however,
construction is temporary and associated diesel emissions would be regulated. In
addition, the proposed project would be required to implement all applicable mitigation
measures required for the area per the FPASP EIR/EIS. According to the FPASP
EIR/EIS, implementation of Mitigation Measure 3A.2-1a related to construction emission
control would reduce the exposure of sensitive receptors to construction-related odorous
emissions. Therefore, construction of the proposed project would not be expected to
create objectionable odors affecting a substantial number of people.

The SMAQMD regulates objectionable odors through Rule 402 (Nuisance), which
prohibits any person or source from emitting air contaminants that cause detriment,
nuisance, or annoyance to a considerable number of persons or the public. Rule 402 is
enforced based on complaints. If complaints are received, the SMAQMD is required to
investigate the complaint, as well as determine and ensure a solution for the source of
the complaint, which could include operational modifications. Thus, although not
anticipated, if odor complaints are made after the proposed project is developed, the
SMAQMD would ensure that such odors are addressed and any potential odor effects
reduced to less than significant.

For the aforementioned reasons, construction and operation of the proposed project
would not create objectionable odors, and potential impacts related to objectionable odors
would be less than significant. Because neither the proposed project nor buildout of site
per the approved FPASP would introduce typical odor-producing land uses or be located
in the vicinity of any existing or planned such land uses, impacts would be similar under
the proposed project as the approved FPASP.
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Project-Specific Mitigation Measure(s)
None required.

FPASP EIR/EIS Applicable Mitigation Measure(s)
None applicable.

Cumulative Impacts and Mitigation Measures

A project’s emissions may be individually limited, but cumulatively considerable when taken in
combination with past, present, and future development projects. The geographic context for the
proposed project cumulative air quality analysis includes the City of Folsom, including the
FPASP, and surrounding areas within the SVAB that are designated nonattainment for ozone and
PM.

Global climate change is, by nature, a cumulative impact. Emissions of GHG contribute, on a
cumulative basis, to the significant adverse environmental impacts of global climate change (e.g.,
sea level rise, impacts to water supply and water quality, public health impacts, impacts to
ecosystems, impacts to agriculture, and other environmental impacts). A single project could not
generate enough GHG emissions to contribute noticeably to a change in the global average
temperature. However, the combination of GHG emissions from a project in combination with
other past, present, and future projects contribute substantially to the world-wide phenomenon of
global climate change and the associated environmental impacts. Although the geographical
context for global climate change is the Earth, for analysis purposes under CEQA and due to the
regulatory context pertaining to GHG emissions and global climate change applicable to the
proposed project, the geographical context for global climate change in this EIR is limited to the
State of California.

4.2-5 A cumulatively considerable net increase of any criteria pollutant. Based on the
analysis below, the impact is less than significant.

A cumulative impact analysis considers a project over time in conjunction with other
past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future projects whose impacts might compound
those of the project being assessed. Air pollution is largely a cumulative impact. The
nonattainment status of regional pollutants, including ozone and PM, is a result of past
and present development, and, thus, cumulative impacts related to these pollutants could
be considered cumulatively significant. Future attainment of AAQS is a function of
successful implementation of SMAQMD attainment plans. Consequently, the
SMAQMD’s approach to cumulative thresholds of significance is relevant to whether a
project’s individual emissions would result in a cumulatively considerable contribution to
the SVAB’s existing cumulative impacts related to air quality conditions. If a project’s
emissions would be less than SMAQMD thresholds, the project would not be expected to
result in a cumulatively considerable contribution to a significant cumulative impact.
However, that exceedance of the project-level thresholds would not necessarily constitute
a significant cumulative impact.
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The FPASP EIR/EIS concluded that buildout of the entire FPASP would result in a
significant cumulative impact associated with temporary, short-term construction and
long-term operational air quality impacts. However, as discussed above, the proposed
project would result in 244 fewer residential units and removal of the potential for
380,061 square feet of General Commercial uses from what has been anticipated and
analyzed for the site per the FPASP and associated EIR. The modifications in land uses
would result in a reduction of vehicle trips, as well as a reduction in overall regional
VMT. The reduction in overall travel in the region from implementation of the proposed
project would result in fewer associated mobile emissions, including criteria air pollutant
emissions, from what has been anticipated for the site per the FPASP. In addition, the
proposed project would be required to comply with all applicable SMAQMD rules and
regulations, FPASP objectives and policies, the FPASP OAQMP, and applicable FPASP
EIR/EIS mitigation measures.

Therefore, the proposed project’s incremental contribution towards the significant and
unavoidable impact identified for buildout of the FPASP would be less than what has
been anticipated for the site. Accordingly, the proposed project’s incremental
contribution towards regional air quality would not be cumulatively considerable, and the
cumulative impact would be considered less than significant.

Project —Specific Mitigation Measure(s)
None required.

FPASP EIR/EIS Applicable Mitigation Measure(s)
None applicable.

Generation of GHG emissions, either directly or indirectly, that may have a
significant impact on the environment (i.e., would exceed 1,100 MTCO,e/yr and not
achieve a minimum 21.7 percent emission reduction from BAU levels by 2020),
and/or a conflict with an applicable plan, policy, or regulation adopted for the
purpose of reducing the emissions of GHGs. Based on the analysis below, the impact
is less than significant.

Emissions of GHGs contributing to global climate change are attributable in large part to
human activities.* The major man-made sources of GHG emissions contributing to
global climate change include utility, transportation, industrial/manufacturing, residential,
and agricultural sector operations.*® Therefore, the cumulative global emissions of GHGs
contributing to global climate change can be attributed to every nation, region, and city,
and virtually every individual on Earth. A project’s GHG emissions are at a micro-scale
relative to global emissions, but could result in a cumulatively considerable incremental
contribution to a significant cumulative macro-scale impact. Based on State law requiring
reduction in GHG emissions to historical levels, as discussed above, cumulative impacts
associated with GHG emissions are considered to be cumulatively significant.

It should be noted that the FPASP EIR/EIS addressed short-term construction-related and
long-term operational GHG emissions from buildout of the entire FPASP. Mitigation
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measures were included in the FPASP EIR/EIS (Mitigation Measures 3A.4-1, 3A.4-2a,
and 3A.4-2b) to help reduce GHG emissions; however, the FPASP EIR/EIS concluded
significant and unavoidable impacts based on the program-level analysis and lack of
project-level details (see Impacts 3A.4-1 and 3A.4-2 of the FPASP EIR/EIS). However,
the FPASP EIR/EIS states that an alternate impact conclusion may be supported by a
project-level analysis based on detailed project-specific parameters used to estimate GHG
emission levels. Since the FPASP EIR/EIS was prepared, SMAQMD has issued
recommended thresholds of significance and methodology for analysis of GHG emissions
that were not in place at the time the FPASP EIR/EIS GHG analysis was performed.

As discussed above, SMAQMD is in the process of developing recommended GHG
thresholds of significance, including a draft screening level of 1,100 MTCO,e/yr, where
projects exceeding the screening level would be required to perform a further detailed
analysis showing whether the project would meet a minimum 21.7 percent reduction
from BAU conditions by the year 2020. For this analysis, the City, in consultation with
SMAQMD and consistent with the draft GHG thresholds of significance, has chosen to
utilize a screening level of 1,100 MTCO,e/yr and a threshold of significance of a 21.7
percent reduction in GHG emissions from BAU levels, where BAU levels are based on
2010 levels, compared to 2020 levels for projects exceeding the screening level (based on
Statewide GHG emission reduction targets per AB 32).*’ As the FPASP and associated
EIR was approved after 2010, the BAU scenario for this analysis would be development
of the proposed project without implementation of any Statewide regulation GHG
emission reductions (i.e., at 2010 levels) or project-specific sustainability features, which
would not necessarily be required under BAU conditions. For example, the FPASP
objectives and policies, associated EIR mitigation measures, or OAQMP were not in
place in 2010 and, thus, the BAU scenario would not be required to implement the
required measures or project features of such.

Implementation of the proposed project along with other past, present, and reasonably
foreseeable future projects, would contribute GHG emissions that are associated with
global climate change. Estimated GHG emissions attributable to future development
would be primarily associated with increases of CO, and other GHG pollutants, including
CH4 and N,O, from mobile sources and utility usage. The proposed project’s short-term
construction-related and long-term operational GHG emissions were estimated using
CalEEMod, and the emissions are expressed in annual MTCO,e.

Construction-related GHG emissions are a one-time release and are, therefore, not
typically expected to generate a significant contribution to global climate change, as
global climate change is inherently a cumulative effect that occurs over a long period of
time and is quantified on a yearly basis. However, the proposed project’s total estimated
construction GHG emissions have been amortized over the anticipated overall
construction period for the project, which is estimated to occur over eight years, and
included in the annual operational GHG emissions in order to present a conservative
long-term analysis. The proposed project’s construction-related GHG emissions are
presented in Table 4.2-11.
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Table 4.2-11
Unmitigated Proposed Project Construction GHG Emissions
Construction Year Annual GHG Emissions (MTCO,elyr)
2015 562.48
2016 717.27
2017 1,272.23
2018’ 800.25
2019° 1,029.31
20207 667.31
2021 651.50
2022 39.61
Total Cons'_tru_ctlon GHG 5,739.96
Emissions

" Total annual GHG emissions based on the combination of Phase 1 and Phase 2 construction emissions
for that year (for 2017 = 722.33 MTCO,e/yr + 549.90 MTCO,e/yr; for 2018 = 310.18 MTCOe/yr +
490.07 MTCO,e/yr).

2 Total annual GHG emissions based on the combination of Phase 2 and Phase 3 construction emissions
for that year (for 2019 = 491.73 MTCO,e/yr + 537.58 MTCO,e/yr; for 2020 = 34.35 MTCO,e/yr +
632.96 MTCO,€e/yr).

Source: CalEEMod, October 2014 (See Appendix D).

According to CalEEMod, the proposed project would result in annual GHG emissions,
including amortized construction emissions, by 2020 as presented in Table 4.2-12. The
project’s compliance with SMAQMD rules and regulations, FPASP objectives and
policies, and the mitigation measures quantifiable within CalEEMod required per the
OAQMP (i.e., use of only low VOC paints, prohibition of wood-burning devices,
provision of electric lawnmowers to future residents, compliance with all mandatory
requirements of the latest edition of the CALGreen Code, Energy Star certified
appliances, and low-flow plumbing fixtures) has been included in the modeling. The
project-specific VMT provided by Fehr and Peers, the project traffic consultant, was
applied to CalEEMod as well. It should be noted that because the project-specific VMT
already accounted for the mitigation measures of the OAQMP that relate to a reduction of
VMT (e.g., proximity to bike path/bike lanes, pedestrian network improvements, traffic
calming measures, parking measures, mixed-use design, TMA membership, and transit-
related measures), such measures were not applied to CalEEMod in order to avoid
double-counting of such measures. As shown in the table, the proposed project would
result in GHG emissions in excess of the SMAQMD’s draft screening level threshold of
1,100 MTCO,e/yr. Thus, an analysis to determine whether the project would meet the
minimum 21.7 percent reduction in GHG emissions from BAU levels, where BAU levels
are based on 2010 levels, compared to 2020 levels is required.

The GHG emissions under BAU conditions are presented in Table 4.2-13. As stated
above, the BAU scenario for this analysis is development of the proposed project without
implementation of any Statewide regulation GHG emission reductions (i.e., at 2010
levels) or project-specific sustainability features, which would not necessarily be required
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under BAU conditions. However, the same project-specific VMT was applied to the

BAU scenario.

Table 4.2-12
Proposed Project 2020 GHG Emissions’

Emission Source Annual GHG Emissions (MTCO,elyr)
Construction Emissions” 717.50
Operational Emissions 24,571.11
Area 10.88
Energy 2,411.04
Mobile 21,613.86
Solid Waste 432.73
Water 102.60
TOTAL ANNUAL GHG EMISSIONS 25,288.61

" Includes compliance with SMAQMD rules and regulations, FPASP objectives and policies, and the
mitigation measures quantifiable within CalEEMod required per the FPASP OAQMP.

* Amortized total construction emissions (5,739.96 MTCO.e) over the anticipated 8-year construction
period for the project (5,739.96 MTCO,e / 8 years = 717.50 MTCO,e/yr).

Source: CalEEMod, October 2014 (see Appendix D).

Table 4.2-13
BAU GHG Emissions

Emission Source Annual GHG Emissions (MTCO,e/yr)
Construction Emissions’ 717.50
Operational Emissions 31,739.04
Area 15.13
Energy 2,968.21
Mobile 28,191.31
Solid Waste 432.73
Water 131.67
TOTAL ANNUAL GHG EMISSIONS 32,456.54

" Construction-related GHG emissions would be expected to be similar to the proposed project.

Source: CalEEMod, October 2014 (see Appendix D).

Consequently, the proposed project would result in approximately a 22.08 percent
reduction in annual GHG emissions from BAU conditions by 2020, as presented in Table
4.2-14 ([32,456.54 MTCO,e — 25,288.61 MTCOe] / 32,456.54 MTCOze x 100% =
22.08%). The reduction in GHG emissions would primarily be attributable to the
advancement of vehicle and equipment efficiency, as well as more stringent standards
and regulations as time progresses. Although a reduction related to such attributes would
occur for every development project, CalEEMod takes into consideration how much of
each attribute is applied for each specific project based on the size of the project and
associated land uses.
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Table 4.2-14
Percent GHG Reduction From BAU by 2020

Annual GHG Emissions (MTCO,e/yr)
Total BAU 32,456.54
Total Proposed Project Year 2020 25,288.61
Total Reduction from BAU by 2020 7,167.93
PERCENT REDUCTION' 22.08%

" Percent reduction of project GHG emissions from BAU levels by 2020 (see calculation in text above).

In order to compare the proposed project with what has been anticipated for the project
site per the FPASP and included in the analysis in the FPASP EIR/EIS, the currently
approved land uses for the project site have been modeled using CalEEMod. Similar
assumptions as the proposed project were applied to CalEEMod, including compliance
with SMAQMD rules and regulations, FPASP objectives and policies, and the mitigation
measures quantifiable within CalEEMod required per the OAQMP. A comparison of the
GHG emission associated with the proposed project and buildout of the site per the
currently approved uses are provided in Table 4.2-15 below.

Table 4.2-15
Approved vs. Proposed 2020 GHG Emissions’
As Approved Proposed Project
Annual GHG Annual GHG
Emissions Emissions
Emission Source (MTCO.elyr) (MTCO.¢elyr)
Construction Emissions 717.50° 717.50
Operational Emissions 51,093.43 24.571.11
Area 13.91 10.88
Energy 3,430.76 2,411.04
Mobile 46,817.87 21,613.86
Solid Waste 628.38 432.73
Water 202.50 102.60
TOTAL ANNUAL GHG EMISSIONS 51,810.93 25,288.61
" Includes compliance with SMAQMD rules and regulations, FPASP objectives and policies, and the
mitigation measures quantifiable within CalEEMod required per the FPASP OAQMP.
% Construction-related GHG emissions would be expected to be similar to the proposed project.
Source: CalEEMod, October 2014 (see Appendix D).

As shown in the table, the proposed project would reduce the GHG emissions associated
with buildout of the site from what is currently anticipated per the approved FPASP by
over 50 percent. Thus, the proposed project would not substantially worsen the impacts
previously identified for buildout of the project site per the FPASP EIR/EIS.

As determined above, the proposed project would result in a reduction in GHG emissions
of 22.30 percent from BAU levels by 2020, which would meet the minimum reduction
threshold utilized for this analysis of 21.7 percent. In addition, a reduction of GHG
emissions would occur from what is currently anticipated for buildout of the site.
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Therefore, the proposed project’s GHG emissions generated would not have a significant
impact on the environment or conflict with an applicable plan, policy, or regulation
established for the reduction of GHG emissions, and the project’s incremental
contribution to cumulative GHG emissions and global climate change would be
considered a less-than-significant impact. Because a less-than-significant impact would
occur, as determined based on project-specific data and analyses in compliance with the
recommended thresholds of significance and methodology that was not in place at the
time the FPASP EIR/EIS was prepared, mitigation, including Mitigation Measures 3A.4-
1, 3A.4-2a, and 3A.4-2b of the FPASP EIR/EIS, would not be necessary for the proposed
project. In addition, because the proposed project would result in a reduction in units,
removal of commercial uses, and an increase in open space as compared to the FPASP
approved land uses, the proposed project would result in fewer impacts related to GHG
emissions than the approved FPASP.

Project-Specific Mitigation Measure(s)
None required.

FPASP EIR/EIS Applicable Mitigation Measure(s)
None applicable.
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4.3 BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES

4.3.1 INTRODUCTION

The Biological Resources chapter of this EIR evaluates the biological resources that occur in the
proposed project area. Existing plant communities, wetlands, wildlife habitats, and potential
special-status species and communities are discussed. The analysis is primarily based on
information contained in the Biological Resources Impact Assessment prepared for the project by
ECORP Consulting, Inc. (see Appendix E),* the Tree Survey prepared for the project by Foothill
Associates (see Appendix F),? the Folsom Plan Area Specific Plan (FPASP)® and associated
EIR/EIS,* and the City of Folsom General Plan.’

Comments provided on the Notice of Preparation (NOP) by the California Department of Fish
and Wildlife (CDFW) regarding the potential impacts to wildlife habitat and the presence of
listed rare, threatened, or endangered and special status species have been addressed in this
chapter.

4.3.2 EXISTING ENVIRONMENTAL SETTING

The following sections describe the existing environmental setting and biological resources
occurring, or potentially occurring, in the proposed project area.

Regional Setting

The project area is located in the eastern portion of Sacramento County, in the City of Folsom,
California. The City of Folsom is located approximately 15 miles northeast of the City of
Sacramento, south of Folsom Lake. The City of Folsom is in the Sierra Nevada foothills, at the
eastern edge of the alluvial Sacramento Valley. The Sierra Nevada province is characterized by
steep-sided hills and narrow, rocky stream channels. The Sacramento Valley is characterized by
flat alluvial plains. Climate in the Folsom area is characterized by warm, dry summers without
rain and mild winters with light rain.

The project site is in the southeastern section of the City of Folsom, on the southern side of U.S.
Highway 50 (US 50), near the Sacramento County/El Dorado County boundary to the east. The
project site consists of approximately 429.7 acres, is within the eastern portion of the Hillside
District of the FPASP, and is bound by US 50 to the north, White Rock Road to the south, and
Placerville Road to the west. Along the western side of Placerville Road, approximately 75 feet
or further to the west of the project site, is a rail line, known as the Sacramento-Placerville
Transportation Corridor (SPTC), operated by a Joint Powers Authority (JPA). The SPTC has not
been used for commercial operations since the late 1980°s. However, the line is currently used
for weekend excursion trains and other special events, with train operations ranging between five
to 13 excursions per day on Saturdays and Sundays.
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Project Setting

The project area is predominantly characterized by annual grassland on gently sloping
topography. In addition, vernal pools, freshwater seeps, seasonal wetland, swales, and
intermittent drainages are present within the project area. Elevations within the project area range
from approximately 240 feet to 800 feet above mean sea level. Historic land uses in the area
include cattle ranching, farming, and mining activities, primarily gold mining. The natural
communities, including on-site vegetation, wetlands and other waters of the U.S., and wildlife of
the project area are discussed in further detail below.

On-Site Vegetation

Annual grassland covers the majority of the project site and is characterized by a dense cover of
non-native annual grasses interspersed with numerous species of non-native annual forbs and
native wildflowers. Characteristic grass species include ripgut brome (Bromus diandrus), soft
chess (Bromus hordeaceus), ryegrass (Festuca perennis), and medusahead (Taeniatherum
caputmedusae). Common non-native forbs include cut-leaved geranium (Geranium dissectum),
Klamath weed (Hypericum perforatum), prickly sow thistle (Sonchus asper), yellow starthistle
(Centaurea solstitialis), and Italian thistle (Carduus pycnocephalus). Native wildflowers
observed in the annual grassland within the project site include wild hyacinth (Triteleia
hyacinthina), Ithuriel’s spear (Triteleia laxa), purple owl’s-clover (Castilleja exserta), valley
tassels (Castilleja attenuata), harvest brodiaea (Brodiaea elegans), and Fremont’s tidy-tips
(Layia fremontii).

On-Site Wetlands and Other Waters of the U.S.

The Biological Resources Impact Assessment prepared for the project site, identified a total of
9.467 acres of Waters of the U.S., including wetlands, within the project site. As shown in Figure
4.3-1, the project site includes approximately 5.791 acres of seeps, 0.085 acres of vernal pools,
0.016 acres of seasonal wetlands, 1.785 acres of seasonal wetland swales, and 1.790 acres of
intermittent stream channels. It should be noted that the aforementioned acreages include the
total wetland acreage within the proposed project site, including the wetlands avoided by the
proposed project, the wetlands impacted by the proposed project, and the wetlands impacted by
the backbone infrastructure required for the project. All acres of the depressional seasonal
wetlands and seasonal wetland swales within the project site have been determined to fall under
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) jurisdiction. The project site also contains 0.087 acres
of ditch/canal that USACE determined to be non-navigable, isolated, and intrastate waters with
no apparent interstate commerce connection and therefore not at this time considered
jurisdictional Waters of the U.S. (non-jurisdictional). Although these aquatic features are not
subject to USACE jurisdiction under Section 404 of the Clean Water Act (CWA), they may be
considered Waters of the State under California’s Porter-Cologne Act, and therefore subject to
regulation by the Central VValley Regional Water Quality Control Board (CVRWQCB).
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Figure 4.3-1
Russell Ranch Wetlands and Wetland Impacts

Figure 4.
Russell Ranch Wetland Impacts
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Freshwater Seeps

A seep is a wetland plant community characterized by dense cover of perennial herb species
usually dominated by rushes, sedges, and grasses. Freshwater seep communities occur on sites
with permanently moist or wet soils resulting from daylighting groundwater. Characteristic plant
species found in seeps include Baltic rush (Juncus balticus), iris-leaved rush (Juncus xiphioides),
common spikerush (Eleocharis macrostachya), white hedge-nettle (Stachys albens), rice cutgrass
(Leersia oryzoides), and dense-flowered willowherb (Epilobium densiflorum). The project site
includes approximately 5.791 acres of seeps (see Figure 4.3-1). All acreage of the seep habitat
has been determined to fall under USACE jurisdiction.

Vernal Pools

Vernal pools are natural ephemeral wetlands that form in shallow depressions underlain by an
impervious or restrictive soil layer near the surface that restricts the percolation of water. Vernal
pools are supported by direct precipitation and surface runoff. They pond during the wet season
and typically become dry by late spring. Vernal pools are typically characterized by a high
percentage of native plant species, many of which may be endemic (restricted) to vernal pools.

Characteristic vernal pool species include annual hairgrass (Deschampsia danthonioides),
Fremont’s goldfields (Lasthenia fremontii), common spikerush, coyote thistle (Eryngium vaseyi),
stipitate popcorn flower (Plagiobothrys stipitatus), white-headed navarretia (Navarretia
leucocephala), and horned downingia (Downingia bicornuta). As seen in Figure 4.3-1, the
project site includes approximately 0.085 acres of vernal pools. All acreage of the vernal pool
habitat has been determined to fall under USACE jurisdiction.

Seasonal Wetlands

Seasonal wetlands are present within the project site in both topographic depressions and swales.
Hydrologically, seasonal wetlands are similar to vernal pools because they remain inundated or
saturated for extended periods during winter and spring. Seasonal wetland swales do not pond
water appreciably, but are inundated by flowing water during rainfall and support a saturated
upper soil horizon for an extended period of time during the growing season. Characteristic plant
species in seasonal wetlands and seasonal wetland swales include coyote thistle, toad rush
(Juncus bufonius), hyssop loosestrife (Lythrum hyssopifolium), foothill meadowfoam
(Limnanthes striata), dallis grass (Paspalum dilatatum), rabbitsfoot grass (Polypogon
monspeliensis), common spikerush, and ryegrass.

Drainage Channels

Intermittent drainage channels occur throughout the project site. Intermittent drainages are
typically unvegetated due to the scouring effects of flowing water. The project site includes
1.790 acres of intermittent drainage channels. All acreages of intermittent drainage channels
have been determined to be fall under USACE jurisdiction. Ditches, which are excavated
channels, are also present within the project site. Many ditches follow topographic contours and
may represent relics from historic hydraulic gold mining activities, while others may have been
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excavated to transport irrigation water. Some ditches may support hydrophytic vegetation such
as rabbitsfoot grass, curly dock (Rumex crispus), and common yellow monkeyflower (Mimulus
guttatus). As shown in Figure 4.3-1, approximately 0.087 acres of ditch is present throughout the
project site. The 0.087 acres of ditch has been determined to be non-jurisdictional, although such
waters are still considered Waters of the State.

Wildlife

The project area supports an abundant and diverse fauna. Due to the large and mostly contiguous
block of open space dominated by natural plant communities, the project area is particularly
important to native wildlife species associated with grassland habitats. The project area provides
habitat for both resident breeding and migratory raptors that prefer large tracks of open grassland
for foraging.

A few of the many common wildlife species expected to occur within the project area include
redtailed hawk (Buteo jamaicensis), Western kingbird (Tyrannus verticalis), oak titmouse
(Baeolophus inornatus), savannah sparrow (Passerculus sandwichensis), Western meadowlark
(Sturnella neglecta), gopher snake (Pituophis catenifer), Western fence lizard (Sceloporus
occidentalis), coyote (Canis latrans), and black-tailed hare (Lepus californicus).

Special-Status Species
Special-status species include plants and animals in the following categories:

e Species officially listed by the State of California or the federal government as
endangered, threatened, or rare;
e Candidates for State or federal listing as endangered, threatened, or rare;
e Taxa (i.e., taxonomic categories or groups) that meet the criteria for listing, even if not
currently included on any list, as described in California Code of Regulations (CCR)
Section 15380 of the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Guidelines;
Species identified by the CDFW as species of special concern;
Species listed as Fully Protected under the California Fish and Game Code;
Species afforded protection under local or regional planning documents; and
Taxa considered by the California Native Plant Society (CNPS) to be “rare, threatened, or
endangered in California.” The CNPS includes five ranks (California Rare Plant Ranks
[CRPRY]) for categorizing plant species of concern, which are summarized as follows:
0 CRPR 1A - Plants presumed to be extinct in California;
0 CRPR 1B - Plants that are rare, threatened, or endangered in California and
elsewhere;
0 CRPR 2A - Plants presumed to be extinct in California, but more common
elsewhere.
0 CRPR 2B - Plants that are rare, threatened, or endangered in California but more
common elsewhere;
0 CRPR 3- Plants about which more information is needed (a review list); and
0 CRPR 4 - Plants of limited distribution (a watch list).
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Plant inventories prepared by CNPS provide one source of substantial evidence that is used by
lead agencies to determine what plants meet the definition of endangered, rare, or threatened
species, as described in CCR Section 15380 of the State CEQA Guidelines. For purposes of this
analysis, the relevant inventories are CRPR 1A, 1B, 2A, and 2B. All plants listed in the CNPS
Inventory are considered “special plants” by CDFW. The term “special plants” is a broad term
used by CDFW to refer to all of the plant taxa inventoried by the CNDDB, regardless of their
legal or protection status. Notation as a CRPR 1B or 2 plant species does not automatically
qualify the species as endangered, rare, or threatened within the definition of State CEQA
Guidelines CCR Section 15380. Rather, CNPS designations are considered along with other
available information about the status, threats, and population condition of plant species to
determine whether a species warrants evaluation as an endangered, rare, or threatened species
under CEQA. Plants on CRPR 1A, 1B, 2A and 2B of the CNPS Inventory may qualify for
listing, and CDFW recommends - and local governments may require - that such species be
addressed during CEQA review of proposed projects. However, a plant species need not be in
the CNPS Inventory to be considered a rare, threatened, or endangered species under CEQA.

The term California species of special concern is applied by CDFW to animals not listed under
the Federal Endangered Species Act (FESA) or the California Endangered Species Act (CESA),
but that are nonetheless declining at a rate that could result in listing, or historically occurred in
low numbers and known threats to their persistence currently exist. CDFW’s fully protected
status was California’s first attempt to identify and protect animals that were rare or facing
extinction. Most species listed as fully protected were eventually listed as threatened or
endangered under CESA; however, some species remain listed as fully protected but do not have
simultaneous listing under CESA. Fully protected species may not be taken or possessed at any
time and take permits cannot be issued for the species, except for scientific research purposes or
for relocation to protect livestock.

The Biological Resources Impact Assessment prepared for the proposed project by ECORP
Consulting, Inc. queried the CDFW CNDDB, the CNPS Inventory for the Folsom, Folsom SE,
Clarksville, and Buffalo Creek U.S. Geological Survey (USGS) quadrangles, and the list of
potentially occurring special-status species prepared for the FPASP EIR/EIS. Species may have
been added or removed from the original FPASP EIR/EIS based on listing status changes and/or
new species information. Figure 4.3-2 shows all of the CNDDB occurrences within a five-mile
radius of the project site. Table 4.3-1 below provides a list and a description of each special-
status species known to occur, or with potential to occur, within the project area.
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Table 4.3-1
Potentially Occurring Special-Status Species
s Federal | California .
Celnnen SCCHIT OE ESA ESA ey Habitat Description Approximate Potential to Occur On-Site
Name Name Status Survey Dates
Status Status
Plants
Low potential to occur - Suitable
habitat available in grasslands;
. however, the probability of
. Chaparral, cismontane . .
. Balsamorhiza occurrence is low because typically
Big scale ; woodland and valley and . .
macrolepis var. 1B.2 . . March-June found on serpentine soils. Surveys
balsamroot . foothill grassland. Sometimes :
macrolepis . have been conducted for the entire
on serpentine. . - )
project area. This species was not
documented within the project area
during the surveys.
S Cordylanthus .
Hispid bird's mollis ssp. 1B.1 Alkaline mealdows, feeps, June- Absent - No habitat.
beak o and playas (0' - 500™). September
hispidus
Potential to occur - Surveys have
- Vernal pools or other been conducted for entire the
Dwarf Downingia I lands i I h . hi .
downingia ousilla 2.2 seasonal wetlands in annua March-May project area. T_ Is species was not
grasslands (0' - 1,500'). documented within the project area
during the surveys.
Vernal pools or other Potential to occur - Surveys have
. seasonal wetlands in been conducted for entire the
Tuolumne Eryngium ; . . .
O 1B.2 | cismontane woodland and June-August | project area. This species was not
button-celery pinnaisectum . s X
lower montane coniferous documented within the project area
forest (200" - 3,000". during the surveys.
Lake marine marshes and Potential to occur - Surveys have
Bogg's Lake . swamps, vernal pools, and been conducted for entire the
Gratiola . . . .
hedge 1B.2 other seasonal wetlands, April-August | project area. This species was not
heterosepala L T i , o X
hyssop primarily in clay soils (30" - documented within the project area
8,000". during the surveys.
Ahart's dwarf Juncus Vernal pools and swales in Potential to occur - Surveys have
rush leiospermus 1B.2 | areas of low cover of March-May been conducted for entire the
var. competing vegetation; most project area. This species was not

(Continued on next page)
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Table 4.3-1
Potentially Occurring Special-Status Species
s Federal | California .
Celnnen SCCHIT OE ESA ESA ey Habitat Description Approximate Potential to Occur On-Site
Name Name Status Survey Dates
Status Status
ahartii often on gopher turnings documented within the project area
along margins of pools (95' - during the surveys.
750".
Juncus
. Vernal pools, meadows and Absent - Sacramento and El
Red Bluff leiospermus . .
1B.1 | seeps, and other seasonally March-May Dorado counties are outside the
dwarf rush var. . s , . .
lei wet habitats (115' - 3,500'). range for this species.
eiospermus
Potential to occur - Surveys have
. been conducted for entire the
Legenere Relatively deep and wet . . . .
Legenere X 1B.1 . . April-June project area. This species was not
limosa vernal pools (0" - 3,000. e X
documented within the project area
during the surveys.
Potential to occur - Surveys have
Pincushion Navarretia been conducted for entire the
. meyersii ssp. 1B.1 Vernal pools (65' - 750"). May project area. This species was not
navarretia " e .
meyersii documented within the project area
during the surveys.
Potential to occur - Surveys have
Sanford's Sagitarria Marshes and swamps been conducted for entire the
arrowhead sar?for dii 1B.2 (assorted shallow freshwater) | May-October | project area. This species was not
(0-2,133". documented within the project area
during the surveys.
Potential to occur - Surveys have
Slender Oreutt been conducted for entire the
rass Orcuttia tenuis | FT CE 1B.1 Vernal pools (100" - 5,800'). May-October | project area. This species was not
g documented within the project area
during the surveys.
Potential to occur - Surveys have
Sacramento | 54 g viscida | FE CE 1B1 | Vernalpools (98'-328). | APiF been conducted for entire the
Orcutt grass September project area. This species was not
documented within the project area

(Continued on next page)
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Table 4.3-1
Potentially Occurring Special-Status Species
s Federal | California .
Celnnen SCCHIT OE ESA ESA ey Habitat Description Approximate Potential to Occur On-Site
Name Name Status Survey Dates
Status Status
during the surveys.
Invertebrates
Valley Desmocerus Elderberry shrubs, typically i
elderberry californicus FPD in riparian habitats (0’ - cvg?:?gurﬁooﬂi?{gijrﬁr?hrsuubr?/e s
longhorn beetle | dimorphus 3,000). g ys.
Low potential — Surveys have been
vernal pool Branchinecta Vernal pools and other conducted for the Russell Ranch
fair shEim vnchi FT seasonal wetlands in valley property as part of the FPASP.
y P y and foothill grasslands. This species was not documented
during wet or dry season surveys.
Low potential — Surveys have been
vernal pool Lenidurus Vernal pools and other conducted for the Russell Ranch
tad olepshrim agkardi FE seasonal wetlands in valley property as part of the FPASP.
P PP and foothill grasslands. This species was not documented
during wet or dry season surveys.
Low potential — Surveys have been
. Vernal pools and other conducted for the Russell Ranch
Conservancy Branchinecta | | . I £ th
fairy shrimp conservatio FE seasona \{vet ands in valley pro_perty as part of the FPASP.
and foothill grasslands. This species was not documented
during wet or dry season surveys.
Amphibians
Uses vernal pools, wetlands
and adjacent grassland or oak
e woodland; needs None — Nearest known occurrence
California tiger : .
underground refuge, usually is 15 miles to the south and
salamander Ambystoma CSC, . . g .
O FT CT ground squirrel or gopher March-May extensive surveys in the project
(Central californiense CNDDB A
e burrows. Uses vernal pools, vicinity have not detected the
California DPS) . .
ponds, and seasonal wetlands species north of Cosumnes River.
for breeding. Largely
terrestrial as adults.

(Continued on next page)
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Table 4.3-1
Potentially Occurring Special-Status Species
s Federal | California .
Celnnen SCCHIT OE ESA ESA ey Habitat Description Approximate Potential to Occur On-Site
Name Name Status Survey Dates
Status Status
Potential to occur - Suitable habitat
available on-site. Nearest
documented occurrences are more
Vernal pools and other - . ;
. than 5 miles away in the Roseville
seasonal ponds with a . . X
Western Spea e X . area, Phoenix Park in the Fair Oaks
. CsC minimum 3-week inundation | March-May . .
spadefoot toad | hammondii oo . area, and Mather Regional Park in
period in valley and foothill he uni 4s
rasslands the unincorporated Sacramento
g ' County area south of US 50
between the cities of Sacramento
and Rancho Cordova.
Currently occurs in lowlands
or foothills at waters with
(rjieg??azhcl;bgzaggﬁmf;?\f:; None — Presumed extirpated from
California red- .. CSC, part g ' May- the valley floor. Nearest
Rana draytonii | FT require 11 to 20 weeks to 4 L .
legged frog CNDDB . November reproducing population is 30 miles
transform, sometimes .
L east near Pollock Pines.
overwintering. Adults must
have aestivation habitat to
endure summer dry down.
Reptiles
Forage in ponds, marshes,
slow moving streams,
Western pond Actinemys CSC, | sloughs, and April-October Low potential — Marginal habitat
turtle marmorata CNDDB | irrigation/drainage ditches; P quality on-site.
nest in nearby uplands with
low, sparse vegetation.
Slow-moving streams,
. . sloughs, ponds, marshes,
Giant garter T_hamnophls FT CT CSC, Inundated floodplains, rice Absent - No habitat.
snake gigas CNDDB

fields, and irrigation/drainage
ditches on the Central Valley

(Continued on next page)
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Table 4.3-1
Potentially Occurring Special-Status Species
s Federal | California .
Celnnen SCCHIT OE ESA ESA ey Habitat Description Approximate Potential to Occur On-Site
Name Name Status Survey Dates
Status Status
floor with mud bottoms,
earthen banks, emergent
vegetation, abundant small
aquatic prey and absence of
low numbers of large
predatory fish. Also require
upland refugia not subject to
flooding during the snake's
inactive season.
Birds
Potential to occur - Suitable
White-tailed i grassland foraging habitat. Several
kite (nesting) Elanus leucurus CFP Woodland, grassland. March-June CNDDB-documented nest sites in
project vicinity.
Known to occur within the FPASP,
. winter foraging documented by
Nor'ghern . Circus cyaneus CsC Marsh, grassland. April Foothill Associates. Likely to nest
harrier (nesting) September Lo .
on-site; suitable nesting and
foraging habitat available.
Forages in large open areas Nests . .
. (February- Low potential - Unlikely to nest
. of foothill shrub and ’ L .
Aquila . August) ; on-site; migrating and nonbreeding
Golden eagle CFP grassland habitats and : oo X
chrysaetos . winter CV individuals could forage in the
occasionally croplands. Does .
. (October- grasslands on-site.
not nest in the Central Valley.
February)
Swainson's Buteo Forages in grasslands and March- Potential to occur — Likely to nest
i . . CT CNDDB | agricultural lands; nests in on-site; suitable nesting and
hawk (nesting) | swainsoni 2 . August . . .
riparian and isolated trees. foraging habitat present on-site.
Southern bald Haliaeetus Forage primarily in large Low Potential - Foraging habitat is
eagle (nesting leucocephalus FD CE inland fish-bearing waters marginal, and the species does not

and wintering)

leucocephalus

with adjacent large trees or

nest on the Central Valley floor.

(Continued on next page)
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Table 4.3-1

Potentially Occurring Special-Status Species

Common Scientific ekl | Gl Other . — Approximate . .
ESA ESA Habitat Description Potential to Occur On-Site
Name Name Status Survey Dates
Status Status
snags; occasionally in However, could be a rare and
uplands with abundant irregular foraging visitor.
rabbits, other small
mammals, or carrion. Often
roosts communally in winter.
Freshwater marshes, wet
California black | Laterallis mead_ows, and shallow
i . . . margins of saltwater marshes. .
rail (year jamaicensis CT . . Absent - No habitat.
round) conturniculus Requires consistent water
depth of 1 inch and dense
vegetation to nest.
Potential to occur - Suitable
Nests and forages primarily nesting habitat available along
in emergent marsh, riparian drainages and a few other on-site
scrub, and early successional wetlands. However, the project
Modesto song . riparian forest habitats in the area is on the fringes of the
Melospiza ; . .
sparrow (year : CsC north-central portion of the geographic range, and there is
melodia e A )
round) Central Valley; infrequently scientific uncertainty as to where
in mature riparian forest and song sparrows in eastern
sparsely vegetated ditches Sacramento County above 200 feet
and levees. in elevation are of the “Modesto”
form.
Known to occur - Occurs in
Burrowing owl | Athene BCC, March- grasslands on-site; winter forag'f‘g_
: : . Grassland documented. Likely to nest on-site;
(burrow sites) cunicularia CsC August . . X
suitable nesting and foraging
habitat available.
Nests in tree cavities, bridges, Absent - Only known breeding
Purple martin Proane subis csc utility poles, lava tubes, and September- colonies in the region are in the
(nesting) g buildings. Forages in foothill | April City of Sacramento where they

and low montane oak and

nest in hollow-box bridges and in

(Continued on next page)
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Table 4.3-1
Potentially Occurring Special-Status Species
s Federal | California .
Celnnen SCCHIT OE ESA ESA ey Habitat Description Approximate Potential to Occur On-Site
Name Name Status Survey Dates
Status Status
riparian woodlands; less highway overpass in the City of
frequently in coniferous Rocklin.
forests and open or developed
habitats.
Potential to occur - Suitable
Loggerhead Lanius BCC, | Grassland, March-Jul foraging habitat available on-site.
shrike ludovicianus CSC | Woodland. y Foraging documented adjacent to
project area along Alder Creek.
Bank swallow Absent - No suitable habitat on-
. Riparia riparia CT Stream banks. May-July site. On-site creek banks are
(nesting) .
sloping and vegetated.
Grasshonper Ammodramus Low Potential - Fragmented
PP CSC | Grassland. May-July grassland community represents
sparrow savannarum . . .
marginal nesting habitat.
Tricolored
blackbird Agelaius BCC, Marsh. arassland April-June Low potential - Suitable habitat not
(nesting tricolor CcsC 9 ' P likely within project area.
colony)
Mammals
Deserts, grasslands,
shrublands, woodlands, and Low potential — Foraging habitat
. Anthrozous forests. Most common in April- _p. ging !
Pallid bat . CsC ) . on-site; however, no roosting
pallidus open, dry habitats. Roosts in | September . . .
. habitat available on-site.
rock crevices, oak hollows,
bridges, or buildings.
Large acreages of oak Low potential — Marginal habitat
Bassariscus woodland, riparian and other quality, open understory, proximity
Ringtail bat CFP dense brush habitats with to urban Folsom, and lack of
astutus L N
rock recesses or hollow snags connectivity to other riparian forest
for cover. or oak woodland habitats.

(Continued on next page)
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Potentially Occurring Special-Status Species

Table 4.3-1

Common
Name

Scientific
Name

Federal
ESA
Status

California
ESA
Status

Other
Status

Habitat Description

Approximate
Survey Dates

Potential to Occur On-Site

Townsend's
big-eared bat

Corymorhinus
townsendii

CSC

Typically roosts in caves;
however, colonies of <100
individuals occasionally nest
in buildings or bridges.
Forages in all habitats except
alpine and subalpine, though
most commonly in mesic
forests and woodlands.

April-
September

Low potential — Foraging habitat
on-site; however, no roosting
habitat available on-site.

Western mastiff
bat

Eumops perotis
californicus

CSC

Typically roost in high cliffs
and rock creviced in small
colonies of <100 individuals.
Forages in a variety of
grassland, shrub and wooded
habitats including riparian
and urban areas, though most
commonly in open, arid
lands.

Absent - Suitable habitat not
present within the project area.

Western red bat

Lasiurus
blossevilli

CsC

Roosts primarily in tree
foliage, especially in
cottonwood, sycamore, and
other riparian trees or
orchards. Prefers habitat
edges and mosaics with trees
that are protected from above
and open below with open
areas for foraging, including
grasslands, shrublands, and
open woodlands.

April-
September

Potential to occur - Potential to
forage on-site; however, unlikely
to roost due to lack of riparian
woodland.

(Continued on next page)
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Table 4.3-1
Potentially Occurring Special-Status Species

C e Federal | California
Cﬁlrzrr::n SCI\IIZ:;I;IC ESA ESA g::ﬁg Habitat Description
Status Status

Approximate

Potential to Occur On-Site
Survey Dates

Inhabits open uncultivated
annual grasslands and in drier

American . CSC, Low potential — Marginally
badger Taxidea taxus CNDDB | 2PEN shrub, fore_)st and_ Any season suitable habitat available.
herbaceous habitats with
friable soils.
Notes:

FE - Federal ESA listed, Endangered.

FT - Federal ESA listed, Threatened.

FPE - Formally Proposed for federal ESA listing as Endangered.

FPT - Formally Proposed for federal ESA listing as Threatened.

FPD - Listed under Federal ESA, but formally proposed for delisting.

FD - Formally Delisted (delisted species are monitored for 5 years).

FC - Candidate for federal ESA listing as Threatened or Endangered.

NMFS - NOAA/NMFS species of concern.

BCC - U. S. Fish and Wildlife Service Bird of Conservation Concern.

CE - California ESA or Native Plant Protection Act listed, Endangered.

CT - California ESA or Native Plant Protection Act listed, Threatened.

CR — California ESA or Native Plant Protection Act listed, Rare.

CC - Candidate for California ESA listing as Endangered or Threatened.

CFP - Fish and Game Code of California Fully Protected Species (§3511-birds, §4700-mammals, §5050-reptiles/amphibians).

X - Critical Habitat designated for this species.

CSC - California Department of Fish and Wildlife Species of Special Concern.

1A - California Rare Plant Rank/Presumed extirpated in California and either rare or extinct elsewhere.

1B - California Rare Plant Rank/Rare, threatened or endangered in California and elsewhere.

2A - California Rare Plant Rank/Presumed extirpated in California, but more common elsewhere.

2B - California Rare Plant Rank/Rare, threatened or endangered in California, but more common elsewhere.

3 - California Rare Plant Rank/Plants About Which More Information is Needed - A Review List.

4 - California Rare Plant Rank/Plants of Limited Distribution - A Watch List.

0.1 - CNPS Threat Rank/Seriously threatened in California (over 80% of occurrences threatened/high degree and immediacy of threat.
0.2 — CNPS Threat Rank/Moderately threatened in California (20-80% of occurrences threatened/moderate degree and immediacy of threat.
0.3 - CNPS Threat Rank/Not very threatened in California (<20% of occurrences threatened/low degree and immediacy of threat.
CNDDB - Species that is tracked by CDFW's Natural Diversity Database but does not have any of the above special-status designations otherwise

Source: ECORP Consulting, Inc. 2014
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Listed and Special-Status Plants

According to the Biological Resources Impact Assessment, ECORP Inc. determined that based
on the habitat and elevation range of the project area, several special-status plants could be
present within the project site (see Figure 4.3-2 and Table 4.3-1). These include:

Big scale balsamroot
Dwarf downingia
Tuolumne button-celery
Bogg’s lake hedge hyssop
Ahart’s dwarf rush

Legenere

Pincushion navarretia
Sanford’s arrowhead
Slender Orcutt grass
Sacramento Orcutt grass

Protocol-level focused surveys for Ahart’s dwarf rush (Junas leiospermus var. ahartii), Boggs
lake hedge-hyssop (Gratiola heterosepala), Brandegee’s clarkia (Clarkia biloba ssp.
Brandegeae), dwarf downingia (Downingia pusilla), legenere (Legenere limosa), pincushion
navarretia (Navarretia myersii ssp. Myersii), Sacramento Orcutt grass (Orcuttia viscida),
Sanford’s arrowhead (Sagittaria sanfordii), slender Orcutt grass (Orcuttia tenuis), and Tuolumne
button-celery (Eryngium pinnatisectum) were conducted for the project area on May 5, May 18,
June 7, and June 20, 2006 and on April 27, May 1 and June 25, 2009 by Foothill Associates as
part of the FPASP EIR/EIS. The aforementioned special-status plant species were not found
during any of the protocol-level focused surveys that were conducted.

Listed and Special-Status Wildlife

According to the Biological Resources Impact Assessment, several special-status wildlife species
have the potential to occur within the project site (see Figure 4.3-2 and Table 4.3-1). These
include:

Vernal pool fairy shrimp
Vernal pool tadpole shrimp
Conservancy fairy shrimp
Western spadefoot toad
Western pond turtle
White-tailed kite

Northern harrier

Golden eagle

Swainson’s hawk

Modesto song sparrow
Burrowing owl
Loggerhead shrike
Grasshopper sparrow
Tricolored blackbird
Pallid bat

Townsend’s big-eared bat
Western red bat
American badger

Sensitive Natural Communities

Sensitive natural communities include those that are of special concern or that are afforded
specific consideration to the CDFW, the Porter-Cologne Water Quality Control Act, and/or
Section 404 of the Clean Water Act. Sensitive natural communities may be of special concern for
a variety of reasons, including their locally or regionally declining status or their provision of

CHAPTER 4.3 — BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES
4.3-17



DRAFT EIR
RUSSELL RANCH PROJECT
DECEMBER 2014

important habitat for common and special-status species. Many of these communities are tracked
in the CDFW’s California Natural Diversity Database (CNDDB).

In 2014, approximately 0.5-acre of Valley needlegrass grassland was mapped within the southern
portion of the project area (see Figure 4.3-3). Valley needlegrass grassland is a community
identified as sensitive by CDFW and tracked in the California Natural Diversity Database
(CNDDB).

4.3.3 REGULATORY SETTING

A number of federal, State, and local policies provide the regulatory framework that guides the
protection of biological resources. The following discussion summarizes the laws that are most
relevant to biological resources in the vicinity of the project site.

Federal Regulations

The following are the federal environmental laws relevant to the CEQA review process for
biological resources.

Federal Endangered Species Act

The United States Congress passed the FESA in 1973 to protect species that are endangered or
threatened with extinction. The FESA is intended to operate in conjunction with the National
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) to help protect the ecosystems upon which endangered and
threatened species depend.

The FESA prohibits the “take” of endangered or threatened wildlife species. “Take” is defined
by 16 USC 1532, 50 C.F.R. 17.3 as harassing, harming (including significantly modifying or
degrading habitat), pursuing, hunting, shooting, wounding, Killing, trapping, capturing, or
collecting wildlife species, or any attempt to engage in such conduct. Taking can result in civil or
criminal penalties.

The FESA and NEPA Section 404 guidelines prohibit the issuance of wetland permits for
projects that would jeopardize the existence of threatened or endangered wildlife or plant
species. The USACE must consult with the Unites States Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS)
and National Oceanic Atmospheric Administration (NOAA) when threatened or endangered
species may be affected by a proposed project to determine whether issuance of a USACE
Section 404 permit would jeopardize the species.
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Figure 4.3-3
Needlegrass within Russell Ranch Project Site
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Migratory Bird Treaty Act

Raptors (birds of prey), migratory birds, and other avian species are protected by a number of
State and federal laws. The federal Migratory Bird Treaty Act (MBTA) prohibits the killing,
possessing, or trading of migratory birds except in accordance with regulations prescribed by the
Secretary of Interior. Section 3503.5 of the California Fish and Wildlife Code states, “It is
unlawful to take, possess, or destroy any birds in the order Falconiformes or Strigiformes (birds-
of-prey) or to take, possess, or destroy the nest or eggs of any such bird except as otherwise
provided by this code or any regulation adopted pursuant thereto.”

Clean Water Act

The USACE regulates discharge of dredged or fill material into Waters of the U.S. under Section
404 of the CWA. “Discharge of fill material” is defined by 33 C.F.R §328.2[f] as the addition of
fill material into Waters of the U.S., including but not limited to the following: placement of fill
that is necessary for the construction of any structure, or impoundment requiring rock, sand, dirt,
or other material for its construction; site-development fills for recreational, industrial,
commercial, residential, and other uses; causeways or road fills; and fill for intake and outfall
pipes and sub-aqueous utility lines. In addition, Section 401 of the CWA requires any applicant
for a federal license or permit to conduct any activity that may result in a discharge of a pollutant
into Waters of the U.S. to obtain a certification that the discharge will comply with applicable
effluent limitations and water quality standards.

Waters of the U.S. include a range of wet environments such as lakes, rivers, streams (including
intermittent streams), mudflats, sandflats, wetlands, sloughs, and wet meadows. Wetlands are
defined by 33 C.F.R. §328.3[b] as “those areas that are inundated or saturated by surface or
groundwater at a frequency and duration sufficient to support and under normal circumstances
do support, a prevalence of vegetation typically adapted for life in saturated soil conditions.”

Jurisdictional waters of the U.S. are defined by 33 C.F.R. §328.3[e] as waters exhibiting a
defined bed and bank and ordinary high water mark (OHWM). The OHWM is defined by the
USACE as “that line on shore established by the fluctuations of water and indicated by physical
character of the soil, destruction of terrestrial vegetation, the presence of litter and debris, or
other appropriate means that consider the characteristics of the surrounding areas.”

State Regulations

The following are State environmental laws relevant to the CEQA review process for biological
resources.

California Endangered Species Act

The State of California enacted the CESA in 1984. The CESA is similar to the FESA, but
pertains to State-listed endangered and threatened species. CESA requires State agencies to
consult with the CDFW when preparing CEQA documents to ensure that the State lead agency
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actions do not jeopardize the existence of listed species. CESA directs agencies to consult with
CDFW on projects or actions that could affect listed species, directs CDFW to determine
whether jeopardy would occur, and allows CDFW to identify “reasonable and prudent
alternatives” to the project consistent with conserving the species. Agencies can approve a
project that affects a listed species if the determination that “overriding considerations™ exist;
however, the agencies are prohibited from approving projects that would result in the extinction
of a listed species.

The CESA prohibits the taking of State-listed endangered or threatened plant and wildlife
species. CDFW exercises authority over mitigation projects involving State-listed species,
including those resulting from CEQA mitigation requirements. CDFW may authorize a taking if
an approved habitat management plan or management agreement that avoids or compensates for
possible jeopardy is implemented. CDFW requires preparation of mitigation plans in accordance
with published guidelines.

Under Section 1600-1607 of the California Fish and Game Code, CDFW regulates activities that
would substantially alter the flow, bed, channel, or bank of streams and lakes. The lateral limits
of CDFW’s jurisdiction are defined in the statute as the bed, channel, or bank of any river,
stream, or lake designated by CDFW in which there is at any time an existing fish or wildlife
resource or from which these resources derive benefit.” In practice, CDFW usually determines
its lateral limit of jurisdiction to be the top of bank or the outer edge of the riparian vegetation,
whichever is farther from the middle of the water body in question.

The California Fish and Game Code also provides protection for “fully protected birds”, “fully
protected mammals”, “fully protected reptiles and amphibians”, and “fully protected fish”. The
California Code of federal regulations (Title 14) prohibits the take of protected amphibians,
protected reptiles, and protected furbearers. The CESA, which prohibits ‘take’ of State-listed
endangered or threatened species, is also enforced by CDFW.

For projects resulting in significant impacts to biological resources, mitigation measures are
required to minimize adverse environmental effects. Mitigation measures often include, for
example, replacement of removed trees and mitigation for impacts to wetlands and/or waters. In
addition, the CDFW typically requires the establishment of a buffer zone immediately adjacent
to creeks and wetlands.

CDFW Species of Special Concern

In addition to formal listing under FESA and CESA, some plant and wildlife species receive
special consideration during the CEQA process. Species that may be considered for review are
included on a list of “Species of Special Concern” developed by the CDFW. CDFW tracks
species in California whose numbers, reproductive success, or habitat may be threatened.

State Water Resources Control Board

The State Water Resources Control Board (SWRCB) administers Section 401 of the CWA.
Section 401 of the CWA requires that an applicant for a Section 404 permit first obtain a
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certification, or a waiver thereof, that the project will not violate applicable state water quality
standards. In California, the authority to either grant certification or waive the requirement for
certification has been delegated by the SWRCB to the nine regional boards, including, in the
Folsom area, the CVRWQCB. A request for certification or waiver is typically, but not required
to be, submitted to the regional board at the same time that the Section 404 application is filed
with the USACE. The regional board has 60 days from receipt of a complete application to
review and take action on the application. Because a USACE permit is not valid under the CWA
unless certified by the State, the regional boards may effectively veto or add conditions to any
USACE permit.

Additionally, implementation of the SWRCB National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System
(NPDES) General Permit for Storm Water Discharges Associated with Construction and Land
Disturbance Activities (“General Permit”) would reduce impacts associated with erosion and
runoff from construction sites. As described in more detail in the Public Services, Utilities, and
Hydrology chapter of this EIR, for any construction that would disturb one or more acres of land,
the “discharger” must obtain coverage under the General Permit. In order to obtain coverage
under the General Permit, the discharger must undertake a risk assessment, develop a Storm
Water Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP), implement Best Management Practices (BMPS) in
accordance with the SWPPP, and comply with monitoring and reporting requirements and other
management practices to prevent or reduce pollution.

Porter-Cologne Water Quality Control Act

The Porter—Cologne Water Quality Control Act (California Water Code, Division 7) provides the
basis for water quality regulation within California. The act requires a “Report of Waste
Discharge” for any discharge of waste (liquid, solid, or otherwise) to land or surface waters that
may impair a beneficial use of surface or groundwater of the State. The CVRWQCB would
implement waste discharge requirements relevant to the proposed project.

Local Regulations

The following are the local environmental goals and policies relevant to the CEQA review
process for biological resources.

City of Folsom General Plan

The following goals and policies from the City of Folsom General Plan are applicable to
biological resources:

Goal 24 To ensure that projects contain landscaping and trees that complement the City’s
natural character.

Policy 24.1  Development projects shall contain landscaping of common or
public areas, surface parking areas, and streets bordering the
project.
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Prior to the granting of a building permit, a project must have an
approved landscaping plan showing the location, type, and
proposed maintenance of landscaping.

The developer or property owners shall be responsible for
maintaining landscaping required as part of the project approval
for residential developments where there are common areas, and
for all commercial and industrial developments. The City will
require the establishment of a landscaping maintenance district or
other legally binding maintenance agreement and will reserve the
power to enforce the maintenance agreement through appropriate
means.

The City shall adopt a landscaping ordinance with standards for:

1. Preferred types of plants and materials.

2. Agreements to ensure the continued maintenance of
landscaped areas.

3. Minimum size of trees upon planting.

4. Amount of landscaping area.

Wherever feasible, to preserve, acquire, rehabilitate, enhance and maintain the
identified resources for the use and enjoyment of the present and future
generations. The identified resources include, but are not limited to:

15. Tricolored Blackbird

16. Swainson’s hawk

17. Tiger Salamander

18. Valley Elderberry Longhorn Beetle

Policy 25.3

Policy 25.4

Sensitive habitat areas and open space shall have their borders
defined by public access ways, and/or shall have views from
adjacent buildings oriented toward the areas.

The City shall require that a qualified biologist conduct a
vegetative/wildlife field survey, and analysis prior to consideration
of development, applications for projects within or adjacent to
sensitive habitat areas and potential habitats for sensitive wildlife
and floral species.

Folsom Plan Area Specific Plan

The following objectives and policies from the FPASP are applicable to biological resources:
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Preserve, conserve and enhance Alder Creek and its tributaries, associated
floodplains and riparian habitat located within the boundaries of the FPASP area
as well as the intermittent tributaries of Carson, Buffalo and Coyote Creeks that
are located within the boundaries of the FPASP area.

Policy 8.2

Policy 8.3

Policy 8.5

Policy 8.9

Policy 8.15

Create a preserve open space zone that will include all of the
preserved wetlands and required buffers that are under the
jurisdiction of the USACE.

Create a passive open space zone that may contain limited
recreation uses and facilities, storm water quality detention
basins, water quality structures, wetland and tree mitigation areas
and limited public utilities.

Open space areas shall incorporate sensitive FPASP area natural
resources, including oak woodlands, Alder Creek and its
tributaries, hillside areas, cultural resources and tributaries of
Carson, Buffalo and Coyote Creeks within the boundaries of the
FPASP area.

Carefully site infrastructure, including roads, wastewater and
water facilities, trailheads, equestrian trails and the like to
minimize impact to the oak woodlands, Alder Creek and its
tributaries, hillside areas, cultural resources and intermittent
tributaries of Carson, Buffalo and Coyote Creeks within the
boundaries of the FPASP area.

All entitlements within the FPASP shall be reviewed to ensure
that thirty percent of the FPASP area is maintained as natural
open space to preserve oak woodlands and sensitive habitat
areas.

Protect delineated wetlands, including but not limited to vernal pools, ponds,
freshwater marshes, seasonal wetlands, seeps, perennial and intermittent creek
channels and man-made ditches, per applicable federal, State, and local

regulations.

Implement a wetland mitigation and monitoring program per established State
and federal standards where delineated wetland cannot be preserved.
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Delineated wetlands shall be preserved to the greatest extent
possible within open space areas and corridors, or otherwise
provided for in protected areas.

Where preservation is not feasible, mitigation measures shall be
carried out as specified in the FPASP EIR/EIS.

Water quality certification based on Section 401 of the Clean
Water Act shall be obtained before issuance of the Section 404
permit.

Construction, maintenance, and monitoring of compensation
wetlands shall be in accordance with requirements of the
USACE, pursuant to the issuance of a Section 404 permit.
Compensation wetlands may consist of one of the following:

e 10.4a - Constructed wetlands within designated open areas
or corridors in the FPASP area;

e 10.4b - Wetland credits purchases from a mitigation bank;
and/or;

e 10.4c-The purchase of land at an off-site location to
preserve or construct mitigation wetlands.

As part of the Section 404 permitting process, the project
applicants shall prepare a wetland mitigation and monitoring
plan (MMP). The MMP shall include detailed information on the
habitats present within the preservation and mitigation areas, the
long-term management and monitoring of these habitats, legal
protection for the preservation and mitigation areas (e.g.,
conservation easement, declaration of restrictions), and funding
mechanism information (e.g., endowment). The MMP shall
identify participation within mitigation banks.

Maintenance and monitoring of all compensation wetlands,
whether constructed or purchased, shall be carried out by an
approved monitoring agency or organization, and shall be in
accordance with all federal, State, and local regulations.
Monitoring shall continue for a minimum of five years from
completion of mitigation or until performance standards have
been met, whichever is longer.

Objective 10.3 Promote the preservation of habitat areas that contain special status species, and
implement mitigation measures for impacts on special status species, as
identified in the FPASP EIR/EIS.
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Policy 10.7  Special status vernal pool invertebrates shall be protected as
required by State and federal regulatory agencies. Where
protection is not feasible, vernal pool invertebrates shall be
mitigated per the wetland MMP.

Policy 10.8  Tricolored blackbird nesting colony habitat, if any, shall be
protected as required by State and federal regulatory agencies.

Policy 10.9 A Swainson’s Hawk MMP shall be prepared to avoid loss of
nesting areas if applicable.

Policy 10.10 An incidental take permit shall be obtained to avoid impacts on
the valley elderberry longhorn beetle, unless delisting has
occurred.

Policy 10.11 Special-status bat roosts shall be protected as required by State
and federal regulatory agencies.

Policy 10.12 The Sacramento-Yolo Mosquito and Vector Control District will
provide year-round mosquito and vector control in accordance
with State regulations and its Mosquito Management Plan.

Other Statutes, Codes, and Policies Affording Limited Species Protection

California Native Plant Society

CNPS maintains the Inventory of Rare and Endangered Plants of California, which provides a
list of plant species native to California that are threatened with extinction, have limited
distributions, and/or low populations. Plant species meeting one of these criteria are assigned to
one of six California Rare Plant Ranks (CRPR). The rank system was developed in collaboration
with government, academia, non-governmental organizations, and private sector botanists, and is
jointly managed by the CDFW and the CNPS. The ranks are currently recognized in the
California Natural Diversity Database (CNDDB). The following are definitions of the CNPS
CRPR:

CRPR 1A - Presumed extirpated in California and either rare or extinct elsewhere;
CRPR 1B - Rare, threatened, or endangered in California and elsewhere;

CRPR 2A - Presumed extirpated in California, but more common elsewhere;

CRPR 2B - Rare, threatened, or endangered in California but more common elsewhere;
CRPR 3 - A review list of plants about which more information is needed; and

e CRPR 4 - A watch list of plants of limited distribution.

Depending on the policy of the lead agency, substantial impacts to plants listed as CRPR 1A, 1B,
or 2 (regardless of threat rank) are typically considered significant under CEQA Guidelines
Section 15380. For CRPR 3 and 4 species (regardless of threat rank), significance under CEQA
is typically evaluated if the lead agency has determined those plants to be of local significance or
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regional importance. Such plants may be identified in local Habitat Conservation Plans (HCP) or
City and County General Plans. For purposes of this document, the relevant inventories are
CRPR 1A, 1B, 2A and 2B.

4.3.4 IMPACTS AND MITIGATION MEASURES

The standards of significance and methodology utilized to analyze and determine the proposed
project’s potential project-specific and cumulative impacts are described below. The standards
are based on policies of the City of Folsom and other responsible agencies. In addition, a
discussion of the project’s impacts, as well as mitigation measures where necessary, is also
presented.

Standards of Significance

Consistent with Appendix G of the CEQA Guidelines, the City’s General Plan, and professional
judgment, a significant impact would occur if the proposed project would result in any of the
following:

e 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 CDFW or USFWS;

e Have a substantial adverse effect on any riparian habitat or other sensitive natural
community identified in local or regional plans, policies, regulations, or by the CDFW or
USFWS;

e Have a substantial adverse effect on federally protected wetlands as defined by Section
404 of the CWA (including, but not limited to marshes, vernal pools, coastal, etc.)
through direct removal, filling, hydrological interruption, or other means;

e Interfere substantially with the movement of any native resident or migratory fish or
wildlife species or with established native resident or migratory wildlife corridors, or
impede the use of native wildlife nursery sites; or

e Conflict with any local policies or ordinances protecting biological resources, such as a
tree preservation policy or ordinance.

It should be noted that, as presented in the Introduction to Analysis chapter of this EIR, the
Initial Study prepared for the proposed project (see Appendix C) determined that development of
the proposed project would result in no impact related to the following:

Conflict with the provisions of an adopted HCP, Natural Community Conservation Plan
(NCCP), or other local, regional, or State habitat conservation plan.

Accordingly, impacts related to an HCP/NCCP are not further analyzed or discussed in this EIR
chapter.
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Method of Analysis

The analysis of impacts on biological resources from implementation of the proposed project is
based on the Biological Resources Impact Assessment report prepared for the proposed project
by ECORP Consulting, Inc. in December 2014. The Biological Resources Impact Assessment
was based on a Purple Needlegrass Survey conducted by ECORP Consulting, Inc. on July 29,
2014, review of existing biological resources documented on or near the project area, and
information obtained from the FPASP and the FPASP EIR/EIS, where stated. The existing
biological resources include a Swainson’s Hawk Mitigation Plan prepared in 2014 and protocol-
level focused surveys conducted in 2006 and 2009 by Foothill Associates as part of the FPASP
EIR/EIS. All biological resources are analyzed at project level detail based on the proposed
project’s land use and Vesting Tentative Subdivision Maps.

Project-Specific Impacts and Mitigation Measures

The following discussion of biological resources impacts is based on implementation of the
proposed project in comparison to existing conditions and the standards of significance presented
above.

4.3-1 Special-status plant species. Based on the analysis below and with implementation of
mitigation, the impact is less than significant.

Loss of suitable habitat as a result of project development could result in direct removal
or mortality of special-status plants, if they are present. Project development could also
result in indirect impacts on special-status plants such as those caused by pollutants
transported by urban runoff and other means, changes in vegetation as a result of changes
in land use and management practices, altered hydrology from the construction of
adjacent residential development and roadways, habitat fragmentation, and the
introduction of invasive species or noxious weeds from surrounding development.

As stated above, protocol-level focused surveys for special-status plants have been
conducted for the entire project area as part of the FPASP (Foothill 2006 and 2009). The
surveys focused on the following special-status plant species: Ahart’s dwarf rush Boggs
lake hedge-hyssop, Boggs lake hedge-hyssop, Brandegee’s clarkia, dwarf downingia,
legenere, pincushion navarretia, Sacramento Orcutt grass, Sanford’s arrowhead, slender
Orcutt grass, and Tuolumne button-celery. Special-status plant species were not found
during the 2006 surveys and the 2009 surveys conducted by Foothill Associates (Foothill
2006 and 2009).

Special-status plant species could establish in the project area in future years; however, it
is highly unlikely as surveys conducted over a six-year span did not find any special-
status plants (Foothill 2006 and 2009). Furthermore, because suitable habitat occurs on-
site for special-status plants, a potential exists for special-status plants to colonize within
the project area prior to project development. Typical protocol recommends special-status
plant surveys to be conducted every three years and CDFW and USFWS require
additional special-status plant surveys be conducted for the project area if sufficient time
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has passed since the last survey. Due to the amount of time that has passed since the last
plant survey was completed, a plant survey is expected to be required for the proposed
project. Thus, direct and indirect impacts on special-status plant species are considered
potentially significant. Although the proposed project would result in a reduction in
units, removal of commercial uses, and an increase in open space as compared to the
FPASP approved land uses, the proposed project would still include development on the
same site, resulting in similar impacts to special-status plant species as the approved
FPASP.

Project-Specific Mitigation Measure(s)
Implementation of the following mitigation measures would reduce the above impact to a
less-than-significant level.

4.3-1 Prior to the initiation of construction activities, the applicant shall retain
a qualified biologist/botanist to consult with the appropriate regulatory
agencies (CDFW and USFWS) to determine if additional plant surveys are
required. Written results of the consultation efforts shall be provided to
the Folsom Community Development Department. If the regulatory
agencies (CDFW and USFWS) determine additional plant surveys are
required, the following shall be implemented:

e The project applicant shall retain a qualified botanist to conduct
protocol-level preconstruction special-status plant surveys for all
potentially occurring species in all areas that have not previously
been surveyed for special-status plants. If special-status plants are
not found during focused surveys, the botanist shall document the
findings in a letter report to USFWS, CDFW and, the City of
Folsom, and no further mitigation shall be required.

e |f special-status plant populations are found, the project applicant
shall consult with CDFW and USFWS, as appropriate, depending
on species status, to determine the appropriate mitigation
measures for direct and indirect impacts on any special-status
plant population that could occur as a result of project
implementation. Mitigation measures may include preserving and
enhancing existing populations, creation of off-site populations on
project mitigation sites through seed collection or transplantation,
and/or restoring or creating suitable habitat in sufficient quantities
to achieve no net loss of occupied habitat or individuals.

e If potential impacts on special-status plant species are likely, a
mitigation and monitoring plan shall be developed before the
approval of grading plans or any ground-breaking activity within
250 feet of a special-status plant population. The mitigation plan
shall be submitted to the City of Folsom for review and approval.
It shall be submitted concurrently to CDFW or USFWS, as
appropriate, depending on species status, for review and comment.
The plan shall require maintaining viable plant populations on-site
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and shall identify avoidance measures for any existing
population(s) to be retained and compensatory measures for any
populations directly affected. Possible avoidance measures include
fencing populations before construction and exclusion of project
activities from the fenced-off areas, and construction monitoring
by a qualified botanist to keep construction crews away from the
population. The mitigation plan shall also include monitoring and
reporting requirements for populations to be preserved on site or
protected or enhanced off-site.

e |If relocation efforts are part of the mitigation plan, the plan shall
include details on the methods to be used, including collection,
storage, propagation, receptor site preparation, installation, long-
term protection and management, monitoring and reporting
requirements, and remedial action responsibilities should the
initial effort fail to meet long-term monitoring requirements.

e |If off-site mitigation includes dedication of conservation
easements, purchase of mitigation credits or other off-site
conservation measures, the details of these measures shall be
included in the mitigation plan, including information on
responsible parties for long-term management, conservation
easement holders, long-term management requirements, and other
details, as appropriate to target the preservation of long term
viable populations.

FPASP EIR/EIS Applicable Mitigation Measure(s)

None applicable.

Federally-listed vernal pool invertebrates. Based on the analysis below, the impact is
less than significant.

The project area contains vernal pools, seasonal wetlands, and seasonal wetland swales
that are considered potential habitat for vernal pool fairy shrimp, Conservancy fairy
shrimp and vernal pool tadpole shrimp. Vernal pool tadpole shrimp and conservancy
fairy shrimp are federally-listed as endangered, and vernal pool fairy shrimp is federally-
listed as threatened.

Protocol-level surveys for vernal pool crustaceans (vernal pool fairy shrimp,
Conservancy fairy shrimp, and vernal pool tadpole shrimp) (2007 wet season survey,
2008 dry season survey, and 2009 wet season survey) have been conducted for the
project area as part of the FPASP by Foothill Associates and EcoAnalysts, Inc. Listed
invertebrate species were not found during both of the wet season surveys (Foothill 2007
and 2009). In addition, listed or non-listed shrimp eggs were not recovered from the dry
season soil samples (EcoAnalysts 2008). USFWS, in its Biological Opinion (BO) for the
entire FPASP, concurred with the conclusions of the surveys and concluded that the
FPASP (which includes the Russell Ranch project area) would not directly impact vernal
pool crustaceans (USFWS 2014).
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Implementation of the project, including the backbone infrastructure within the project
area, would permanently remove approximately 0.55 acre of potential habitat for special-
status vernal pool crustaceans, which includes approximately 0.031 acre of vernal pools
(0.016 acre of impacts from the backbone infrastructure), 0.016 acre of seasonal wetland
(all impacts from the backbone infrastructure) and 0.503 acre of seasonal wetland swale
(0.232 acre of impacts from the backbone infrastructure) (Figure 4.3-1). However, as
stated in the BO, development of the project area, including impacts to vernal pool,
seasonal wetland, and seasonal wetland swale habitat, would not directly impact vernal
pool crustaceans (USFWS 2014).

Although there is potential for vernal pool crustaceans to occur within adjacent wetland
habitats, vernal pool crustaceans have not been documented within properties
surrounding the project area following protocol-level surveys for vernal pool crustaceans
on all potential habitat. Therefore, vernal pool crustaceans would not be indirectly
affected by project activities that occur adjacent to the wetland habitats surrounding the
project area. In addition, construction associated with development of the proposed
project is not anticipated to disrupt or eliminate hydrologic and biological connectivity
that is important to support wetlands and associated wildlife species. As a result, the
proposed project would not result in direct or indirect effects on vernal pool crustaceans
as determined by the BO, and impacts to vernal pool crustaceans would be considered
less than significant. Although the proposed project would result in a reduction in units,
removal of commercial uses, and an increase in open space as compared to the FPASP
approved land uses, the proposed project would still include development on the same
site, resulting in similar impacts to vernal pool crustaceans as the approved FPASP.

Project-Specific Mitigation Measure(s)
None required.

FPASP EIR/EIS Applicable Mitigation Measure(s)
None applicable.

Western spadefoot toad. Based on the analysis below and with the implementation
of mitigation, the impact is less than significant.

Western spadefoot toad surveys have not been conducted for the project area. Western
spadefoot toad are known to occur in Mather Regional Park, more than five miles from
the project area. Focused surveys for Western spadefoot toad were conducted in April
2006, on approximately 40 percent of the FPASP, and were not detected (Folsom and
USACE, 2010). The aquatic habitats surveyed were determined to be unsuitable for
Western spadefoot toad due to the abundance of predatory bullfrogs. Although habitat
conditions may not be suitable for successful reproduction of Western spadefoot toad, the
species may be present in vernal pools or other seasonal wetlands within the FPASP; and
therefore within the project area. Implementation of the project, including the backbone
infrastructure within the project area, would permanently remove approximately 0.55-
acre of potential habitat for Western spadefoot toad. However, as stated above, the habitat
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is likely not suitable for successful reproduction. Western spadefoot toad, if they occur
within the project area, could be indirectly affected by an increase in vehicular traffic on
the site, which could result in mortality during dispersal or seasonal movements between
aquatic and upland habitats. As a result, direct and indirect impacts to Western spadefoot
toad are considered potentially significant. Although the proposed project would result in
a reduction in units, removal of commercial uses, and an increase in open space as
compared to the FPASP approved land uses, the proposed project would still include
development on the same site, resulting in similar impacts to Western spadefoot toad as
the approved FPASP.

Project-Specific Mitigation Measure(s)

Implementation of the below mitigation measures would reduce the proposed project’s
potential impact during construction and operation to Western spadefoot toad to a less-
than-significant level.

4.3-3(a) Conduct Environmental Awareness Training for Construction Employees

Prior to initiation of construction activities, the project applicant shall
employ a qualified biologist to conduct environmental awareness training
for construction employees. The training will describe the importance of
on-site biological resources, including special-status wildlife habitats;
potential nests of special-status birds; and roosting habitat for special-
status bats. The biologist will also explain the importance of other
responsibilities related to the protection of wildlife during construction,
such as inspecting open trenches and looking under vehicles and
machinery prior to moving them to ensure there are no lizards, snakes,
small mammals, or other wildlife that could become trapped, injured, or
killed in construction areas or under equipment.

The environmental awareness program shall be provided to all
construction personnel to brief them on the life history of special-status
species in or adjacent to the project area, the need to avoid impacts on
sensitive biological resources, any terms and conditions required by state
and federal agencies, and the penalties for not complying with biological
mitigation requirements. If new construction personnel are added to the
project, the contractor’s superintendent shall ensure that the personnel
receive the mandatory training before starting work. An environmental
awareness handout that describes and illustrates sensitive resources to be
avoided during project construction and identifies all relevant permit
conditions shall be provided to each person.

4.3-3(b) Conduct Preconstruction Western Spadefoot Toad Survey
The project applicant shall retain a qualified biologist to conduct a

preconstruction survey for Western spadefoot toad within 48 hours of the
initiation of construction activities for each phase of development. The
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preconstruction surveys shall evaluate suitable habitats for this species, as
determined by the qualified biologist. If no Western spadefoot toad
individuals are found during the preconstruction survey, the biologist
shall document the findings in a letter report to CDFW and the City of
Folsom, and no further mitigation shall be required.

If Western spadefoot toad individuals are found, the qualified biologist
shall consult with CDFW to determine appropriate avoidances measures.
Mitigation measures may include relocation of aquatic larvae,
construction monitoring, or preserving and enhancing existing
populations.

FPASP EIR/EIS Applicable Mitigation Measure(s)
None applicable.

Western pond turtle. Based on the analysis below and with the implementation of
mitigation, the impact is less than significant.

Suitable habitat for Western pond turtle occurs in intermittent tributaries to Alder Creek
within the project area; however, these drainages provide marginally suitable habitat as
they are dry most of the year. Implementation of the project would fill approximately
1.188 acres of USACE jurisdictional intermittent drainages (0.275-acre of impacts from
the backbone infrastructure) within the project area. Although the drainages provide
marginally suitable habitat, a potential still remains for western pond turtles to occur
within the intermittent tributaries, such that turtles could be impacted during discharge of
fill within the 1.188 acres of on-site jurisdictional waters. Thus, direct and indirect
impacts to Western pond turtle are considered potentially significant. Although the
proposed project would result in a reduction in units, removal of commercial uses, and an
increase in open space as compared to the FPASP approved land uses, the proposed
project would still include development on the same site, resulting in similar impacts to
Western pond turtle as the approved FPASP.

Project-Specific Mitigation Measure(s)

Implementation of the below mitigation measure would reduce the proposed project’s
potential impact during construction to Western pond turtle to a less-than-significant
level.

4.3-4 The project applicant(s), shall retain a qualified biologist to conduct
preconstruction survey for Western pond turtle within 48 hours of the
initiation of construction activities for each phase of development. The
preconstruction surveys shall evaluate suitable habitats for this species, as
determined by the qualified biologist. If no western pond turtles are found
during the preconstruction survey, the biologist shall document the
findings in a letter report to CDFW and the City of Folsom, and no further
mitigation shall be required. If western pond turtles are found, the
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qualified biologist shall capture and relocate the turtles to a suitable
preserved location in the vicinity of the project.

FPASP EIR/EIS Applicable Mitigation Measure(s)
None applicable.

Swainson’s hawk foraging and nesting habitat. Based on the analysis below and
with the implementation of mitigation, the impact is less than significant.

According to ECORP Consulting, Inc., Swainson’s hawk, a species listed by the State as
Threatened, is one of several raptors that are likely to forage within the project site;
however, nesting habitat for Swainson’s hawk (and other raptors) is highly marginal
within the project site. Implementation of the project would have an adverse effect on
marginal nesting and foraging habitat for Swainson’s hawk. A Swainson’s hawk habitat
evaluation survey was conducted by Foothill Associates on June 9 and 10, 2014 as part of
the FPASP. Three cottonwood trees (Populus ssp.) occur within the project site and
provide marginal suitable nesting habitat for Swainson’s hawk. The 421.28 acres of
grassland habitat present within the project site is considered foraging habitat for
Swainson’s hawk. Approximately 409.69 acres of grassland habitat would be directly
impacted by the project. The grading, paving, and development in the project footprint
could indirectly affect Swainson’s hawk nesting and foraging by removing trees and
reducing the population of the small mammal prey base over the entire project site
through conversion of natural vegetation cover.

In accordance with the FPASP EIR/EIS, a Swainson’s Hawk Mitigation Plan is in the
process of being prepared for the Russell Ranch project. As a consequence of direct loss
of nesting and foraging habitat and indirect effects to nest success and foraging habitat
quality, implementation of the project could eventually lead to the permanent
displacement of Swainson’s hawk from the project area. Therefore, the project would
result in potentially significant direct and indirect impacts on Swainson’s hawk.
Although the proposed project would result in a reduction in units, removal of
commercial uses, and an increase in open space as compared to the FPASP approved land
uses, the proposed project would still include development on the same site, resulting in
similar impacts to Swainson’s hawk as the approved FPASP.

Project-Specific Mitigation Measure(s)

Implementation of mitigation measures 4.3-5(a) and (b) would reduce the proposed
project’s potential impact to Swainson’s hawk nesting and foraging habitat to a less-than-
significant level.

Swainson’s Hawk Nesting Habitat

4.3-5(a) To mitigate impacts on Swainson’s hawk a qualified biologist shall be
retained to conduct preconstruction surveys and to identify active nests on
and within 0.5-mile of the project area. The surveys shall be conducted
before the approval of grading and/or improvement plans (as applicable)
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and no less than 14 days and no more than 30 days before the beginning
of construction. To the extent feasible, guidelines provided in
Recommended Timing and Methodology for Swainson’s Hawk Nesting
Surveys in the Central Valley (Swainson’s Hawk Technical Advisory
Committee 2000) shall be followed for surveys for Swainson’s hawk. If no
nests are found, no further mitigation is required.

If active nests are found, impacts on nesting Swainson’s hawks shall be
avoided by establishing appropriate buffers around the nests. No project
activity shall commence within the buffer area until the young have
fledged, the nest is no longer active, or until a qualified biologist has
determined in coordination with CDFW that reducing the buffer would not
result in nest abandonment. CDFW guidelines recommend implementation
of 0.25- or 0.5-mile-wide buffers, but the size of the buffer may be adjusted
if a qualified biologist and the City, in consultation with CDFW,
determine that such an adjustment would not be likely to adversely affect
the nest. Monitoring of the nest by a qualified biologist during and after
construction activities will be required if the activity has potential to
adversely affect the nest.

Swainson’s Hawk Foraging Habitat

4.3-5(h)

To mitigate for the loss of Swainson’s hawk foraging habitat, the project
applicant(s) shall identify permanent impacts to foraging habitat and
prepare and implement a Swainson’s hawk mitigation plan, including but
not limited to the requirements described below.

Before the approval of grading and improvement plans, or before any
ground-disturbing activities, whichever occurs first, the project applicant
shall secure suitable Swainson’s hawk foraging habitat to ensure 1:1
mitigation of habitat value for Swainson’s hawk foraging habitat that is
permanently lost as a result of the project, as determined by the City after
consultation with CDFW and a qualified biologist.

The 1:1 habitat value (or other agreed-upon ratio) shall be based on
Swainson’s hawk nesting distribution and an assessment of habitat
quality, availability, and use within the project area. The mitigation ratio
shall be consistent with the 1994 DFG Swainson’s Hawk Guidelines
included in the Staff Report Regarding Mitigation for Impacts to
Swainson’s Hawks (Buteo swainsoni) in the Central Valley of California.
Such mitigation shall be accomplished through purchase of credits at an
approved mitigation bank, the transfer of fee title, or perpetual
conservation easement. If non-bank mitigation is proposed, the mitigation
land shall be located within the known foraging area and within
Sacramento County. The City, after consultation with CDFW, will
determine the appropriateness of the mitigation land.
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The project applicant shall transfer said Swainson’s hawk mitigation land,
through either conservation easement or fee title, to a third-party,
nonprofit conservation organization (Conservation Operator), with the
City and CDFW named as third-party beneficiaries. The Conservation
Operator shall be a qualified conservation easement land manager that
manages land as its primary function. Additionally, the Conservation
Operator shall be a tax-exempt nonprofit conservation organization that
meets the criteria of Civil Code Section 815.3(a) and shall be selected or
approved by the City, after consultation with CDFW. After consultation
with CDFW and the Conservation Operator, the City shall approve the
content and form of the conservation easement. The City, CDFW, and the
Conservation Operator shall each have the power to enforce the terms of
the conservation easement. The Conservation Operator shall monitor the
easement in perpetuity to assure compliance with the terms of the
easement.

After consultation with the City, The project applicant, CDFW, and the
Conservation Operator, shall establish an endowment or some other
financial mechanism that is sufficient to fund in perpetuity the operation,
maintenance, management, and enforcement of the conservation
easement. If an endowment is used, either the endowment funds shall be
submitted to the City for impacts on lands within the City’s jurisdiction to
an appropriate third-party nonprofit conservation agency, or they shall be
submitted directly to the third-party nonprofit conservation agency in
exchange for an agreement to manage and maintain the lands in
perpetuity. The Conservation Operator shall not sell, lease, or transfer
any interest of any conservation easement or mitigation land it acquires
without prior written approval of the City and CDFW.

If the Conservation Operator ceases to exist, the duty to hold, administer,
manage, maintain, and enforce the interest shall be transferred to another
entity acceptable to the City and CDFW. The City Planning Department
shall ensure that mitigation habitat established for impacts on habitat
within the City’s planning area is properly established and is functioning
as habitat by conducting regular monitoring of the mitigation site(s) for
the first ten years after establishment of the easement.

FPASP EIR/EIS Applicable Mitigation Measure(s)

None applicable.

Burrowing owl. Based on the analysis below and with the implementation of
mitigation, the impact is less than significant.

The 421.28 acres of grassland habitat present within the project area could be used for
nesting by burrowing owl. Approximately 409.69 acres of grassland habitat (68.39 acres
of impact from the backbone infrastructure) would be directly impacted by the project.
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The grading, paving, and development in the project footprint could indirectly affect
nesting through conversion of natural vegetation cover. Implementation of the project
would result in permanent impacts and temporary impacts (grading around roads and
infrastructure) to grassland habitat present within the project area. Thus, the project
would result in potentially significant direct and indirect impacts to burrowing owl.
Although the proposed project would result in a reduction in units, removal of
commercial uses, and an increase in open space as compared to the FPASP approved land
uses, the proposed project would still include development on the same site, resulting in
similar impacts to burrowing owl as the approved FPASP.

Project-Specific Mitigation Measure(s)
Implementation of the below mitigation measures would reduce impacts to burrowing
owl to a less-than-significant level.

4.3-6(a) A qualified biologist shall be retained by the project applicant to conduct
a preconstruction survey to identify active burrows within the project
area. The surveys shall be conducted no less than 14 days and no more
than 30 days before the beginning of construction activities for each phase
of development. The preconstruction survey shall follow the protocols
outlined in the Staff Report on Burrowing Owl Mitigation (CDFG 2012).

4.3-6(b) If active burrows are found, a mitigation plan shall be submitted to the
City for review and approval before any ground-disturbing activities. The
City shall consult with CDFW. The mitigation plan may consist of
installation of one-way doors on all burrows to allow owls to exit, but not
reenter, and construction of artificial burrows within the project vicinity,
as needed; however, burrowing owl exclusions may only be used if a
qualified biologist verifies that the burrow does not contain eggs or
dependent young. If active burrows contain eggs and/or young, no
construction shall occur within 50 feet of the burrow until young have
fledged. Once it is confirmed that there are no owls inside burrows, these
burrows may be collapsed.

FPASP EIR/EIS Applicable Mitigation Measure(s)
None applicable.

Tricolored blackbird. Based on the analysis below and with the implementation of
mitigation, the impact is less than significant.

Nesting habitat for tricolored blackbird does not occur within the project area; however,
suitable nesting habitat occurs south of White Rock Road, within 500 feet of the project
area. Tricolored blackbirds nest in colonies of hundreds to tens of thousands of
individuals. Nesting colonies will often occur in the same location over many years, but
colonies may also shift locations if nest failure occurs.
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An abundant insect source near the nesting colony is an important habitat component and
nesting colonies are often associated with dairies, feedlots, or wastewater treatment
ponds. Several tricolored blackbird colonies are known from within five miles of the
project area (Folsom and USACE 2010, CDFW 2014). Because suitable nesting habitat
occurs within 500 feet of the project area, construction activity within the project area
could disturb nesting tricolored blackbirds if an active tricolored blackbird nesting colony
were to be present during ground-disturbing activities. Disturbance during construction
could result in nest abandonment and loss of eggs or young. Although the project would
not directly impact tricolored blackbird nesting habitat, indirect impacts could occur due
to the location of suitable nesting habitat within the 500 feet of the project area. Thus, the
project would have no direct impact, but would be considered to have a potentially
significant indirect impact. Although the proposed project would result in a reduction in
units, removal of commercial uses, and an increase in open space as compared to the
FPASP approved land uses, the proposed project would still include development on the
same site, resulting in similar impacts to tricolored blackbird as the approved FPASP.

Project-Specific Mitigation Measure(s)

Implementation of the below mitigation measure would reduce the proposed project’s
potential indirect construction impact to tricolored blackbird nesting colonies to a less-
than-significant level.

4.3-7 A qualified biologist shall conduct a preconstruction survey for any
project activity that would occur during the tricolored blackbird’s nesting
season (March 1-August 31). The preconstruction survey shall be
conducted before any activity occurring within 500 feet of suitable nesting
habitat, including freshwater marsh and areas of riparian scrub
vegetation. The survey shall be conducted within 14 days before project
activity begins.

If no tricolored blackbird colony is present, no further mitigation is
required. If a colony is found, the qualified biologist shall establish a
buffer around the nesting colony. No project activity shall commence
within the buffer area until a qualified biologist confirms that the colony is
no longer active. The size of the buffer shall be determined in consultation
with CDFW. Buffer size is anticipated to range from 100 to 500 feet,
depending on the nature of the project activity, the extent of existing
disturbance in the area, and other relevant circumstances.

FPASP EIR/EIS Applicable Mitigation Measure(s)
None applicable.

Other raptors and migratory birds. Based on the analysis below and with the
implementation of mitigation, the impact is less than significant.

In addition to Swainson’s hawk and Western burrowing owl, other protected raptors
could nest on the project site, within suitable habitats. Northern harrier, a California
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Species of Special Concern, has been documented foraging within the FPASP, and this
ground-nesting bird has potential to occur in the project area (Folsom and USACE 2010).
White-tailed kite, which is a Fully Protected species under the California Fish and Game
Code, is also expected to nest and forage within the project area. While golden eagle, a
California Species of Special Concern, has nested within the project vicinity,
approximately 1 mile north of US 50, along Sacramento/El Dorado County line, suitable
nesting habitat does not occur on the project site for this species. Golden eagle, however,
may forage on the project site. Other common raptors that could nest within the project
area include Cooper’s hawk, American kestrel, red-tailed hawk, red-shouldered hawk,
Western screech-owl, great horned owl, and barn owl. All raptors and their nests are
protected under Section 3503.5 of the California Fish and Game Code.

Other nesting birds have potential to occur within the project area. Grassland habitat
within the project area provides suitable nesting habitat for grasshopper sparrow and
other ground-nesting migratory birds, such as western meadow lark. Grassland habitat
also provides suitable foraging habitat for loggerhead shrike. Individuals of this species
may nest within the project area. While a potential loss of a few individuals is not likely
to result in a substantial effect on their populations, if nesting individuals are present
during construction, adverse impacts to individuals could occur. Thus, direct and indirect
impacts to these species resulting from project implementation are considered potentially
significant. Although the proposed project would result in a reduction in units, removal
of commercial uses, and an increase in open space as compared to the FPASP approved
land uses, the proposed project would still include development on the same site,
resulting in similar impacts to raptors and migratory birds as the approved FPASP.

Project-Specific Mitigation Measure(s)

Implementation of the below mitigation measures would reduce the proposed project’s
potential indirect and direct impacts to nesting raptors and other nesting migratory birds
to a less-than-significant level.

Nesting Raptors

4.3-8(a) To mitigate impacts on nesting raptors, a qualified biologist shall be
retained to conduct a preconstruction survey to identify active nests on
and within 0.5 miles of the project area. The surveys shall be conducted
no less than 14 days and no more than 30 days before the beginning of
construction activities for each phase of development.

If active nests are found, impacts on nesting raptors shall be avoided by
establishing appropriate buffers around the nests. No project activity shall
commence within the buffer area until the young have fledged, the nest is
no longer active, or until a qualified biologist has determined in
coordination with CDFW that reducing the buffer would not result in nest
abandonment. The buffer may be adjusted if a qualified biologist and the
City, in consultation with CDFW, determine that such an adjustment
would not be likely to adversely affect the nest. Monitoring of the nest by a
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qualified biologist during and after construction activities will be required
if the activity has potential to adversely affect the nest.

Other Nesting Special-Status and Migratory Birds

4.3-8(b) A qualified biologist shall conduct a preconstruction survey for any
project activity that would occur in suitable nesting habitat during the
avian nesting season (approximately March 1-August 31).The
preconstruction survey shall be conducted within 14 days before any
activity occurring within 100 feet of suitable nesting habitat. Suitable
habitat includes annual grassland, valley needlegrass grassland,
freshwater seep, vernal pool, seasonal wetland, and intermittent drainage
habitat within the project site.

If no active special-status or other migratory bird nests are present, no
further mitigation is required. If an active nest is found, the qualified
biologist shall establish a buffer around the nest. No project activity shall
commence within the buffer area until a qualified biologist confirms that
the nest is no longer active. The size of the buffer shall be determined in
consultation with CDFW. Buffer size is anticipated to range from 50 to
100 feet, depending on the nature of the project activity, the extent of
existing disturbance in the area, and other relevant circumstances.

FPASP EIR/EIS Applicable Mitigation Measure(s)
None applicable.

Special-status bats. Based on the analysis below, the impact is less than significant.

Several special-status bat species have potential to occur within the vicinity of the project
area, including pallid bat, Townsend’s big-eared bat, Western mastiff bat, and Western
red bat. These species may forage over open grassland areas; however, roosting habitat is
typically a limiting factor to bat distribution. Western mastiff bat is unlikely to roost on-
site due to habitat preference to use tall cliffs and rocks, which are absent from the site.
Western red bats are found primarily in riparian and wooded habitats. This species roosts
in the foliage of trees that are often on the edge of habitats adjacent to streams (Pierson
et.al. 2000), especially in cottonwoods, sycamore, and other broad-leaved deciduous
riparian trees (Folsom and USACE 2010). This habitat is also absent from the site. In
addition, mine shafts are not located within the project area that could provide potential
roosting habitat for pallid bat, Townsend’s big-eared bat, or other common bat species.
Thus, there is no potential roosting habitat on-site for bat species. As a result, the
proposed project would have a less-than-significant impact to special-status bat species.
Although the proposed project would result in a reduction in units, removal of
commercial uses, and an increase in open space as compared to the FPASP approved land
uses, the proposed project would still include development on the same site, resulting in
similar impacts to special-status bat species as the approved FPASP.
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Project-Specific Mitigation Measure(s)
None required.

FPASP EIR/EIS Applicable Mitigation Measure(s)
None applicable.

4.3-10 American badger. Based on the analysis below and with the implementation of
mitigation, the impact is less than significant.

The American badger is a wide-ranging species that uses grassland and oak woodland
habitats. American badger has been documented adjacent to the project area by Matus
(Folsom and USACE 2010), and the project site provides suitable foraging and denning
habitat for the species. It is unknown if the species currently occurs within the project
area. Although implementation of the project would result in loss of habitat for American
badger, suitable foraging and denning habitats exist in the areas adjacent to the project.
Notwithstanding this, should badger burrow on-site, within proposed development areas,
prior to construction, individuals could be impacted as a result of the project. This is
considered a potentially significant impact. Although the proposed project would result
in a reduction in units, removal of commercial uses, and an increase in open space as
compared to the FPASP approved land uses, the proposed project would still include
development on the same site, resulting in similar impacts to American badger as the
approved FPASP.

Project-Specific Mitigation Measure(s)
Implementation of the following mitigation measure would reduce the proposed project’s
potential impact during construction to American badger to a less-than-significant level.

4.3-10 The project applicant(s) shall retain a qualified biologist to conduct
preconstruction American badger burrow surveys within 48 hours of the
initiation of construction activity. If no American badger burrows are
found during the preconstruction survey, the biologist shall document the
findings in a letter report to CDFW and the City of Folsom, and no further
mitigation shall be required. If potential American badger burrows are
found, the qualified biologist shall consult with CDFW to determine
appropriate measures.

FPASP EIR/EIS Applicable Mitigation Measure(s)
None applicable.
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4.3-11 Riparian habitat or other sensitive natural community identified in local or regional
plans, policies, and regulations or by the California Department of Fish and Wildlife
or US Fish and Wildlife Service or federally protected wetlands as defined by
Section 404 of the Clean Water Act (including, but not limited to, marsh, vernal
pool, coastal, etc.). Based on the analysis below and with the implementation of
mitigation, the impact is less than significant.

Waters of the U.S., including Wetlands and Waters of the State

Implementation of the project would result in direct impacts from the loss of Waters of
the U.S. resulting from the placement of fill material into approximately 2.416 acres of
federally jurisdictional Waters of the U.S., including wetlands. Waters of the U.S. that
would be filled consist of 0.031 acres of vernal pools, 0.016 acres of seasonal wetland,
0.503 acres of seasonal wetland swales, 0.679 acres of freshwater seeps, and 1.188 acres
of intermittent drainage channel. In addition, 0.087 acres of non-jurisdictional ditch/canal
would also be filled by the project. Though the placement of fill material into ditch/canal
waters does not require a permit from USACE under Section 404 of the CWA, they are
considered Waters of the State subject to the jurisdiction of the Central Valley RWQCB
under the Porter-Cologne Act. The conversion of all of the aforementioned Waters of the
U.S. to uplands from the placement of fill material would result in a complete loss of the
functions of the Waters of the U.S. It should be noted that the aforementioned acreages
include the total impacted wetland acreage within the project site, including the wetlands
impacted by the proposed project, as well as by implementation of the backbone
infrastructure for the FPASP area within the project site.

Other Natural Communities

Annual grassland covers the majority of the project site and is characterized by a dense
cover of non-native annual grasses interspersed with numerous species of non-native
annual forbs and native wildflowers. Small inclusions of Valley needlegrass grassland are
present within the project site, interspersed within the annual grassland community.

Purple needlegrass surveys were conducted for the project site on June 9 and 10, 2014 by
Foothill Associates, and Valley needlegrass grassland surveys were conducted on 29 July
2014 by ECORP Consulting, Inc. Approximately 0.5 acres of Valley needlegrass
grassland was identified within the project site within the southern portion of the site. The
loss and degradation of Valley needlegrass grassland that would occur with project
implementation constitutes an adverse effect on a sensitive natural community regulated
by CDFW under Section 1602 of the California Fish and Game Code.

Conclusion

Although the proposed project would result in a reduction in units, removal of
commercial uses, and an increase in open space as compared to the FPASP approved land
uses, the proposed project would still include development on the same site, resulting in
similar impacts to riparian habitat, seasonal wetlands, vernal pools, or other natural
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communities as the approved FPASP. The loss and degradation of USACE jurisdictional
vernal pools and other wetland habitats and other Waters of the U.S. (e.g. drainage
channels) that would occur with project implementation constitutes a substantial adverse
effect on federally jurisdictional Waters of the U.S., including wetlands, as defined by
Section 404 of the CWA. Removal of 0.087 acre of non USACE jurisdictional wetlands
in the project site constitutes an adverse effect on Waters of the State subject to Central
Valley RWQCB jurisdiction. In addition, project development would result in the loss
and degradation of Valley needlegrass grassland within the project site. As a result, the
implementation of the proposed project would have a potentially significant impact to
any riparian habitat, seasonal wetlands, vernal pools, or other natural communities.

Project-Specific Mitigation Measure(s)
Implementation of the following mitigation measures would reduce the above impact to a
less-than-significant level.

Clean Water Act Sections 401 and 404 Permits

4.3-11(a) Before the approval of grading and improvement plans and before any
groundbreaking activity associated with each distinct project phase, the
project applicant shall secure all necessary permits obtained under
Sections 401 and 404 of the CWA or the State’s Porter-Cologne Act and
implement all permit conditions for the proposed project. All permits,
regulatory approvals, and permit conditions for effects on wetland
habitats shall be secured and conditions implemented before
implementation of any grading activities within 250 feet of Waters of the
U.S. or wetland habitats, including Waters of the State, that potentially
support federally-listed species, or within 100 feet of any other Waters of
the U.S. or wetland habitats, including Waters of the State. The project
applicant shall adhere to all conditions outlined in the permits. The
project applicant shall commit to replace, restore, or enhance on a “no
net loss™ basis (in accordance with USACE and the Central Valley
RWQCB) the acreage of all wetlands and other Waters of the U.S. that
would be removed, lost, and/or degraded with implementation of the
project. Wetland habitat shall be restored, enhanced, and/or replaced at
an acreage and location and by methods agreeable to USACE, the Central
Valley RWQCB, and the City, as appropriate, depending on agency
jurisdiction, and as determined during the Section 401 and Section 404
permitting processes.

All mitigation requirements to satisfy the requirements of the City and the
Central Valley RWQCB, for impacts on the non-jurisdictional wetlands
beyond the jurisdiction of USACE, shall be determined and implemented
before grading plans are approved.

A water quality certification pursuant to Section 401 of the CWA is
required before issuance of the record of decision and before issuance of

CHAPTER 4.3 — BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES
4.3-43



DRAFT EIR
RUSSELL RANCH PROJECT
DECEMBER 2014

the Section 404 permit. Before construction in any areas containing
wetland features, the project applicant shall obtain water quality
certification for the project. Any measures required as part of the issuance
of water quality certification shall be implemented.

Master Streambed Alteration Agreement

4.3-11(b)

The project applicant shall amend, if necessary, and implement the
original Section 1602 Master Streambed Alteration Agreement received
from CDFW for all construction activities that would occur in the bed and
bank of CDFW jurisdictional features within the project site. As outlined
in the Master Streambed Alteration Agreement, the project applicant shall
submit a Sub-notification Form (SNF) to CDFW 60 days prior to the
commencement of construction to notify CDFW of the project.

Any conditions of issuance of the Master Streambed Alteration Agreement
shall be implemented as part of those project construction activities that
would adversely affect the bed and bank within on-site drainage channels
subject to CDFW jurisdiction. The agreement shall be executed by the
project applicant and CDFW before the approval of any grading or
improvement plans or any construction activities in any project phase that
could potentially affect the bed and bank of on-site drainage channels
under CDFW jurisdiction.

Valley Needlegrass

4.3-11(c)

The following measures shall be implemented to mitigate for losses of
valley needlegrass grassland:

e Prior to ground-breaking activities, high visibility construction
fencing should be placed around all Valley needlegrass grassland
to be preserved. The construction fencing should not be removed
until completion of construction activities.

e All Valley needlegrass grassland areas slated for removal should
be replaced at a 1:1 acreage on-site within the preserve areas.

e Needlegrass plants in areas slated for removal should be salvaged,
to the extent feasible, and replanted within the preserve areas. If
this is infeasible, then seedlings/saplings from a local nursery
should be obtained.

e A mitigation plan outlining methods to be used, success criteria to
be met, and adaptive management strategies will be completed
prior to project construction. At a minimum, unless agreed upon
otherwise with regulatory agencies, the Valley needlegrass
grassland creation areas shall be monitored twice annually for the
first year and once annually for the four subsequent years for a
total of five years; success criteria shall be established to ensure
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an 80 percent success rate is met by the fifth year, and adaptive
management techniques shall be implemented to ensure that the 80
percent success rate is met by the fifth year or as otherwise agreed
upon in consultation with CDFW. This plan may be combined with
the Operations and Management Plan for the open space
preserves.

FPASP EIR/EIS Applicable Mitigation Measure(s)
None applicable.

Movement of native, resident, or migratory fish or wildlife species or with
established native resident or migratory wildlife corridors. Based on the analysis
below, this impact is less than significant.

Wildlife corridors are features that provide connections between two or more areas of
habitat that would otherwise be isolated and unusable. Often drainages, creeks, or
riparian areas are used by wildlife as movement corridors as these features can provide
cover and access across a landscape. Alder Creek flows northwesterly from White Rock
Road to Prairie City Road within the FPASP. However, the Alder Creek corridor is not
located within the project site and other drainage features within the project site do not
support sufficient riparian vegetation cover to provide valuable movement corridors.
Annual grassland habitat present to the south of the FPASP is currently used as rangeland
and would remain undeveloped in the foreseeable future based on zoning under the
Sacramento County General Plan.

Due to the existing residential development in El Dorado County to the east and southeast
of the project site, as well as White Rock Road to the south of the project site, the
likelihood of wildlife species using the area as a migratory corridor is low. Although
migratory wildlife would not be anticipated to utilized the project site, the adjacent open
space to the south of the project site and the Alder Creek corridor, in conjunction with the
preserved open spaces within the project site, would provide adequate opportunities for
wildlife to avoid the proposed development areas.

Although the proposed project would result in a reduction in units, removal of
commercial uses, and an increase in open space as compared to the FPASP approved land
uses, the proposed project would still include development on the same site, resulting in
similar impacts on wildlife movement as the approved FPASP. Development currently
exists to the north and east of the project site. Regionally common wildlife species, such
as coyote, fox, raccoon, skunk, and possum, are expected to continue to use the Alder
Creek corridor after development of the project site. Therefore, direct and indirect
impacts on wildlife movement from the development of the project are considered less
than significant.

Project-Specific Mitigation Measure(s)
None required.
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FPASP EIR/EIS Applicable Mitigation Measure(s)
None applicable.

Conflicts with any local policies or ordinances protecting biological resources, such
as a tree preservation policy or ordinance. Based on the analysis below, this impact
is less than significant.

A tree survey was conducted on the project site by Foothill Associates on January 27,
2014 in compliance with the City of Folsom Tree Preservation Ordinance. The City of
Folsom Tree Preservation Ordinance (Chapter 12.16 of the Municipal Code) regulates the
removal of street trees and native oak trees and the encroachment of construction
activities within their driplines; however, the Ordinance only applies to street trees and
native oak trees. According to the tree survey, the project site does not contain native oak
trees or street trees; however, the project site does contain four Fremont cottonwoods
(Populus fremontii), six red willows (Salix laevigata) and one black willow (Salix
gooddingii). The majority of the existing on-site trees are located in proposed Open
Space areas and would remain during and after project construction, with the exception of
one black willow located near the southern edge of the project site per the Conceptual
Grading Plan. Because the existing on-site trees are not protected by the City, mitigation
or permits from the City are not required for the removal of any on-site trees. As a result,
the proposed project would not conflict with any local policies or ordinances protecting
biological resources, such as a tree preservation policy or ordinance, and a less than
significant impact would occur. Although the proposed project would result in a
reduction in units, removal of commercial uses, and an increase in open space as
compared to the FPASP approved land uses, the proposed project would still include
development on the same site, resulting in similar impacts related to local policies or
ordinances protecting biological resources as the approved FPASP.

Project-Specific Mitigation Measure(s)
None required.

FPASP EIR/EIS Applicable Mitigation Measure(s)
None applicable.

Cumulative Impacts and Mitigation Measures

The following discussion of impacts is based on the implementation of the proposed project in
combination with other proposed and pending projects in the region. Other proposed and pending
projects in the region under the cumulative context would include buildout of the City’s General
Plan, as well as development of the most recent planned land uses within the vicinity of the
project area, including the FPASP.
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4.3-14 Cumulative loss of biological resources. Based on the analysis below, the project’s
incremental contribution to a cumulative impact is less than significant.

The Russell Ranch Project is part of the long-term build out of the FPASP. Several large-
scale development projects are in the general vicinity of the project, including western El
Dorado County, eastern Sacramento County and the City of Folsom. Planned and
proposed projects within ElI Dorado County, Sacramento County, and the City of Folsom
are anticipated to have substantial cumulative losses of biological resources. The planned
and proposed development projects in the surrounding area would be required to
implement project-specific mitigation measures to mitigate incremental impacts to
biological resources.

The Russell Ranch Project would contribute to the regional loss of aquatic habitats that
support special-status species, which could contribute to the incremental decline of these
species. In addition, the Russell Ranch Project would result in the regional loss of annual
grassland, which provides foraging habitat for raptors and wildlife species, and potential
nesting habitat for burrowing owl.

When viewed in the larger context, the “cumulative impact” of multiple projects (Russell
Ranch, FPASP, etc.) will be significant. As such, the FPASP EIR/EIS concluded that
cumulative impacts to biological resources would be significant and unavoidable. For the
Russell Ranch project alone, the incremental contribution to that cumulative impact from
the Russell Ranch project will not itself be “cumulatively considerable.” CEQA
Guidelines section 15064, subdivision (h)(5), states that “[tlhe mere existence of
significant cumulative impacts caused by other projects alone shall not constitute
substantial evidence that the proposed project’s incremental effects are cumulatively
considerable.” Thus, it is not necessarily true that, even where cumulative impacts are
significant, any level of incremental contribution must be deemed cumulatively
considerable. (Communities for a Better Environment, supra, 103 Cal.App.4th at p. 120.)

Impacts would be reduced through designation of open space preserves within the
FPASP. The FPASP, as a whole, includes approximately 1,000 acres of open space
preserve, and the majority of aquatic habitat on-site would be preserved in designated
open space preserves. Russell Ranch includes approximately 18.95 acres of preserved
area within the project site, which includes approximately 7.051 acres of Waters of the
U.S., including wetlands, and approximately 11.60 acres of grassland. The preserved
areas within the FPASP would include the Alder Creek corridor located in the
northwestern portion of the FPASP. The designation of open space areas to preserve
aquatic and blue oak woodland habitats would support special-status species on-site and
in the vicinity of the FPASP. Preservation of aquatic habitats on-site would contribute to
reducing the FPASP’s contribution, including the Russell Ranch Project, to regional
cumulative loss of biological resources. As the proposed project would include more
open space areas than what is currently anticipated for the site per the FPASP, the
proposed project’s cumulative contribution towards cumulative impacts to biological
resources would be less than what would occur from buildout of the site per the FPASP.
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The individual property owners (project applicants) within the FPASP, including the
Russell Ranch Project, would be responsible for implementing project-specific mitigation
measures to reduce impacts to biological resources. As discussed above, all potentially
significant impacts to biological resources for the Russell Ranch Project can be mitigated
to a less-than-significant level. As part of the required mitigation, all impacts to wetlands
and Waters of the U.S. must be compensated for through on-site preservation and
purchasing of off-site mitigation bank credits. The Russell Ranch Project would
compensate for all impacts to wetlands and Waters of the U.S. through purchasing of off-
site mitigation bank credits at ratios designated by the USACE. In addition, the
mitigation measures required herein would reduce the project’s impacts to special-status
species to a less-than-significant level.

As stated above, the several planned projects within the region, including the FPASP,
would contribute to a significant cumulative loss of biological resources. However, the
Russell Ranch Project incorporates a combination of habitat preservation and project-
specific mitigation to reduce all impacts to biological resources to a less-than-significant
level. As a result, the project’s incremental contribution to the cumulative biological
impact related to increasing urbanization would not be cumulatively considerable. This is
considered a less-than-significant impact.

Project-Specific Mitigation Measure(s)
None required.

FPASP EIR/EIS Applicable Mitigation Measure(s)
None applicable.

Endnotes

! ECORP Consulting, Inc. Biological Resources Impact Assessment. December 2014.

2 Foothill Associates. Tree Survey Letter re: Russell-Promontory Property Tree Survey. February 7, 2014.
® City of Folsom. Folsom Plan Area Specific Plan. June 28, 2011.

* City of Folsom. Folsom South of U.S. 50 Specific Plan Project Public Final EIR/EIS. May 2011.

®City of Folsom. City of Folsom General Plan. January 1993.
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4.4 CULTURAL RESOURCES

4.4.1 INTRODUCTION

The Cultural Resources chapter of the EIR addresses known prehistoric, historic, and
paleontological resources in the project vicinity and the potential for unknown resources to exist.
Cultural resources can be categorized into prehistoric, historic, or paleontological resources.
Prehistoric resources are those sites and artifacts associated with indigenous, non-Euroamerican
populations, generally prior to contact with people of European descent. Historic resources
include structures, features, artifacts, and sites that date from Euroamerican settlement of the
region. Paleontological resources are fossilized remains of non-human organisms. The analysis
summarizes the existing setting and briefly describes the potential effects to cultural resources.
The analysis will both identify the thresholds of significance used to determine possible impacts
associated with the project, and if necessary, develop mitigation measures that would be
necessary to reduce impacts to a less-than-significant level. It should be noted that, within this
chapter, “project site” is used to refer to the entire project area. Information for this chapter was
drawn from the City of Folsom General Plan,' the Folsom Plan Area Specific Plan? and
associated EIR/EIS®, and the Cultural Resources Impact Assessment prepared for the project site
by ECORP Consulting, Inc. (see Appendix G).*

4.4.2 EXISTING ENVIRONMENTAL SETTING

The 429.7-acre project site is located on a hillside covered by annual grasslands, comprised of
hillside slopes, hilltops, valleys, and seasonal drainage tributaries of Alder and Carson Creeks.
The site has been historically used for cattle grazing; and four existing telecommunication
facilities are located on the northeastern hilltop of the site. The following environmental setting
discussion for the project site consists of the prehistoric, historic, and paleontological context for
the site, and an overview of any existing cultural resources in the project area.

Prehistoric and Historic Resources

The following section discusses the prehistoric and historical periods as identified in the Cultural
Resources Impact Assessment prepared by ECORP Consulting, Inc.

Prehistoric and Native American Context

The archaeological record indicates that between approximately 10,000 and 8,000 years before
the present (BP), a predominantly hunting economy existed in the project region, which was
characterized by archaeological sites containing numerous projectile points and butchered large
animal bones. Although small animal bones and plant grinding tools are rarely found within
archaeological sites of the period between 10,000 and 8,000 BP, small game and floral foods
were probably exploited on a limited basis. A lack of deep cultural deposits from the

CHAPTER 4.4 — CULTURAL RESOURCES
4.4-1



DRAFT EIR
RUSSELL RANCH PROJECT
DECEMBER 2014

aforementioned time period suggests that groups included only small numbers of individuals
who did not often stay in one place for extended periods. In contrast to the period between
10,000 and 8,000 BP, a shift in focus from hunting towards a greater reliance on plant resources
occurred around 8,000 BP. Archaeological evidence of the trend consists of a much greater
number of milling tools (e.g., metates and manos) for processing seeds and other vegetable
matter. The period of greater reliance on plant resources around 8,000 BP, which extended until
around 5,000 BP, is sometimes referred to as the “Millingstone Horizon”. Evidence from
archaeological sites dating from approximately 5,000 BP indicates a continuation from the
previous period of reliance on both plant gathering and hunting, with more specialized adaptation
to particular environments. Mortars and pestles were added to metates and manos for grinding
seeds and other vegetable material. Flaked-stone tools became more refined and specialized and
bone tools were more common. The introduction of the bow and arrow into the region sometime
around 1,000 BP is indicated by the presence of small projectile points.

Ethnographically, the project site is in the southwestern portion of the territory occupied by the
Penutian-speaking Nisenan. The territory extended from the area surrounding the current City of
Oroville to the north to a few miles south of the American River to the south. The grassy plains
were largely unsettled and used mainly as a foraging ground by both valley and hill groups.
Individual and extended families “owned” hunting and gathering grounds and trespassing was
discouraged. Subsistence activities centered on the gathering of acorns (e.g., tan bark oak and
black oak), seeds, and other plant resources. The hunting of animals, such as deer and rabbits,
and fishing were also an important part of normal subsistence activities. Trade was important
with goods such as shell beads, salmon, deer skins, and nuts, traveling from the coast and valleys
up into the Sierra Nevada Mountains and beyond to the east, and vice versa.

The Spanish arrived on the central California coast in 1769. In 1833, an epidemic, most likely
malaria, spread through the Sacramento Valley and killed an estimated 75 percent of the native
population. The discovery of gold in 1848 at Sutter’s Mill, near the Nisenan village of Colluma
(now Coloma) on the south fork of the American River, drew thousands of miners into the area
and led to widespread killing and the virtual destruction of traditional Nisenan culture. The
Nisenan population did not remain past the Great Depression.

Euroamerican and Historical Context

John Sutter, a European immigrant, built a fort at the confluence of the Sacramento and
American Rivers in 1839 and petitioned the Mexican governor of Alta (Upper) California for a
land grant, which he received in 1841. Sutter built a flour mill and grew wheat near the fort.
Gold was discovered in the flume of Sutter’s lumber mill at Coloma on the south fork of the
American River in January 1848. Mexico ceded Alta California to the United States in 1848 and
California became a state in 1850. The Folsom area was settled in 1849 by African-American
miners and the area became known as Negro Bar. By 1855, Chinese miners were reworking
abandoned diggings and a large number of Chinese miners were employed at various regional
mines through the 1880s.

Mining is the dominant historical theme in the project site and in the surrounding lands. The
region, later known as the Folsom Mining District, was extensively placer mined during the Gold
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Rush. Surface deposits, usually less than three feet deep, were placer mined through a series of
small, hand-dug excavations. The surface gravels were washed by pan or by higher-volume
methods that employed rockers, long toms, and/or sluice boxes. The mining activities were often
initially concentrated along drainages and swales such as Morrison Creek, which drains the
project site. Ground sluicing, a technique which uses water to break down gold-bearing gravels,
could have occurred any time from the 1850s up until the turn of the century. Low-pressure
hydraulic mining took place at Rebel Hill, located approximately 4.3 miles west of the project
site, sometime between the mid-1850s and 1884.

From the early 1850s until the late 1890s and again in 1925, drift mining was employed at Alder
Creek. As cemented gravels cap some of the area, shafts were sunk through the hard cemented
surface layer into the "softer" gravels. Gold-bearing leads were followed out with drift-mining
techniques in the softer gravels.

Existing Prehistoric and Historic Resources

Efforts to identify prehistoric and historic resources within the project site consisted of
conducting records searches and literature reviews, consulting with the Native American
Heritage Commission (NAHC) and Native American representatives, carrying out archival
research, conducting archaeological surveys and analyses, and subsurface investigations. The
following inventory methods and results take into account all applicable technical studies and
documentation (see Method of Analysis section).

Geoarchaeological Assessment

As a result of geoarchaeological analyses carried out for the FPASP area in 2011 and 2012, the
site can be categorized into three sensitivity zones that reflect the potential for buried cultural
resources: low, moderate, and high. The results of the geoarchaeological analyses indicate that a
high potential for intact buried cultural resources exists below certain ancient terraces that were
formed as a result of the deposition of sediment from flowing water or gravity. Certain ancient
terraces have the potential to contain buried occupational sites that were once on the surface.
Trenching on the now-buried surfaces, which are in very small, localized areas, has revealed
multiple buried soils that dated back to the middle Holocene. Therefore, in certain areas with
ancient terraces, archaeological resources may exist down to a depth of 1.5 meters below the
surface.

Project Site Inventory

The results of the cultural resources inventories and surveys are for the portion of the proposed
project site that does not fall within the South of U.S. 50 Backbone Infrastructure Area of
Potential Effects (APE), which overlaps all properties within the FPASP area. In addition, two
potential Sacramento Municipal Utility District (SMUD) substation locations along Placerville
Road were surveyed and analyzed. The inventory of the South of U.S. 50 Backbone
Infrastructure APE is addressed separately in the South of Highway 50 Backbone Infrastructure
Project Initial S