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BACKGROUND AND ACTION TRIGGERING THE ADDENDUM

This addendum to the Final Environmental Impact Report/Environmental Impact Statement (Final EIR/EIS) for
the Folsom South of U.S. Highway 50 Specific Plan Project analyzes the Folsom Heights Tentative Map
development in comparison to how this area was analyzed within the EIR/EIS and within the Folsom Heights
Specific Plan Amendment Addendum (2016 Addendum). Specifically, this addendum analyzes the subdivision
map which includes a phasing plan.

As the lead agency under the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), the City of Folsom has determined
that, in accordance with Section 15164 of the State CEQA Guidelines, the proposed subdivision map
(tentative and final maps) and phasing plan and other changes differ sufficiently from the development
scenario described in the Final EIR/EIS for the adopted FPASP to warrant preparation of an addendum, but
do not include any new significant effects or increased severity of any previously identified effects to warrant
preparation of a subsequent EIR or Negative Declaration, as appropriate, pursuant to Section 15162-15164
of the State CEQA Guidelines.

PREVIOUS ENVIRONMENTAL ANALYSES

The environmental process for the FPASP involved the preparation of the following documents that are
relevant to the consideration of the proposed amendment to FPASP for the Folsom Heights Plan Area.

4 Draft EIR/EIS for the Folsom South of U.S. 50 Specific Plan Project, Volumes I-lll and Appendices, June 2010;
4 Final EIR/EIS for the Folsom South of U.S. Highway 50 Specific Plan Project, May 2011;

4 CEQA Findings of Fact and Statement of Overriding Considerations for the Folsom South of U.S. Highway
50 Specific Plan Project, May 2011;

4 Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program for the Folsom South of U.S. Highway 50 Specific Plan
Project, May 2011; and

4 Folsom Heights Specific Plan Amendment Addendum, June 2016.

CALIFORNIA ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY ACT GUIDELINES REGARDING AN ADDENDUM
TO AN ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT

Altered conditions, changes, or additions to the description of a project that occur after certification of an EIR
may require additional analysis under CEQA. The legal principles that guide decisions regarding whether
additional environmental documentation is required are provided in the State CEQA Guidelines, which
establish three mechanisms to address these changes: a subsequent environmental impact report (SEIR), a
Supplement to an EIR, and an Addendum to an EIR.

City of Folsom
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Section 15162 of the State CEQA Guidelines describes the conditions under which a SEIR would be
prepared. In summary, when an EIR has been certified for a project, no Subsequent EIR shall be prepared for
that project unless the lead agency determines, on the basis of substantial evidence in light of the whole
record, one or more of the following:

(1) Substantial changes are proposed in the project which will require major revisions of the previous
EIR due to the involvement of new significant environmental effects or a substantial increase in the
severity of previously identified effects;

(2) Substantial changes occur with respect to the circumstances under which the project is
undertaken which will require major revisions of the previous EIR due to the involvement of new
significant environmental effects or a substantial increase in the severity of previously identified
significant effects; or

(3) New information of substantial importance, which was not known and could not have been
known with the exercise of reasonable diligence at the time the previous EIR was certified as
complete, shows any of the following;:

(A) The project will have one or more significant effects not discussed in the previous EIR;

(B) Significant effects previously examined will be substantially more severe than shown in
the previous EIR;

(C) Mitigation measures or alternatives previously found not to be feasible would in fact be
feasible, and would substantially reduce one or more significant effects of the project, but
the project proponents decline to adopt the mitigation measures or alternatives; or

(D) Mitigation measures or alternatives which are considerably different from those analyzed
in the previous EIR would substantially reduce one or more significant effects on the
environment, but the project proponents decline to adopt the mitigation measure or
alternative.

Section 15163 of the State CEQA Guidelines states that a lead agency may choose to prepare a supplement
to an EIR rather than a Subsequent EIR if:

(1) any of the conditions described above for Section 15162 would require the preparation of a SEIR; and

(2) only minor additions or changes would be necessary to make the previous EIR adequately apply
to the project in the changed situation.

An addendum is appropriate where a previously certified EIR has been prepared and some changes or
revisions to the project are proposed, or the circumstances surrounding the project have changed, but none of
the changes or revisions would result in significant new or substantially more severe environmental impacts,
consistent with CEQA Section 21166 and State CEQA Guidelines Sections 15162, 15163, 15164, and 15168.

This addendum is intended to evaluate and confirm CEQA compliance for proposed amendment to the
FPASP, which would be a change relative to what is described and evaluated in the FPASP Final EIR/EIS and
2016 Addendum. This addendum is organized as an environmental checklist, and is intended to evaluate all
environmental topic areas for any changes in circumstances or the project description, as compared to the
certified Final EIR/EIS, and determine whether such changes were or were not adequately covered in the
certified EIR/EIS. This checklist is not the traditional CEQA Environmental Checklist, per Appendix G of the
CEQA Guidelines. As explained below, the purpose of this checklist is to evaluate the checklist categories in
terms of any “changed condition” (i.e., changed circumstances, project changes, or new information of
substantial importance) that may result in a different environmental impact significance conclusion from the
FPASP EIR/EIS. The column titles of the checklist have been modified from the Appendix G presentation to
help answer the questions to be addressed pursuant to CEQA Statutes Section 21166 and CEQA Guidelines
Section 15162, 15163, 15164 and 15168.

City of Folsom
2 Folsom Heights Project Environmental Review



TABLE OF CONTENTS

Section Page
ACRONYMS AND ABBREVIATIONS ......ccooiiiiiiiiirsmmeeerressssssssmmsseressssssssssmssssessssssssssmssssessssssssnnmnsssnssssssssnmnnsnnsssnnsss ]
1 INTRODUCTION AND PROJECT HISTORY ......uuecmirrrrrisssssssmmeersesssssssssmmsssssesssssssmmsssssessssssssnmnsssesssssssnnnnes 1-1
2 PROJECT DESCRIPTION.....coiitiiiiscsssmmrrrreessssssssmmssssesssssssssmsssssesssssssssmmssssesssssssssmnssssesssssssssnmnssnesssssssnnnnes 2-1
2.1 PrOJECT OVEIVIEW .uueeiieiieieeciieeitees e e e ciereee e s s e ssssse e e ee e s s e s snsaseeeessee s ssssssseeesssessssssneesssssassnnnnenens 2-1
2.2 L0 Y13 Al (oY= ¥ [ 2-1
2.3 ST F =T U ¥ =S 2-1
2.4 L0 [Tt @ o= ox €A S 2-5
2.5 SUMMATY OF PrOJECT....eii ittt e s e e s ne e s ne e s s e e nne e e eanee s 2-5
2.6 Required DiSCretionary ACLIONS .....cciiccceieeirieeeeeeeee e e e s e e e e s e e e s e e e s s ne e e s s e e s e e s 2-12
3 ENVIRONMENTAL CHECKLIST FOR SUPPLEMENTAL ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW .......cooccmmrerrecccnnees 31
3.1 Explanation of Checklist Evaluation Cat@gories .....cuuuiimieiiierieiiiie et e 31
3.2 Discussion and Mitigation SECHIONS .......iiii i s e s e ae e s e ne s 3-2
4 ENVIRONMENTAL CHECKLIST ......uueeeiiriiissssssmcessrrsssssssssmsssssesssssssssmmssssessssssssnmmsssseesssssssnmmnssnesssssssnnnnes 4-1
4.1 LYo i = o2 F PR RRP 4-1
4.2 Agriculture and FOreSt RESOUICES ...civcuueieiieiiiieceiriessecates s s e s s s sse e e s s ne e e s e sne e e s e ane e e s e e aneeesenanneas 4-3
4.3 YT 10 = 1 2SR 4-5
4.4 BiOlOZICAl RESOUICES ....oiieeiieieeiie e e e e e e e e e e e s e e s e e s e e s s e e e s ne e sene e e sneesneeannneesnnenanes 4-7
4.5 QAU (UL Y I 2 = T T (o= 4-9
4.6 LCT=To) [0} =4 VA= T o IR T | RS 4-12
4.7 Greenhouse Gas EMISSIONS.........iiieiii et ec e e s s e s e e e s e s nn e e e e e e e e e nnneeeeeeeennan 4-14
4.8 Hazards and Hazardous MaterialS......cccuieieiicieiee et 4-15
4.9 Hydrology and Water QUAIITY ......ccueeiireeree ettt s 4-17
4,10  Land USE @Nnd PIANNING .....cei e ceceieeeccetee e et e e s et e e s eeae e e s ssseeesssseeesssnseeessasseeessassseessnnssenssnnns 4-19
I |V T U= = T (=T T [ o 4-20
157 o 1 4-21
4.13  Population @nd HOUSING.....oo ettt et e e eeee e e s e eee e e s eeae e e s e ase e e s snseeeseenneeesennneeensnnns 4-26
I S U o1 T =T o= 4-27
N o T (=Y - T 1 4-29
o T N = T a1y o Yo g = Ao ] /L I =i [T 4-30
4,17 ULilitieS and SEIVICE SYSTEMS...uiii ittt e e s ses e e e e e sne e e s e esneeenenns 4-39
5 LIST OF PREPARERS AND PERSONS CONSULTED......cccoceerrrrrssssssnmmeeererssssssssmmsesseessssssssnmnsssessssssssnnnes 51
5.1 IS o) B (=T 0= [ (=T £ 5-1
6 L L o N 0 6-1

Appendices (to be found on a CD on the back cover)

A Folsom Heights Specific Plan Amendment Addendum, June 2016
B Updated Transportation Impact Study
City of Folsom

Folsom Heights Project Environmental Review i



Acronyms and Abbreviations Ascent Environmental

Exhibits
Exhibit 2-1 Y= T0T gF= Y oo | (0] o 2-2
Exhibit 2-2 L0 =T o AV o1 o TS 2-3
Exhibit 2-3 Folsom Heights lllustrated Tentative Map Master Plan ... 2-4
Exhibit 2-4 LANd USE COMPAIISON ...utiiiiireteieieeeersasreessssseeesssseresssssseessssenesssssseessssssnessssssnessssssnessssssnessssssnens 2-7
Exhibit 2-5 Folsom Heights Preliminary Phasing Plan ... 2-11
Exhibit 4.12-1 Main Portion of Site Plan and Required Noise Mitigation Measures.......cccccceveereecveeereecnnenn. 4-23
Exhibit 4.12-2 Southern Portion of Site Plan and Required Noise Mitigation Measures.........cccccevveveveereenns 4-24
Tables
Table 2-1 Adopted FPASP Land Use Summary (Folsom Heights Project Area, as amended June

124 0 G ) SRRSO 2-6
Table 2-2 Proposed Folsom Heights Tentative Map Project Land Use Summary......ccccoeeccceeevecveenseceenn. 2-9
Table 2-3 Summary of Changes Associated With the ProjecCt.......uuiiiiecciieiniiie e 2-9
Table 2-4 Entitlements, ApPProvals and PerMilS......cui e ciieieieeiie e s e ecrnrrre e e s s e eessnreree e s s sennnneeeeeeas 2-12
Table 4.16-1 Level of Service Summary?! Existing Plus Project Conditions.......ccccccceereevceerecceeesccceees e 4-32
Table 4.16-2 Level of Service Summary! Cumulative Plus Project Conditions .......ccccevceereevceeesccceeesecneen, 4-33
Table 4.16-3 Project Trip Generation Estimate by Phasel........o et 4-35

City of Folsom

ii Folsom Heights Project Environmental Review



Ascent Environmental

Table of Contents

ACRONYMS AND ABBREVIATIONS

°C degrees Celsius
°F degrees Fahrenheit
AB 32 California Global Warming Solutions Act of 2006
APE Area of Potential Effects
ARB California Air Resources Board
Area 40 Aerojet Superfund site
ATCM air toxic control measure
BAC Bollard Acoustical Consultants
BMP best management practice
CAA federal Clean Air Act
CAAQS California Ambient Air Quality Standard
CDFW California Department of Fish and Wildlife
CEC California Energy Commission
CEQA California Environmental Quality Act
CH4 methane
CNEL community noise equivalent level
CNG compressed natural gas
CO carbon monoxide
CO2 carbon dioxide
CO2¢e CO2-equivalent
dB decibels
diesel PM diesel-powered engines
DWR California Department of Water Resources
EID El Dorado Irrigation District
EIR/EIS Environmental Impact Report/Environmental Impact Statement
EPA U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
FAPA First Amended Programmatic Agreement
FPASP Folsom Plan Area Specific Plan
FTA Federal Transit Administration
GHG greenhouse gas
GWP global warming potential
HFC hydrofluorocarbon
HPMP Historic Property Management Plan
HVAC heating, ventilation, and air conditioning
IPCC Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change
LAFCo Sacramento Local Agency Formation Commission
Lan day-night average noise level
LID low impact development
MMT million metric tons
MPO Metropolitan Planning Organization
City of Folsom

Folsom Heights Project Environmental Review iii



Acronyms and Abbreviations

Ascent Environmental

N20
NAAQS
NAHC
NHTSA
NOA
NOx
NPDES
NRC

PA
PCE
PFC
PHPS
PM1o
PM2s
PPV

REC
ROG
RWQCB

SACOG
SB
SCS
SENL
SFs
SHPO
SMAQMD
SPA
SRCSD
SRWTP
SVAB
SWPPP

TAC
TCE
TRU
USACE

VdB
VOC

nitrous oxide

National Ambient Air Quality Standards

Native American Heritage Commission

National Highway Traffic Safety Administration
naturally occurring asbestos

oxides of nitrogen

National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System
National Research Council

programmatic agreement

tetrachloroethene

perfluorocarbon

Preliminary Historic Properties Synthesis

particulate matter with an aerodynamic diameter of 10 micrometers or less
particulate matter with an aerodynamic diameter of 2.5 micrometers or less
peak particle velocity

recognized environmental condition
reactive organic gas
Regional Water Quality Control Board

Sacramento Area Council of Governments
Senate Bill

Sustainable Communities Strategy

Single-event noise level

sulfur hexafluoride

State Historic Preservation Officer

Sacramento Air Quality Management District
Specific Plan Amendment

Sacramento Regional County Sanitation District
Sacramento Regional Wastewater Treatment Plant
Sacramento Valley Air Basin

storm water pollution prevention plan

toxic air contaminant
trichloroethene
transport refrigeration unit

U.S. Army Corps of Engineers

vibration decibels
volatile organic compound

City of Folsom
Folsom Heights Project Environmental Review



1 INTRODUCTION AND PROJECT HISTORY

On June 28, 2011, the Folsom City Council approved the Folsom Plan Area Specific Plan (FPASP) for
development of up to 10,210 residential homes with a range of housing types, styles, and densities along
with commercial, industrial/office park, and mixed-use land uses, open space, public schools, parks, and
supporting infrastructure. The development would be located on approximately 3,514 acres (Resolution No.
8863). The City and the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) prepared a joint Environmental Impact
Report/Environmental Impact Statement (EIR/EIS) for the FPASP that evaluated the environmental impacts
associated with development of the entire plan area based on the land use and zoning designations
identified in the specific plan. The City was the Lead Agency with respect to preparation of the EIR and
USACE was the Lead Agency with respect to preparation of the EIS.

The EIR/EIS was prepared at the program “first-tier” level of environmental review consistent with the
requirements of California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Sections 15152 and 15168. The program-level
analysis considered the broad environmental impacts of the overall specific plan. In addition, the EIR/EIS
also included a more detailed analysis of specific topic areas beyond the program level, including:
Aesthetics; Cultural Resources; Geology, Soils, Minerals, and Paleontological Resources; Hazards and
Hazardous Materials; and Land Use Planning and Agricultural Resources. The EIR/EIS acknowledged that
development of the FPASP area would occur in multiple phases.

The area proposed for the Folsom Heights development was included within the FPASP and evaluated in the
EIR/EIS. On June 28, 2016, the City Council approved an addendum and amendment to the adopted FPASP
that reduced the area of general commercial land use in the Folsom Heights plan area and increased the
acreage of residential development.

The Folsom Heights Specific Plan Amendment (SPA) was evaluated and it was determined that the
entitlements/actions proposed fell within the scope of the certified EIR/EIS and incorporated all applicable
performance standards and mitigation measures identified therein. The development is located on the
north-eastern edge of the FPASP along the Sacramento County/El Dorado County line and the site is owned
by Folsom Heights, LLC. The previous development application requested an SPA and a General Plan
amendment (GPA) and was approved by the City Council in June 2016.

Folsom Heights, LLC has submitted an updated development application which provides additional detail
and requests approval of the tentative subdivision map and final subdivision map, including utilities and
public service approvals.

Consistent with the process described, the City is evaluating the Folsom Heights application to determine
whether this project is consistent with the FPASP and Folsom Heights Specific Plan Amendment and whether
and what type of additional environmental review would be required. This environmental checklist has been
prepared to determine whether any additional environmental review would be required for the City to
consider approval of the development application. This analysis considers whether there are changes
proposed in the previously reviewed and approved FPASP or changed environmental conditions that are of
sufficient magnitude to result in new or substantially more severe environmental impacts, as compared to
those considered in the FPASP EIR/EIS, and whether there is new information of substantial importance
showing that new or substantially more severe environmental impacts would occur compared to that
evaluated in the FPASP EIR/EIS and Folsom Heights Specific Plan Amendment Addendum. Should this
development application not be consistent with the approved FPASP, additional environmental review
through the subsequent review provisions of CEQA for changes to previously reviewed and approved projects
may be warranted (CEQA Guidelines Sections 15162 through 15164).

City of Folsom
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2 PROJECT DESCRIPTION

2.1 PROJECT OVERVIEW

The owners of a portion of the FPASP area known as Folsom Heights have brought forward the next step in
their development application, the tentative and final subdivision map. In June 2016, the City Council
approved the Folsom Heights General Plan Amendment (GPA) and Specific Plan Amendment (SPA) (Folsom
Heights SPA). The currently proposed Folsom Heights Tentative Map project (project) would include a minor
modification to the approved Folsom Heights SPA land uses approved in 2016. The project would result in a
detailed tentative map for approximately 190 acres located on the northeastern boundary of the FPASP. The
proposed application is also substantially consistent with the land uses proposed and approved for this
portion of the FPASP.

The proposed tentative map provides more detail than was previously available; however, the proposed land
use types would be the same as that approved within the FPASP and SPA. No increases in the number of
dwelling units from that approved under the FPASP would occur.

2.2 PROJECT LOCATION

The FPASP area is located within the City of Folsom, south of U.S. Highway 50 and north of White Rock Road,
between Prairie City Road and the El Dorado County line (Exhibit 2-1). The Folsom Heights project area is
located along the north-eastern boundary of the FPASP area, just south of U.S. Highway 50, along the
Sacramento County/El Dorado County line (Exhibit 2-2 and Exhibit 2-3).

2.3 EXISTING SETTING

The project area is undeveloped grassland, currently used for cattle grazing. Developed land-east of the
project area and north, across Highway 50, consists of large residential developments. The topography of
the area consists of gently rolling hills.

City of Folsom
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2.4 PROJECT OBJECTIVES

The FPASP’s objectives, as described in the EIR/EIS for the FPASP (City of Folsom 2010: p. 1-7) are the
following:

1. Be consistent with the City of Folsom’s General Plan and implement SACOG Smart Growth Principles.

2. Expand the City’s boundaries based on the ultimate boundaries of development that the City can
reasonably control and service, and do so in a manner that would foster orderly urban development and
discourage leapfrog development and urban sprawl.

3. Annex those parcels of land adjacent to the City limit and within the City’s Sphere of Influence whose
development could have significant visual, traffic, public service, and environmental impacts on the City
so that the City may influence the ultimate development of those parcels.

4. Provide a large-scale mixed-use and mixed-density residential housing development within the City of
Folsom, south of U.S. 50.

5. Develop several distinct neighborhoods within the project site, connected by a substantial open space
area and recreational trail network.

6. Provide neighborhood- and regional-serving retail areas within the project site.
7. Provide a mix of housing types within the project site to diversify the City’s housing stock.

8. Provide a combined high school/middle school and the appropriate elementary schools on site sufficient
to meet the needs of the project.

9. Provide the appropriate number and size of onsite community and neighborhood parks sufficient to meet
the needs of the project.

10. Generate positive fiscal impacts for the City through development within the project site.

11. Secure a sufficient and reliable water supply consistent with the requirements of Measure W and
objectives of the Water Forum Agreement to support planned development within the SPA, which the City
estimates to be 5,600 acre-feet per year.

12. Construct the necessary water supply delivery and treatment infrastructure to ensure the safe and
reliable delivery of up to 5,600 acre-feet per year to the FSPAP.

2.5 SUMMARY OF PROJECT

The project includes additional detail on the specific lot sizes, locations, and types; utility service providers;
and roadway alignments. While the details were not known in prior environmental documents, the
development land uses and development intensities were analyzed as part of the EIR/EIS and in the June
2016 Folsom Heights SPA Addendum (2016 Addendum). For this reason, the following project description
and analysis focuses on the details not previously known. For example, the project, as described below
includes a tentative map and utilities phasing. This information was not available for the Folsom Heights
SPA. The numbers and types of utility facilities is listed with the utilities phasing plan in Section 2.5.2, below.
The exact locations of utility facilities will be determined through the final design in coordination with service
providers. However, the utility facilities will remain within the analyzed development footprint.

City of Folsom
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For more information on the Folsom Heights development, as analyzed in the Folsom Heights Specific Plan
Amendment Addendum (June 2016), please see Appendix A.

2.5.1 Land Use Summary

The current application provides more detail on lotting pattern and utility types and phasing for the Folsom
Heights project area. The precision of lot boundaries and site layout has become more refined but is subject
to minor changes during final design. Minor alternations to the acreages of some land uses have occurred
and are presented in Tables 2-1, 2-2, and 2-3, below. However, the total number of residential units and
commercial square footage proposed within the Folsom Heights project area would be unchanged and the
general location of the proposed uses would substantially unchanged from the land use map approved for
the Folsom Heights SPA. (Exhibit 2-4)

Table 2-1 Adopted FPASP Land Use Summary (Folsom Heights Project Area, as amended June 2016)

v | S Lo Do | o | Pl | it | ot | e
Residential
Single Family (SF) 317 20.9% 1to4 125 24% 365 - -
Single Family High Density (SFHD) 58.2 30.7% 4107 280 53% 818 - -
Multi-Family Low Density (MLD) 149 7.9% 7t012 125 24% 242 - -
Subtotal Residential 110.8 59.5% - 530 100% 1,425 - -
Commercial
General Commercial (GC) | owus Jew | - | - | - | - | o | 1259
Open Space
Open Space (0) | w2 Joae| - | - | - | - | - | -
Circulation and Miscellaneous
Utility Site (PQP) 18 0.9% - - - - - -
Highway 50 8 4.7% - - - - - -
Major Roads 104 5.0% - - - - - -
Total Folsom Heights 189.7 100% - 530 100% 1,425 - 125,235
Notes:

1 Target dwelling unit allocation for each land use is a planning estimate. Actual total dwelling units for each land use may be higher or lower as long as the total for each
land use falls within the specified density range and the total residential unit count does not exceed the FPASP area maximum of 11,230 dwelling units.

2 Population calculated using 2.92 persons per single family unit and 1.94 persons per multifamily unit.

3 FloorArea Ratio (FAR) is the ratio of building area to parcel area. The target FAR may be higher or lower for each land use as long as the Plan Area maximum of
3,338,378 SF is not exceeded.

City of Folsom
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Table 2-2 Proposed Folsom Heights Tentative Map Project Land Use Summary

Residential

Single Family (SF) 424 1t04 134 24% 391 - -
Single Family High Density (SFHD) 55.1 4t07 273 53% 797 - -
Multi-Family Low Density (MLD) 149 71012 123 23% 239 - -
Subtotal Residential 1124 - 530 100% 1,427 - -
Commercial

General Commercial (GC) s | - - - | - | o | 12503
Open Space

Open Space (0S) 472 ‘ - - - ‘ - ‘ - ‘ -
Circulation and Miscellaneous

Utility Site (PQP) 15 - - - - - -
Highway 50 (0S) 80 - - - - -
Major Roads 9.1 - - - - - -
Total Folsom Heights 189.6 - 530 100% 1,427 -

Notes:

1 Target dwelling unit allocation for each land use is a planning estimate. Actual total dwelling units for each land use may be higher or lower as long as the total for each
land use falls within the specified density range and the total residential unit count does not exceed the FPASP area maximum of 11,230 dwelling units.

2 Population calculated using 2.92 persons per single family unit and 1.94 persons per multifamily unit.

3 FloorArea Ratio (FAR) is the ratio of building area to parcel area. The target FAR may be higher or lower for each land use as long as the Plan Area maximum of

3,338,378 SFis not exceeded.

Table 2-3 Summary of Changes Associated with the Project
Land Use Gross Area (Acres) Dwelling Units Projected Population (persons) Potential Bldg. Area (SF)
Single Family (SF) 47 4 26
Single Family High Density (SFHD) 31 -3 21
Multi-Family Low Density (MLD) 0 1 -3
General Commercial (GC) 0.1 NA 0
Open Space (0S) 0 NA
Utility Site (PQP) 0.3 NA
Highway 50 0 NA
Major Roads 1.2 NA
Total 0.0 0 2 0

Note: Numbers may not match exactly because of small rounding errors.
Source: Adapted by Ascent Environmental 2016
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2.5.2  Phasing

The project would be built in four phases, as shown in Exhibit 2-5. This enables the developer to build the
infrastructure which would support the development in coordination with the overall buildout. The phases
are as follows:

4 Phase 1 - Includes 136 residential units, including the east sewer system, water booster station,
primary vehicular access via Prima Drive to Stonebriar Drive, temporary emergency vehicular access via
Winterfield Drive, and other related infrastructure.

4 Phase 2 - includes 266 residential units, including the north sewer system, primary vehicular access via
Empire Ranch Road, secondary vehicular access via Easton Valley Parkway to Placerville Road, and
other related infrastructure.

4 Phase 3 (a and b) - includes 128 residential units, including the west sewer system, two sewer lift
stations, and other related infrastructure.

4 Phase 4 - includes the commercial development and associated infrastructure. This phase relies on the
north sewer system developed under Phase 2.

The project falls within the EI Dorado Irrigation District (EID) service area which would provide most, if not all,
of water and sewer service. Sewer service established in Phases 1 and 2 would flow by gravity towards EID
facilities. Sewer service established in Phase 3 may be provided by EID or City of Folsom, or some
combination of both providers. The sewer would flow by gravity towards City of Folsom facilities or may be
pumped towards EID facilities using the two sewer lift stations.

Because of topographical characteristics, lots in Phase 3 could gravity sewer to the City of Folsom’s
wastewater treatment system. Use of EID’s wastewater system to service these lots would require
construction of sewer lift stations and significant operational costs associated therewith, which would be a
much less efficient approach to serving these lots than gravity service to the City of Folsom. As these lots lie
within the jurisdictional boundaries of EID, it is currently assumed that sewer service for these lots will be
provided by EID. However, service provided by the City of Folsom remains an alternative approach. Service
by the City of Folsom would require a future agreement between the City of Folsom and EID addressing the
terms and conditions under which such extra-territorial service would be provided, while at the same time
acknowledging that the subject lots remain within the jurisdictional boundaries of EID.

City of Folsom
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2.6 REQUIRED DISCRETIONARY ACTIONS

2.6.1 LeadAgency

Table 2-4, below, shows the entitlements, approvals, and permits needed to develop the project as it moves
forward through the entitlement process. It should be noted that if the Addendum is approved, no physical
development would commence until such time the applicant secures all entitlements noted below.

Table 2-4 Entitlements, Approvals and Permits
Entitlement/Approval or Permit Needed Agency

Large Lot Vesting Tentative Subdivision Map Folsom City Council

Small Lot Vesting Tentative Subdivision Map Folsom City Council

Development Agreement Folsom City Council

Grading Permit Community Development Department

Sewer and Water Utilities /Sewer and Water Service Letter El Dorado Irrigation District
Folsom City Council

2.6.2  Responsible Agencies

In addition to the list of entitiements, approvals, and/or permits identified in Table 2-4 above that must be
obtained from the City of Folsom, the following approvals, consultations, and/or permits may be required
from other agencies prior to physical development of the site. However, none of the entitlements listed
below would be required prior to consideration of this Addendum.

FEDERAL ACTIONS/PERMITS

4 U.S. Army Corps of Engineers: Department of the Army permit under Section 404 of the CWA for
discharges of dredge or fill material into waters of the U.S. Consultation for impacts on cultural resources
pursuant to Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act. Consultation for impacts on federally
listed species pursuant to Section 7 of the ESA.

4 U.S. Environmental Protection Agency: concurrence with Section 404 CWA permit.

4 U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service: ESA consultation and issuance of incidental-take authorization for the take
of federally listed endangered and threatened species.

4 National Marine Fisheries Service: ESA consultation and issuance of incidental-take authorization for the
take of federally listed endangered and threatened species.

STATE ACTIONS/PERMITS

4 California Department of Fish and Wildlife, Sacramento Valley—Central Sierra Region: California
Endangered Species Act consultation and issuance of take authorization (if needed) (California Fish and
Game Code Section 2081), streambed alteration agreement (California Fish and Game Code Section
1602), and protection of raptors (California Fish and Game Code Section 3503.5).

4 California Department of Transportation: encroachment permits; approval of landscaping plans and
specifications for landscape corridor adjacent to U.S. Highway 50.

City of Folsom
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4

Central Valley Regional Water Quality Control Board (Region 5): National Pollutant Discharge Elimination
System (NPDES) construction stormwater permit (Notice of Intent to proceed under General Construction
Permit) for disturbance of more than 1 acre; discharge permit for stormwater; general order for
dewatering; and Section 401 CWA certification or waste discharge requirements; Clean Water Act,
Section 401 Water Quality Certification; NPDES permit coverage for hydrostatic testing of pipeline
(coverage expected under General Order for Low Threat Discharges to Surface Water).

State Historic Preservation Officer (SHPO): approval of a Programmatic Agreement and/or MOU for
Section 106 compliance with the National Historic Preservation Act.

State Water Resource Control Board, Division of Drinking Water: approval amendment of water
distribution system permit and the water treatment plant permit.

REGIONAL AND LOCAL ACTIONS/PERMITS

4

Sacramento Metropolitan Air Quality Management District: authority to construct (for devices that emit
air pollutants), health risk assessment, and Air Quality Management Plan consistency determination.

El Dorado County: approval of roadway encroachment permit for pipeline construction.

Sacramento County: approval of roadway encroachment permit for pipeline construction, rezoning, use
permit, and approval of grading permit.

City of Folsom: roadway encroachment permit for pipeline construction, tree removal permit (if needed),
rezoning, and use permit.

City of Folsom
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3 ENVIRONMENTAL CHECKLIST FOR
SUPPLEMENTAL ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW

3.1 EXPLANATION OF CHECKLIST EVALUATION CATEGORIES

The purpose of this checklist is to evaluate the categories in terms of any “changed condition” (i.e., changed
circumstances, project changes, or new information of substantial importance) that may result in
environmental impact significance conclusions different from those found in the 2011 EIR/EIS and 2016
Addendum. The row titles of the checklist include the full range of environmental topics, as presented in
Appendix G of the State CEQA Guidelines. The column titles of the checklist have been modified from the
Appendix G presentation to help answer the questions to be addressed pursuant to CEQA Section 21166 and
State CEQA Guidelines Section 15162. A “no” answer does not necessarily mean that there are no potential
impacts relative to the environmental category, but that there is no change in the condition or status of the
impact because it was analyzed and addressed with mitigation measures in the EIR/EIS. For instance, the
environmental categories might be answered with a “no” in the checklist because the impacts associated with
the proposed project were adequately addressed in the EIR/EIS, and the environmental impact significance
conclusions of the EIR/EIS remain applicable. The purpose of each column of the checklist is described below.

Where Impact was Analyzed?
This column provides a cross-reference to the pages of the EIR/EIS where information and analysis may be

found relative to the environmental issue listed under each topic. Unless otherwise specified, all references
point to the Draft EIR/EIS document.

Do Proposed Changes Involve New Significant Impacts?
The significance of the changes proposed to the approved FPASP, as it is described in the certified FPASP
EIR/EIS, is indicated in the columns to the right of the environmental issues.

Any new Circumstances Involving New or Substantially More Severe Significant Impacts?

Pursuant to Section 15162(a)(2) of the CEQA Guidelines, this column indicates whether there have been
changes to the project site or the vicinity (circumstances under which the project is undertaken) that have
occurred subsequent to the prior environmental documents, which would result in the current project having
new significant environmental impacts that were not considered in the prior environmental documents or
having substantial increases in the severity of previously identified significant impacts.

Any New Information Requiring New Analysis or Verification?

Pursuant to Section 15162(a)(3)(A-D) of the CEQA Guidelines, this column indicates whether new information
of substantial importance which was not known and could not have been known with the exercise of
reasonable diligence at the time the previous environmental documents were certified as complete is
available, requiring an update to the analysis of the previous environmental documents to verify that the
environmental conclusions and mitigation measures remain valid. If the new information shows that: (A) the
project will have one or more significant effects not discussed in the prior environmental documents; or (B) that
significant effects previously examined will be substantially more severe than shown in the prior environmental
documents; or (C) that mitigation measures or alternatives previously found not to be feasible would in fact be
feasible and would substantially reduce one or more significant effects or the project, but the project
proponents decline to adopt the Mitigation Measure or alternative; or (D) that mitigation measures or
alternatives which are considerably different from those analyzed in the prior environmental documents would
substantially reduce one or more significant effects on the environment, but the project proponents decline to
adopt the Mitigation Measure or alternative, the question would be answered “yes” requiring the preparation of
a subsequent EIR or supplement to the EIR. However, if the additional analysis completed as part of this
Environmental Checklist Review finds that the conclusions of the prior environmental documents remain the
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same and no new significant impacts are identified, or identified significant environmental impacts are not
found to be substantially more severe, the question would be answered “no” and no additional EIR
documentation (supplement to the EIR or subsequent EIR) would be required.

Notably, where the only basis for preparing a subsequent EIR or a supplement to an EIR is a new significant
impact or a substantial increase in the severity of a previously identified impact, the need for the new EIR
can be avoided if the project applicant agrees to one or more mitigation measures that can reduce the
significant effect(s) at issue to less than significant levels. (See River Valley Preservation Project v.
Metropolitan Transit Development Board (1995) 37 Cal.App.4th 154, 168.)

Do Prior Environmental Documents Mitigations Address/Resolve Impacts?

This column indicates whether the prior environmental documents and adopted CEQA Findings provide
mitigation measures to address effects in the related impact category. In some cases, the mitigation
measures have already been implemented. A “yes” response will be provided in either instance. If “NA” is
indicated, this Environmental Checklist Review concludes that there was no impact, or the impact was less-
than-significant and, therefore, no mitigation measures are needed.

3.2 DISCUSSION AND MITIGATION SECTIONS

Discussion

A discussion of the elements of the checklist is provided under each environmental category to clarify the
answers. The discussion provides information about the particular environmental issue, how the project relates
to the issue, and the status of any mitigation that may be required or that has already been implemented.

Mitigation Measures
Applicable mitigation measures from the prior environmental review that would apply to the proposed
amendment are listed under each environmental category. New mitigation measures are included, if needed.

Conclusions
A discussion of the conclusion relating to the need for additional environmental documentation is contained
in each section.

Acronyms Used in Checklist Tables
Acronyms used in the Environmental Checklist tables and discussions include:

EIR/EIS Environmental Impact Report/Environmental Impact Statement
MM Mitigation Measure
NA not applicable

City of Folsom
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ENVIRONMENTAL CHECKLIST

4.1 AESTHETICS
Do Any New Circumstances | Any New Information | Do Prior Environmental
Where Impact Was . e
. . Involve New or Requiring New Documents Mitigations
Environmental Issue Area Analyzed in the . .
EIR/EIS Substantially More Severe Analysis or Address/Resolve
' Significant Impacts? Verification? Impacts?
1. Aesthetics. Would the project:
a. Have a substantial adverse effect on a scenic Setting pp. 3A.1-2 to No No Yes, but impact still
vista? 3A.1-22 remains significant and
Impacts 3A.1-1 unavoidable
b. Substantially damage scenic resources, including|  Setting p. 3A.1-26 No No Yes, issue addressed
but not limited to, trees, rock outcroppings, and Impact 3A.1-2 but mitigation is still not
historic buildings within a state scenic highway? feasible
. Substantially degrade the existing visual Setting pp. 3A.1-1to No No Yes, but impact still
character or quality of the site and its 3A.1-20 remains significant and
surroundings? Impacts 3A.1-3 and unavoidable
3A1-4
d. Create a new source of substantial light or glare Setting p. 3A.1-22 No No Yes
which would adversely affect day or nighttime Impacts 3A.1-5,
views in the area? 3A.1-6

4.1.1 Discussion

No substantial change in the environmental and regulatory settings related to aesthetics, described in the
EIR/EIS Section 3A.1 Aesthetics - Land, has occurred since certification of the EIR/EIS in 2011 and the
2016 Addendum (See Appendix A). Since the EIR/EIS was certified, additional development was approved
and built adjacent to the project site. This development (EI Dorado Springs 23), would contribute to the
significant and unavoidable impact related to the area’s change in visual character. However, as the EIS/EIR
had already concluded that the impact was significant and unavoidable, this change in the existing
environment would not change the conclusions within the EIS/EIR on this topic. While the current application
provides additional detail, it does not constitute a change in circumstances regarding aesthetics.

The project does not introduce any new or unique visual features that were not analyzed in the FPASP
EIR/EIS or 2016 Addendum. No new circumstances or project changes have occurred nor has any new
information been found requiring new analysis or verification. The project provides more specifics on the
lotting pattern and provision of public services to the site. The land use pattern and development intensity
would not change and would be consistent with the approved Folsom Heights SPA.

Mitigation Measures
The following mitigation measures were referenced in the FPASP EIR/EIS analysis and would continue to
remain applicable if the project were approved.

4 Mitigation Measure 3A.1-1: Construct and maintain a landscape corridor adjacent to U.S. 50.

4 Mitigation Measure 3A.1-4: Screen construction staging areas.
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4 Mitigation Measure 3A.1-5: Establish and require conformance to lighting standards and prepare and
implement a lighting plan.

The FPASP EIR/EIS concluded that impacts to light and glare would be reduced to a less-than-significant level;
however, impacts related to skyglow would remain significant and unavoidable. This conclusion would not
change with implementation of the project.

CONCLUSION

No new circumstances or project changes have occurred nor has any new information been found requiring
new analysis or verification. Therefore, the conclusions of the EIR/EIS remain valid and approval of the
project would not result in new or substantially more severe significant impacts to aesthetics.

City of Folsom
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4.2 AGRICULTURE AND FOREST RESOURCES
Where Impact Was Any N_ew Circurr_lstz_:lnces Any New Information Do PriorEnvir(_)r}mep tal
Environmental Issue Area Analyzed in the Involving New Slgmﬁf;ant Requiring New Analysis Documents Mitigations
EIR/EIS. Impacts or Substantially orVerification? Address/Resolve
More Severe Impacts? Impacts?
2. Agriculture and Forestry Resources. Would the project:
a.  Convert Prime Farmland, Unique Farmland, or | Setting pp. 3A.10-2, No No NA
Farmland of Statewide Importance (Farmland), 3A.10-5, 3A.10-6
as shown on the maps prepared pursuant to No Impact
the Farmland Mapping and Monitoring Program
of the California Resources Agency, to non-
agricultural use?
b.  Conflict with existing zoning for agricultural use, | Setting pp. 3A.10-2 to No No Yes
or a Williamson Act contract? 3A.10-4, 3A.10-6,
3A.10-7
Impacts 3A.10-3 and
3A.10-4
c.  Conflict with existing zoning for, or cause Not addressed, No No NA
rezoning of, forest land (as defined in Public criterion was not part
Resources Code section 12220(g)), timberland | of Appendix G when
(as defined by Public Resources Code section EIR/EIS was certified
4526), or timberland zoned Timberland
Production (as defined by Government Code
section 51104(g))?
d.  Resultin the loss of forest land or conversion of Not addressed, No No NA
forest land to non-forest land? criterion was not part
of Appendix G when
EIR/EIS was certified
e.  Involve other changes in the existing Not addressed, No No NA
environment which, due to their location or criterion was not part
nature, could result in conversion of Farmland, | of Appendix G when
to non-agricultural use or conversion of forest EIR/EIS was certified
land to non-forest use?
4.2.1 Discussion

No substantial change in the environmental and regulatory settings related to Agriculture and Forest
Resources, described in EIR/EIS Section 3A.10 Land Use and Agricultural Resources - Land, has occurred
since certification of the EIR/EIS in 2011 and the 2016 Addendum (See Appendix A). While the current
application provides additional detail, it does not constitute a change in circumstances regarding agriculture

and

forest resources.

The project site does not change the development footprint and would not result in the
development/conversion of additional agricultural land compared to those analyzed in the FPASP EIR/EIS or
2016 Addendum. No forest resources are present onsite. No new circumstances or project changes have
occurred nor has any new information been found requiring new analysis or verification since the 2016

Addendum. Nothing about the project changes would alter the conclusions of the 2016 Addendum or would
be different from the issues identified and analyzed in the FPASP EIR/EIS.
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Mitigation Measures
None required.

CONCLUSION

No new circumstances have occurred nor has any new information been found requiring new analysis or
verification. Therefore, the conclusions of the certified EIR/EIS remain valid and implementation of the
project would not result in any new significant impacts associated with agriculture and forest resources.

City of Folsom
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4.3 AIR QUALITY
Any New Circumstances | Any New Information | Do Prior Environmental
Where Impact Was . . . e s
. . Involving New Significant Requiring New Documents’ Mitigations
Environmental Issue Area Analyzed in the - :
EIR/EIS Impacts or Substantially Analysis or Address/Resolve
) More Severe Impacts? Verification? Impacts?
3. Air Quality. Would the project:
a.  Conflict with or obstruct implementation of the | Setting p. 3A.2-10to0 No. Yes Yes, but impact remains
applicable air quality plan? 3A.2-10; Impact 3A.2- significant and
1and Impact 3A.2-2 unavoidable
b.  Violate any air quality standard or contribute Setting p. 3A.2-2 to No. Yes Yes, but impact remains
substantially to an existing or projected air 3A.2-8; Impact 3A.2- significant and
quality violation? 1, Impact 3A.2-2, and unavoidable
Impact 3A.2-3
¢.  Resultinacumulatively considerable net Cumulative analysis No. Yes Yes, but impact remains
increase of any criteria pollutant for which the onp.4-22t04-23 significant and
project region is non-attainment under an unavoidable
applicable federal or state ambient air quality
standard (including releasing emissions which
exceed quantitative thresholds for ozone
precursors)?
d.  Expose sensitive receptors to substantial Setting p. 3A.2-7 to No. Yes Yes, mitigation has been
pollutant concentrations? 3A.2-10 and 3A.2-20 updated.
t0 3A.2-23; Impact
3A.2-4; and
Cumulative analysis
onp. 4-23t0 4-26
e.  Create objectionable odors affecting a Setting p. 3A.2-9; No. Yes Yes, mitigation has been
substantial number of people? Impact 3A.2-6 updated.
4.3.1  Discussion

No substantial change in the environmental and regulatory settings related to Air Quality, described in
EIR/EIS Sections 3A.2 and 3B.2 under Air Quality, has occurred since certification of the EIR in 2011 and the
2016 Addendum (See Appendix A). While the current application provides additional detail, it does not
constitute a change in circumstances regarding air quality.

The project does not introduce any new air pollution sources or sensitive receptors. The refined land use
map and lotting patterns reflect development that is substantially similar to the development assumptions
analyzed in the FPASP EIR/EIS and 2016 Addendum. The modeling done for the 2016 Addendum was
based on the Land Use Summary (Appendix A, Table 2-2). As described in Section 2.5.1, the Land Use
Summary (Table 2-1) is substantially the same as what was analyzed previously. No additional units or
commercial square footage would be developed and the same area of land would be developed. The
applicant has identified that the Folsom Heights plan area would be developed in four phases, but the size
and timing of these phases are consistent with the assumptions for grading and development intensity used
in the air quality modeling in the 2016 Addendum (see Appendix A of the 2016 Addendum in Appendix A of
this document). No new or substantially more severe air quality impacts would occur.
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Mitigation Measures

The following mitigation measures were referenced in the FPASP EIR/EIS analysis and would continue to
remain applicable if the project were approved.

4 Mitigation Measure 3A.2-1a: Implement Measures to Control Air Pollutant Emissions Generated by
Construction of On-Site Elements.

4 Mitigation Measure 3A.2-1b: Pay Off-site Mitigation Fee to SMAQMD to Off-Set NOx Emissions Generated
by Construction of On-Site Elements.

4 Mitigation Measure 3A.2-1c: Analyze and Disclose Projected PM1o Emission Concentrations at Nearby
Sensitive Receptors Resulting from Construction of On-Site Elements.

4 Mitigation Measure 3A.2-1e: Implement EDCAQMD-Recommended Measures for Controlling Fugitive
PM10 dust During Construction of the Two Roadway Connections in El Dorado County.

4 Mitigation Measure 3A.2-1f: Implement SMAQMD’s Enhanced Exhaust Control Practices during
Construction of all Off-site Elements.

4 Mitigation Measure 3A.2-1g: Pay Off-site Mitigation Fee to SMAQMD to Off-Set NOx Emissions Generated
by Construction of Off-site Elements.

4 Mitigation Measure 3A.2-1h: Analyze and Disclose Projected PM1o Emission Concentrations at Nearby
Sensitive Receptors Resulting from Construction of Off-site Elements.

4 Mitigation Measure 3A.2-2: Implement All Measures Prescribed by the Air Quality Mitigation Plan to
Reduce Operational Air Pollutant Emissions.

4 Mitigation Measure 3A.2-4a: Develop and Implement a Plan to Reduce Exposure of Sensitive Receptors
to Construction-Generated Toxic Air Contaminant Emissions.

4 Mitigation Measure 3A.2-4b: Implement Measures to Reduce Exposure of Sensitive Receptors to
Operational Emissions of Toxic Air Contaminants.

4 Mitigation Measure 3A.2-5: Implement a Site Investigation to Determine the Presence of NOA and, if
necessary, Prepare and Implement an Asbestos Dust Control Plan.

4 Mitigation Measure 3A.2-6: Implement Measures to Control Exposure of Sensitive Receptors to
Operational Odorous Emissions.

As described in the 2016 Addendum, with implementation of these measures, air quality impacts would be
reduced, but some impacts would remain significant and unavoidable (as shown above in the summary table
and described in the 2016 Addendum).

CONCLUSION

As required by many of the air quality mitigation measures adopted as part of the FPASP, the 2016
Addendum provided additional project-level air quality analysis. However, the 2016 Addendum found that
the Folsom Heights SPA was consistent with the FPASP. No new circumstances have occurred nor has any
new information been found requiring new analysis or verification. The conclusions of the FPASP EIR/EIS
remain valid and no additional analysis is required.
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4.4 BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES

Any New Circumstances Any New I_)o Prior
. . Environmental
. Where Impact Was Analyzed | .. I.n yolvmg New Info!'r.natlon Documents
Environmental Issue Area . Significant Impacts or Requiring New e
in the EIR/EIS. . : Mitigations
Substantially More Analysis or
Severe Impacts? Verification? Address/Resolve
Impacts?

4. Biological Resources. Would the project:

a. Have a substantial adverse effect, either directly | Setting pp. 3A.3-7 to 3A.3-21 No No Yes, mitigation has
or through habitat modifications, on any species | Impacts 3A.3-2 and 3A.3-3 been updated
identified as a candidate, sensitive, or special
status species in local or regional plans, policies,
or regulations, or by the California Department
of Fish and Wildlife or U.S. Fish and Wildlife
Service?

b.  Have a substantial adverse effect on any Setting pp. 3A.3-21 to 3A.3- No No Yes, mitigation has
riparian habitat or other sensitive natural 26 been updated
community identified in local or regional plans, Impact 3A.3-4
policies, and regulations or by the California
Department of Fish and Game or US Fish and
Wildlife Service?

c.  Have a substantial adverse effect on federally | Setting pp. 3A.3-5 to 3A.3-7, No No Yes, mitigation has
protected wetlands as defined by Section 404 3A.3-181t0 3A.3-21 been updated
of the Clean Water Act (including, but not limited Impact 3A.3-1
to, marsh, vernal pool, coastal, etc.) through
direct removal, filling, hydrological interruption,
or other means?

d. Interfere substantially with the movement of any Setting p. 3A.3-7 No No Yes, mitigation has
native resident or migratory fish and wildlife Impact 3A.3-6 been updated
species or with established native resident or
migratory wildlife corridors, or impede the use of
native wildlife nursery sites?

e.  Conflict with any local policies or ordinances Setting pp. 3A.3-23 t0 No No Yes, mitigation has
protecting biological resources, such as a tree 3A.3-26 been updated
preservation policy or ordinance. Impact 3A.3-5

f. Conflict with the provisions of an adopted Impact 3A.3-7 No No NA
Habitat Conservation Plan, Natural Community
Conservation Plan, or other approved local,
regional, or state habitat conservation plan?

g Have the potential to cause a commercial Setting p. 3A.3-17 No No NA
and/or recreational fishery to drop below self- No Impact
sustaining levels?

4.4.1 Discussion

No substantial change in the environmental and regulatory settings related to biological resources has
occurred since the 2016 Addendum (See Appendix A). While the current application provides additional
detail regarding the lotting pattern, phasing, and provision of utilities, no additional land area would be
developed as a result of the project. Further, the biological setting was reviewed and updated as part of the
2016 Addendum and it has not changed since that time. Nothing about the project changes would alter the
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biological conclusions of the 2016 Addendum or would be different from the issues identified and analyzed
in the FPASP EIR/EIS. No new or substantially more severe biological impacts would occur. The project would
continue to be subject to the mitigation measures identified and/or refined in the 2016 Addendum, which
are presented below. As described in the 2016 Addendum, with implementation of these measures,
biological impacts would be reduced to a less-than-significant level. No new circumstances or project
changes have occurred nor has any new information been found requiring new analysis or verification.
Therefore, the conclusions of the EIR/EIS remain valid and approval of the project would not result in new or
substantially more severe significant impacts to biological resources.

Mitigation Measures
The following mitigation measures were referenced in the FPASP EIR/EIS analysis and updated in the 2016
Addendum and would continue to remain applicable if the project were approved.

4 Mitigation Measure 3A.3-1a: Mitigation for erosion impacts.

4 Mitigation Measure 3A.3-1b: Implement Clean Water Act Section 404 Permits and Section 401 Water
Quiality Certifications.

4 Mitigation Measure 3A.3-4a: Implement Section 1602 Master Streambed Alteration Agreement.

4 Mitigation Measure 3A.3-4b: Valley needlegrass grassland avoidance and minimization measures.
4 Mitigation Measure 4.4-1: Conduct environmental awareness training for construction employees.
4 Mitigation Measure 4.4-4: Conduct preconstruction Swainson’s hawk and other raptor surveys.

4 Mitigation Measure 4.4-5: Prepare and implement Swainson’s hawk mitigation plan.

4 Mitigation Measure 4.4-6: Conduct preconstruction burrowing owl survey.

4 Mitigation Measure 4.4-7: Preconstruction nesting bird survey.

As described in the 2016 Addendum, with implementation of these measures, biological resources impacts
would be reduced to a less-than-significant level.

CONCLUSION

Since the EIR/EIS was certified and the 2016 Addendum, no new circumstances have occurred nor has any
new information been found requiring new analysis or verification. Therefore, the findings of the certified
EIR/EIS remain valid and no further analysis is required.

City of Folsom
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4.5 CULTURAL RESOURCES
Where Impact Was Any N.ew Clrcumsti_ipces Any New Information Do Pr|0rEnV|r(.)r?me.n tal
. . Involving New Significant ., . | Documents Mitigations
Environmental Issue Area Analyzed in the . Requiring New Analysis
EIR/EIS. Impacts or Substantially orVerification? Address/Resolve
More Severe Impacts? Impacts?
Cultural Resources. Would the project:
Cause a substantial adverse change in the Setting pp. 3A.5-2 to No No Yes
significance of a historical resource as defined 3B.5-5
in §15064.5? Impact 3A.5-1
Cause a substantial adverse change in the Setting pp. 3A.5-1 10 No No Yes
significance of an archaeological resource 3B.53
pursuant to §15064.5? Impacts 3A.5-1 and
3A.5-2
Directly or indirectly destroy a unique Setting pp. 3A.7-13 10 No No Yes
paleontological resource or site or unique 3A.7-17
geologic feature? Impact 3A.7-10
Disturb any human remains, including those Setting p. 3A.5-13 to No No Yes
interred outside the formal cemeteries? 3A5-15
Impact 3A.5-3
Would the project cause a substantial adverse Setting pp. 3A.5-1 10 No No Yes
change in the significance of a tribal cultural 3A.5-2; pp 3A.5-810
resource, defined in Public Resources Code 3A.5-16
section 21074 as either a site, feature, place, Impacts 3A.5-1, 3A.5-
cultural landscape that is geographically defined 2,and 3A.5-3
in terms of the size and scope of the landscape,
sacred place, or object with cultural value to a
California Native American tribe?

4.5.1 Discussion

No substantial change in the environmental and regulatory settings related to cultural resources has
occurred since the 2016 Addendum (See Appendix A). While the current application provides additional
detail regarding the lotting pattern, phasing, and provision of utilities, no additional land area would be
developed as a result of the project. Further, the cultural setting was reviewed and updated as part of the
2016 Addendum, including addressing impacts to Tribal Cultural Resources, and it has not changed since
that time. Nothing about the project changes would alter the cultural resources conclusions of the 2016
Addendum or would be different from the issues identified and analyzed in the FPASP EIR/EIS. No new or
substantially more severe cultural resources impacts would occur. The project would continue to be subject
to the mitigation measures identified and/or refined in the 2016 Addendum, which are presented below.

Because the Folsom Heights SPA sought a specific plan amendment to the FPASP, the City was required to
initiate consultation under SB 18. On March 7, 2016, the City requested an SB 18 contact list from the
California Native American Heritage Commission (NAHC). On March 23, 2016, the NAHC responded with a
list of eight California Native American tribes and individuals who had notified the NAHC of their desire to
consult under SB 18 in the vicinity of the Project. On March 23, 2016, the City mailed SB 18 notification
letters to the eight individuals, Rhonda Morningstar Pope (Buena Vista Rancheria), Don Ryberg (T’si-Akim
Maidu), Yvonne Miller (lone Band of Miwok Indians), Gene Whitehouse (United Auburn Indian Community of
the Auburn Rancheria), Cosme Valdez (Nashville-El Dorado Miwok), Raymond Hitchcock (Wilton Rancheria),
Nicholas Fonseca (Shingle Springs Band of Miwok Indians), and Grayson Coney (T'si-Akim Maidu), offering
them an opportunity to consult within the 90-day comment period, scheduled to end on June 21, 2016. The

City of Folsom
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City did not receive any requests for consultation. As the Folsom Heights tentative map project does not
contain a specific or general plan amendment, no additional consultation notice was required or sent.

Several cultural resource inventories were completed for the Folsom Heights area, in combination with
consultation with USACE and SHPO, as required by the FPASP EIS/EIR mitigation measures (as updated in
the 2016 Addendum). In previous consultations, SHPO concurred with USACE’s definition of the undertaking,
the Area of Potential Effects (APE), the evaluation plan, and the evaluations of potential historic properties
for this undertaking. On September 23, 2015 SHPO concurred that the two cultural resources identified
within the APE (P-34-1556 and P-34-4923) were not eligible for listing on the National Register of Historic
Places. In November 2015, SHPO concurred with USACE’s finding that the Folsom Heights development
would not affect historic properties within the Folsom Heights area (SHPO 2015).

In 2016, ECORP Consulting, Inc. was retained to conduct a cultural resources inventory for the proposed
Folsom Height Off-sites Project (Off-sites Project) associated with the Folsom Heights area. The Off-sites
Project consists of +2.63 acres of four discontinuous areas located north of White Rock Road and west of
the Sacramento and El Dorado county line, within El Dorado County. These off-site areas are the locations of
proposed utility connections that will be necessary for the construction of Folsom Heights and were not
known at the time of the preparation of the on-site reports.

Although these off-site areas are situated outside of the FPASP area, this supplemental inventory was
carried out in compliance with the Historic Properties Management Plan for FPASP, which serves to
implement the First Amended Programmatic Agreement between the US Army Corps of Engineers, California
State Historic Preservation Officer, and City of Folsom (2013) for compliance with Section 106 of the
National Historic Preservation Act of 1966, as amended, and the California Environmental Quality Act.

The inventory included a records search, literature review, and field survey. No previously recorded cultural
resources were located with the Area of Potential Effects (APE) of the Off-sites Project. The records search
results indicated that no previous cultural resources studies have been conducted within the Off-sites Project
APE; therefore, a field survey was required. As a result of the field survey, no cultural resources were identified.

No cultural resources were identified at the four Off-sites Project locations as a result of the records search
and field survey. In consultation with SHPO, the Folsom Heights development previously received a Finding
of No Historic Properties Affected. The Off-sites Project will not affect that finding and the Finding of No
Historic Properties Affected remains accurate for the Folsom Heights development and the Off-sites Project
(ECORP 2016).

USACE sent a letter to SHPO on February 10, 2017, regarding the extension of the FPASP APE to cover the
Off-sites Project. USACE found that the cultural resource inventory was completed consistent with the
requirements of the FAPA and requested SHPO concurrence. SHPO concurrence that no historic properties
would be affected in the expanded APE was received on March 23, 2017.

Nothing about the project changes or ongoing consultations would alter the conclusions of the 2016
Addendum or would be different from the issues identified and analyzed in the FPASP EIR/EIS.

Mitigation Measures
The following mitigation measures were referenced in the FPASP EIR/EIS analysis and would continue to
remain applicable if the project were approved.

4 Mitigation Measure 3A.7-10: Conduct construction personnel education, stop work if paleontological
resources are discovered, assess the significance of the find, and prepare and implement a recovery
plan as required.

In addition to the mitigation measure in the EIR/EIS (listed above), the following mitigation measures from
the 2016 Addendum replaced what was in the EIR/EIS for this project.

City of Folsom
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Mitigation Measure 3A.5-1a: Comply with the Programmatic Agreement.

Mitigation Measure 3A.5-1b: Cultural resource inventory, treatment, and evaluation mitigation.
Mitigation Measure 3A.5-2: Cultural resource construction training and stop work mitigation.
Mitigation Measure 3A.5-3: Human remains mitigation.

AANAKNNA

As described in the 2016 Addendum, with implementation of these measures, cultural resources impacts
would be reduced to a less-than-significant level.

CONCLUSION

No new significant or substantially more severe cultural resources impacts would occur with the project.
Therefore, the findings of the certified EIR/EIS remain valid and no further analysis is required.

City of Folsom
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4.6 GEOLOGY AND SOILS

Any New Circumstances | Any New Information | Do Prior Environmental
Where Impact Was . A . e
Environmental Issue Area Analyzed in the Involving New Slgnlflf:ant Requmng New Documents Mitigations
EIR/EIS. Impacts or Substantially An.ally5|§ or Address/Resolve
More Severe Impacts? Verification? Impacts?
6. Geology and Soils. Would the project:
a.  Expose people or structures to potential Setting pp. 3A.7-3 to No No Yes
substantial adverse effects, including the risk of | 3A.7-5, 3A.7-18, 3A.7-
loss, injury, or death involving; 19
i. Rupture of a known earthquake fault, as | Impacts 3A.7-1, 3A.7-2
delineated on the most recent Alquist-
Priolo Earthquake Fault Zoning Map
issued by the State Geologist for the area
or based on other substantial evidence of
a known fault? Refer to Division of Mines
and Geology Special Publication 42.
ii.  Strong seismic ground shaking?
ji. ~ Seismic-related ground failure, including
liquefaction?
iv.  Landslides?
b.  Result in substantial soil erosion or the loss of Setting pp. 3A.7-5t0 No No Yes
topsoil? 3A.7-6
Impact 3A.7-3
c.  Belocated on a geologic unit or soil that is Setting p. 3A.7-6 No No Yes
unstable, or that would become unstableasa | Impacts 3A.7-4, 3A.7-5
result of the project, and potentially result in:
on-or off-site landslide, lateral spreading,
subsidence, liquefaction, or collapse?
d.  Belocated on expansive soil, as defined in Setting p. 3A.7-11 No No Yes
Table 18- 1-B of the Uniform Building Code Impact 3A.7-6
(1994), creating substantial risks to life or
property?
e.  Have soils incapable of adequately supporting Setting p. 3A.7-11 No No Yes
the use of septic tanks or alternative waste Impact 3A.7-7
water disposal systems where sewers are not
available for the disposal of waste water?

4.6.1 Discussion

No substantial change in the environmental and regulatory settings related to geology and soils, described in
the EIR/EIS Section 3A.7 Geology, Soils, Mineral, and Paleontological Resources - Land, has occurred since
certification of the EIR/EIS and the 2016 Addendum (See Appendix A). While the current application
provides additional detail, regarding the lotting pattern, phasing, and provision of utilities, no changes to the
geologic substructures or setting has occurred. The same land area would be developed. Further, the
geologic setting was reviewed and updated as part of the 2016 Addendum, and it has not changed since
that time. Nothing about the project changes would alter the conclusions of the 2016 Addendum or would
be different from the issues identified and analyzed in the FPASP EIR/EIS.

City of Folsom
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Mitigation Measures

The following mitigation measures were referenced in the FPASP EIR/EIS analysis and would continue to
remain applicable if the project were approved.

4 Mitigation Measure 3A.7-1a: Prepare site-specific geotechnical report per CBC requirements and
implement appropriate recommendations.

4 Mitigation Measure 3A.7-1b: Monitor earthwork during earthmoving activities.
4 Mitigation Measure 3A.7-3: Prepare and implement the appropriate grading and erosion control plan.

4 Mitigation Measure 3A.7-4: Prepare a seismic refraction survey and obtain appropriate permits for all
onsite and offsite elements East of Old Placerville Road.

4 Mitigation Measure 3A.7-5: Divert seasonal water flows away from building foundations.

As described in the 2016 Addendum, with implementation of these measures, geology and soil impacts
would be reduced to a less-than-significant level.

CONCLUSION

No new circumstances or project changes have occurred nor has any new information been identified
requiring new analysis or verification. Therefore, the conclusions of the EIR/EIS remain valid and approval of
the project would not result in new or substantially more severe significant impacts to geology and soils.

City of Folsom
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4.7 GREENHOUSE GAS EMISSIONS
Any New Circumstances | Any New Information | Do Prior Environmental
Where Impact Was . A . e s
Environmental Issue Area Analyzed in the Involving New Slgnlflf:ant Requmng New Documents’ Mitigations
EIR/EIS. Impacts or Substantially An.aly5|.s or Address/Resolve
More Severe Impacts? Verification? Impacts?
7. Greenhouse Gas Emissions. Would the project:
a.  Generate greenhouse gas emissions, either Environmental Setting No No Yes
directly or indirectly, that may have a significant | p. 3A.4-1to 3A.4-4
impact on the environment? and updated below;
Regulatory Setting p.
3A.4-41t0 3A.4-9 and
updated below;
Impact 3A.4-1 and
Impact 3A.4-2.
b.  Conflict with an applicable plan, policy or Same as above. No No Yes
regulation adopted for the purpose of reducing
the emissions of greenhouse gases?

4.7.1 Discussion

No substantial change in the environmental and regulatory settings related to greenhouse gases, as
updated in the 2016 Addendum (See Appendix A), has occurred. While the current application provides
additional detail regarding the lotting pattern, phasing, and provision of utilities, no changes to the area to
the type and intensity of development would occur. The refined land use map and lotting patterns reflect
development that is substantially similar to the development assumptions analyzed in the FPASP EIR/EIS
and 2016 Addendum. No additional units would be developed and the same area of land would be
developed. The applicant has identified that the Folsom Heights plan area would be developed in four
phases, but the size and timing of these phases are consistent with the assumptions for grading and
development intensity used in the GHG modeling in the 2016 Addendum (see Appendix A of the 2016
Addendum in Appendix A of this document). Nothing about the project changes would alter the conclusions
of the 2016 Addendum or would be different from the issues identified and analyzed in the FPASP EIR/EIS.

Mitigation Measures

The following mitigation measures were referenced in the FPASP EIR/EIS analysis and would continue to
remain applicable if the project were approved.

4 Mitigation Measure 3A.4-1: Implement Additional Measures to Control Construction-Generated GHG

Emissions.

4 Mitigation Measure 3A.4-2a: Implement Additional Measures to Reduce Operational GHG Emissions.

4 Mitigation Measure 3A.4-2b: Participate in and Implement an Urban and Community Forestry Program
and/or Off-Site Tree Program to Off-Set Loss of On-Site Trees.

As described in the 2016 Addendum, with implementation of these measures, greenhouse gas impacts
would be reduced to a less-than-significant level.

CONCLUSION

No new circumstances or project changes have occurred nor has any new information been identified
requiring new analysis or verification. Therefore, the conclusions of the EIR/EIS remain valid and approval of
the project would not result in new or substantially more severe significant impacts to greenhouse gases.

4-14
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4.8 HAZARDS AND HAZARDOUS MATERIALS
Any New Circumstances | Any New Information | Do Prior Environmental
Environmental Issue Area Where ImpactWas | Involving New Significant RequiringNew | Documents Mitigations
Analyzedinthe EIRR | Impacts or Substantially Analysis or Address/Resolve
More Severe Impacts? Verification? Impacts?
8. Hazards and Hazardous Materials. Would the project:
a.  Create asignificant hazard to the public or the Setting pp. 3A.8-11, No No NA
environment through the routine transport, use, 3A.8-12
or disposal of hazardous materials? Impact 3A.8-1
b.  Create a significant hazard to the public or the Setting p. 3A.8-13 No No Yes
environment through reasonably foreseeable Impact 3A.8-2
upset and accident conditions involving the
release of hazardous materials into the
environment?
c.  Emithazardous emissions or handle hazardous |  Setting p. 3A.8-13 No No Yes
or acutely hazardous materials, substances, or Impact 3A.8-2
waste within one-quarter mile of an existing or
proposed school?
d.  Belocated on asite which is included on a listof| ~ Setting p. 3A.8-2 to No No Yes
hazardous materials sites compiled pursuant to 3A.89
Government Code Section 65962.5 and, as a Impact 3A.8-3
result, would it create a significant hazard to the
public or the environment?
e.  Fora project located within an airport land use Setting p. 3A.8-18 No No NA
plan or, where such a plan has not been No Impact
adopted, within two miles of a public airport or
public use airport, would the project result in a
safety hazard for people residing or working in
the project area?
f. Fora project within the vicinity of a private Setting pp. 3A.8-18, No No NA
airstrip, would the project result in a safety 3A.8-19
hazard for people residing or working on the No Impact
project area?
g Impair implementation of or physically interfere Setting p. 3A.8-14 No No Yes
with an adopted emergency response plan or Impact 3A.8-4
emergency evacuation plan?
h.  Expose people or structures to a significant risk |  Setting pp. 3A.8-18, No No NA
of loss, injury or death involving wildland fires, 3A.8-19
including where wildlands are adjacent to No Impact
urbanized areas or where residences are
intermixed with wildlands?
i.  Create asignificant hazard to the public through |  Setting pp.3A.8-13, No No Yes
use of explosive materials in grading or earth- 3A8-14
moving activities? Impact 3A.85
j- Expose project residents to excessive electrical | Setting pp. 3A.8-7, 3A.8- No No Yes
or magnetic fields? 11,3A.8-12,3A.8-13,
3A815
Impact 3A.8-6
k. Create public health hazards from increased Setting pp. 3A.8-10, No No Yes
exposure to mosquitoes by providing substantial 3A.815
new habitat for mosquitoes or other vectors? Impact 3A.8-7
City of Folsom
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4.8.1 Discussion

No substantial change in the environmental and regulatory settings related to hazards and hazardous
materials, described in EIR/EIS Section 3A.8 Hazards and Hazardous Materials - Land, has occurred since
certification of the EIR/EIS in 2011 and the 2016 Addendum (See Appendix A). While the current application
provides additional detail regarding the lotting pattern, phasing, and provision of utilities, no changes to the
environmental setting or the types of activities that would be implemented at the site has occurred. The same
land area would be developed. Further, the hazardous material setting was reviewed and updated as part of
the 2016 Addendum, and it has not changed since that time. Nothing about the project changes would alter
the conclusions of the 2016 Addendum or would be different from the issues identified and analyzed in the
FPASP EIR/EIS. No new or substantially more severe hazardous materials impacts would occur.

Mitigation Measures
The following mitigation measures were referenced in the FPASP EIR/EIS analysis and would continue to
remain applicable if the project were approved.

4 Mitigation Measure 3A.8-5: Prepare and implement a blasting safety plan in consultation with a qualified
blaster.

4 Mitigation Measure 3A.8-7: Prepare and implement a vector control plan in consultation with the
Sacramento-Yolo Mosquito and Vector Control District.

As described in the 2016 Addendum, with implementation of these measures, hazards and hazardous
materials impacts would be reduced to a less-than-significant level.

CONCLUSION

No new circumstances or project changes related to hazards and hazardous materials have occurred nor
has any new information been identified requiring new analysis or verification. Therefore, the conclusions of
the EIR/EIS remain valid and approval of the project would not result in new or substantially more severe
significant impacts. No additional analysis is required.

City of Folsom
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4.9 HYDROLOGY AND WATER QUALITY
Any New Circumstances | Any New Information | Do Prior Environmental
Where Impact Was . A . e
Environmental Issue Area Analyzed in the Involving New Slgnlflf:ant Requmng New Documents Mitigations
EIR/EIS. Impacts or Substantially An.aly5|.s or Address/Resolve
More Severe Impacts? Verification? Impacts?
9. Hydrology and Water Quality. Would the project:
a. Violate any water quality standards or waste Setting pp. A.9-10 to No No Yes
discharge requirements? 3A.9-23
Impacts 3A.9-1 and
3A.9-3
b.  Substantially deplete groundwater supplies or Setting pp. 3A.9-5t0 No No Yes
interfere substantially with groundwater 3A.9-6
recharge such that there would be a net deficit Impact 3A.9-6
in aquifer volume or a lowering of the local
groundwater table level (e.g., the production
rate of pre-existing nearby wells would drop to a
level which would not support existing land uses
or planned uses for which permits have been
granted?
c.  Substantially alter the existing drainage pattern | Setting pp. 3A.9-1 to No No Yes
of the site or area, including through the 3A95
alteration of the course of a streamor river, ina | Impacts 3A.9-1 and
manner which would result in substantial 3A.9-3
erosion or siltation on- or off-site?
d.  Substantially alter the existing drainage pattern | Setting pp. 3A.9-1to No No Yes
of the site or area, including through the 3A.95
alteration of the course of a stream or river, or Impacts 3A.9-2
substantially increase the rate or amount of
surface runoff in a manner which would result in
flooding on- or off-site?
e.  Create or contribute runoff water which would Setting pp. 3A.9-1 10 No No Yes
exceed the capacity of existing or planned storm 3A95
water drainage systems or provide substantial Impacts 3A.9-1 and
additional sources of polluted runoff? 3A.9-3
f. Otherwise substantially degrade water quality? | Setting pp. 3A.9-6 to No No Yes
3A99
Impacts 3A.9-1 and
3A.9-3
g Place housing within a 100-year flood hazard Setting pp. 3A.9-5t0 No No Yes
area as mapped on a federal Flood Hazard 3A9.1-7
Boundary or Flood Insurance Rate Map or other Impact 3A.9-5
flood hazard delineation map?
h.  Place within a 100-year flood hazard area Setting pp. 3A.9-5t0 No No Yes
structures which would impede or redirect flood 3A.9.1-7
flows? Impact 3A.9-5
i.  Expose people or structures to a significant risk Setting p. 3A.9-20 No No Yes
of loss, injury or death involving flooding, Impact 3A.9-4
including flooding as a result of the failure of a
levee or dam?
j. Inundation by seiche, tsunami, or mudflow? Setting pp. 3A.7-5 No No NA
No Impact
City of Folsom
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49.1 Discussion

No substantial change in the environmental and regulatory settings related to hydrology and water quality,
described in EIR/EIS Section 3A.9 Hydrology and Water Quality - Land and 2016 Addendum Section 4.9
Hydrology and Water Quality (see Appendix A), has occurred since certification of the EIR/EIS in 2011 and
2016 Addendum. While the current application provides additional detail regarding the lotting pattern,
phasing, and provision of utilities (e.g., water and wastewater), no changes to the environmental setting, or
the types of activities that would be implemented at the site has occurred. The same land area would be
developed in the same pattern over the site. No changes to the proposed drainage facilities are proposed.
Further, the hydrologic setting was reviewed and updated as part of the 2016 Addendum, and it has not
changed since that time. Nothing about the project changes would alter the conclusions of the 2016
Addendum or would be different from the issues identified and analyzed in the FPASP EIR/EIS. No new or
substantially more severe hydrology impacts would occur.

Mitigation Measures
The following mitigation measures were referenced in the FPASP EIR/EIS analysis and would continue to
remain applicable if the project were approved.

4 Mitigation Measure 3A.9-1: Acquire appropriate regulatory permits and prepare and implement SWPPP
and BMPs.

4 Mitigation Measure 3A.9-2: Prepare and submit final drainage plans and implement requirements
contained in those plans.

4 Mitigation Measure 3A.9-3: Develop and implement a BMP and water quality maintenance plan.

4 Mitigation Measure 3A.9-4: Inspect and evaluate existing dams within and upstream of the project site and
make improvements if necessary.

As described in the 2016 Addendum, with implementation of these measures, hydrology and water quality
impacts would be reduced to a less-than-significant level.

CONCLUSION

No new circumstances or project changes have occurred nor has any new information been found requiring
new analysis or verification. Therefore, the conclusions of the EIR/EIS remain valid and approval of the
proposed amendment to the FPASP would not result in new or substantially more severe significant impacts
to hydrology and water quality.

City of Folsom
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4.10  LAND USE AND PLANNING

Any New Circumstances | Any New Information | Do Prior Environmental
Where Impact Was . A . e
Environmental Issue Area Analyzed in the Involving New Slgnlflf:ant Requmng New Documents Mitigations
EIR/EIS. Impacts or Substantially An.aly5|.s or Address/Resolve
More Severe Impacts? Verification? Impacts?
10. Land Use and Planning. Would the project:
a.  Physically divide an established community? Setting p. 3A.10-1 No No NA
No Impact
b.  Conflict with any applicable land use plan, Setting pp. 3A.10-4 to No No NA
policy, or regulation of an agency with 3A.10-28
jurisdiction over the project (including, but not Impacts 3A.10-1 and
limited to the general plan, specific plan, local 3A.10-2
coastal program, or zoning ordinance) adopted
for the purpose of avoiding or mitigating an
environmental effect?
¢.  Conflict with any applicable habitat conservation Impact 3A.3-7 No No NA
plan or natural community conservation plan?

4.10.1 Discussion

No substantial change in the environmental and regulatory settings related to land use and planning,
described in EIR/EIS Section 3A.10 under Land Use and Agricultural Resources - Land and Section 3A.3
under Biological Resources - Land, has occurred since certification of the EIR/EIS in 2011 and the 2016
Addendum (See Appendix A). The current application provides additional detail regarding the lotting pattern,
phasing of development, and provision of utilities. The project applicant is seeking a tentative map. Overall,
the lotting pattern is consistent with the land use patterns, number of units, and commercial square footage
estimates.

The project would be developed in four phases (see Exhibit 2-5). While multiple access points would be
provided at full buildout of the plan area, the first phase would route initial vehicle traffic through existing
neighborhoods to the east of the site in El Dorado Hills. The project would connect its internal roadways to
the existing Stonebriar Drive that would provide access to an existing neighborhood in El Dorado County. This
roadway is currently in place and would not require any modifications. (see Section 4.16
Transportation/Traffic). Once Phase 2 of the project is constructed additional access points to and from the
development would be provided along Easton Valley Parkway and Empire Ranch Road such that less traffic
from the development would access nearby neighborhoods. This phasing plan is consistent with the land use
plan adopted for the site and would not result in other impacts related to division of an established
community. No new significant land use impacts would occur.

Mitigation Measures
None required.

CONCLUSION

No new circumstances or project changes have occurred nor has any new information been identified
requiring new analysis or verification. Therefore, the conclusions of the EIR/EIS remain valid and approval of
the project would not result in new or substantially more severe significant impacts to land use and planning.
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4.11  MINERAL RESOURCES

Any New Circumstances | Any New Information | Do Prior Environmental
Where Impact Was . A . e
. . Involving New Significant Requiring New Documents Mitigations
Environmental Issue Area Analyzed in the . :
EIR/EIS Impacts or Substantially Analysis or Address/Resolve
) More Severe Impacts? Verification? Impacts?
11. Mineral Resources. Would the Project:
a.  Resultin the loss of availability of a known Setting pp. 3A.7-12 and No No Yes
mineral resource that would be of value to the 3A.7-13
region and the residents of the state? Impacts 3A.7-8, 3A.79
b.  Resultin the loss of availability of a locally- Setting pp. 3A.7-12 and No No NA
important mineral resource recovery site 3A.7-13
delineated on a local general plan, specific plan | Impacts 3A.7-8, 3A.7-9
or other land use plan?

4.11.1 Discussion

No substantial change in the environmental and regulatory settings related to mineral resources, described
in EIR/EIS Section 3A.7 Geology, Soils, Minerals, and Paleontological Resources - Land has occurred since
certification of the EIR in 2011 and the 2016 Addendum (See Appendix A). While the current application
provides additional detail regarding the lotting pattern, phasing, and provision of utilities (e.g., water and
wastewater), no changes to the environmental setting has occurred. The same land area would be
developed in the same pattern over the site. Nothing about the project changes would alter the conclusions
of the 2016 Addendum or would be different from the issues identified and analyzed in the FPASP EIR/EIS.
No new or substantially more severe mineral resources impacts would occur.

Mitigation Measures
None required.

CONCLUSION

No new circumstances or project changes have occurred nor has any new information been found requiring
new analysis or verification. Therefore, the conclusions of the EIR/EIS remain valid and approval of the
project would not result in new or substantially more severe significant impacts to mineral resources.

City of Folsom
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4.12 NOISE
Any New Circumstances |  Any Substantially . .
Where Impact Was Involving New or Important New Do PrlorEnyquqmeptal
. . - . .. | Documents’ Mitigations
Environmental Issue Area Analyzed in the Substantially More | Information Requiring
L . Address/Resolve

DEIR/DEIS. Severe Significant New Analysis or Impacts?

Impacts? Verification? pacts:

12. Noise. Would the project result in:

a.  Exposure of persons to or generation of noise Setting p. 3A.11-12 to No No Yes, but remains
levels in excess of standards established in the 3A.11-17 significant and
local general plan or noise ordinance, or Impacts 3A.11-4, unavoidable
applicable standards of other agencies? 3A.11-5, and 3A.11-7

b.  Exposure of persons to or generation of Setting p. 3A.11-4 No No NA
excessive groundborne vibration or groundborne Impact 3A.11-3
noise levels?

¢.  Asubstantial permanent increase in ambient Setting pp. 3A.11-5 to No No Yes, but remains
noise levels in the project vicinity above levels 3A11-11 significant and
existing without the project? Impacts 3A.11-4, unavoidable

3A.11-5, and 3A.11-7

d.  Asubstantial temporary or periodic increase in | Setting pp. 3A.11-5t0 No No NA
ambient noise levels in the project vicinity above 3A11-11
levels existing without the project? Impact

e.  Fora project located within an airport land use Setting pp. 3A.11-5, No No NA
plan or where such a plan has not been 3A.11-10,3A.11-11
adopted, within two miles of a public airport or Impact 3A.11-6
public use airport, would the project expose overflight
people residing or working in the project area to
excessive noise levels?

f. Fora project within the vicinity of a private Setting pp. 3A.11-5, No No NA

airstrip, would the project expose people
residing or working in the project area to
excessive noise levels?

3A.11-10, 3A.11-11
No Impact

4.12.1 Discussion

No substantial change in the environmental and regulatory settings related to noise and vibration, described
in FPASP EIR/EIS Sections 3A.11 Noise - Land, has occurred since certification of the EIR in. No new noise
sources have been introduced near the planning area since the FPASP EIR/EIS was prepared and since the
2016 Addendum (See Appendix A). While the current application provides additional detail regarding the
lotting pattern, phasing, and provision of utilities, no changes to the environmental setting, or the types of
activities that would be implemented at the site has occurred. The same land area would be developed in
the same pattern over the site. Further, the noise setting was reviewed and updated as part of the 2016
Addendum, and it has not changed since that time.

In March 2017, Bollard Acoustical Consultants, Inc. completed a site-specific acoustical analysis. This
analysis was in response to a mitigation measure in the FPASP EIS/EIR. At the tentative map stage,
Mitigation Measure 3A.11-4 requires the applicant to conduct a site-specific acoustical analysis to
determine predicted roadway noise impacts attributable to the project and provide measures that would
reduce project-related noise impacts. The Environmental Noise Assessment (Bollard 2017) provides a
detailed noise analysis and associated measures (window upgrades and noise barriers). While the analysis

City of Folsom
Folsom Heights Specific Plan Amendment Environmental Review

4-21



Environmental Checklist Ascent Environmental

and suggested measures provide additional detail on the Folsom Heights development, the noise barriers
and window upgrades are consistent with the potential measures discussed/analyzed in the EIS/EIR.

Nothing about the project changes would alter the conclusions of the 2016 Addendum or would be
different from the issues identified and analyzed in the FPASP EIR/EIS. Mitigation Measures

A portion of the Folsom Heights Development project site will be exposed to future traffic noise levels in
excess of the City of Folsom exterior noise level criteria. In addition, a portion of existing residences adjacent
to the project site will be exposed to elevated construction-related noise levels resulting from the project.

4 Mitigation Measure 4.12-1: In order to achieve compliance with the City of Folsom exterior and interior
noise level standards, and to address construction-related noise impacts at existing residences adjacent
to the project site, the following specific noise mitigation measures are required:

¥ Traffic noise barriers shall be constructed along selected lots adjacent to White Rock Road and
future Empire Ranch Road at the locations indicated on Exhibits 4.12-1 and 4.12-2. Noise barrier
heights of 6-feet tall relative to backyard elevation would be sufficient to ensure compliance with City
of Folsom 60 dB Ldn noise level standard. Masonry is considered a suitable material for the traffic
noise barriers. To preserve views, all or a portion of the recommended noise barriers could also be
constructed of glass, provided the glass meets a minimum sound transmission class (STC) rating of
20. If glass is used as a barrier material, the height of the barriers required to achieve satisfaction
with City noise standards would remain at the recommended height relative to backyard elevation (6
feet). Other materials may be acceptable but should be either approved by the City or reviewed by an
acoustical consultant prior to use.

¥ All second-floor bedroom windows of selected lots adjacent to White Rock Road and future Empire
Ranch Road from which the roadway is visible shall be upgraded to a minimum Sound Transmission
Class (STC) rating of 32 in order to comply with the City of Folsom 45 dB Ldn interior noise level
standard with a margin of safety. Exhibits 4.12-1 and 4.12-2 show the specific lots where upgrades
are required.

¥ Mechanical ventilation (air conditioning) shall be provided for all residences in this development to
allow the occupants to close doors and windows as desired to achieve compliance with the
applicable interior noise level criteria.

The following mitigation measures were referenced in the FPASP EIR/EIS analysis and would continue to
remain applicable if the project were approved.

4 Mitigation Measure 3A.11-1: Implement Noise-Reducing Construction Practices, Prepare and Implement
a Noise Control Plan, and Monitor and Record Construction Noise near Sensitive Receptors.

4 Mitigation Measure 3A.11-3: Implement Measures to Prevent Exposure of Sensitive Receptors to
Groundborne Noise or Vibration from Project Generated Construction Activities.

4 Mitigation Measure 3A.11-4: Implement Measures to Prevent Exposure of Sensitive Receptors to
Increases in Noise from Project-Generated Operational Traffic on Off-site and On-Site Roadways.

4 Mitigation Measure 3A.11-5: Implement Measures to Reduce Noise from Project-Generated Stationary
Sources.

The EIR/EIS concluded that the impacts of roadway noise would remain significant and unavoidable even
with implementation of recommended mitigation. However, with the addition of site-specific noise mitigation
measures as described in Mitigation Measure 4.12-1, the potential impacts related to roadway noise would
be reduced to less than significant.

City of Folsom
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CONCLUSION

No new circumstances or project changes have occurred nor has any substantially important new
information been found requiring new analysis or verification. Therefore, the conclusions of the FPASP

EIR/EIS remain valid and approval of the project would not result in new or substantially more severe
significant noise impacts. No further analysis is required.

City of Folsom

Folsom Heights Specific Plan Amendment Environmental Review 4-25



Environmental Checklist Ascent Environmental

4.13  POPULATION AND HOUSING

Any New Circumstances | Any New Information | Do Prior Environmental
Where Impact Was . A . e
Environmental Issue Area Analyzed in the Involving New Slgnlflf:ant Requmng New Documents Mitigations
EIR/EIS. Impacts or Substantially An.aly5|.s or Address/Resolve
More Severe Impacts? Verification? Impacts?
13. Population and Housing. Would the project:
a.  Induce substantial population growth in an area, | Setting pp. 3A.13-1to No No NA
either directly (for example, by proposing new 3A.136
homes and businesses) or indirectly (for Impacts 3A.13-1,
example, through extension of roads or other 3A.13-2
infrastructure)?
b.  Displace substantial numbers of existing Impact 3A.13-3 No No NA
housing, necessitating the construction of
replacement housing elsewhere?
c.  Displace substantial numbers of people, Impact 3A.13-3 No No NA
necessitating the construction of replacement
housing elsewhere?

4.13.1 Discussion

No substantial change in the regulatory settings related to population and housing, described in EIR/EIS
Section 3A.13 under Population, Employment and Housing - Land, has occurred since certification of the
EIR in 2011 and the 2016 Addendum (See Appendix A). While the current application provides additional
detail regarding the lotting pattern, phasing, and provision of utilities (e.g., water and wastewater), no
changes to the environmental setting, or the types of activities or housing that would be implemented at the
site has occurred.

The tentative subdivision map identifies that overall residential units have remained the same as that
approved with the 2016 Addendum. Population is estimated based on an average number of persons per
dwelling unit and differs between multi-family and single-family units. Because of this, there is a slight
increase in estimated population (+2 persons). However, because there is no increase in the number of
units and a difference of two persons (0.1 percent) falls within a standard deviation of error, this does not
constitute a substantial change in growth compared to that evaluated in the EIR/EIS and 2016 Addendum.
No new significant population and housing impacts would occur.

Mitigation Measures
None required.

CONCLUSION

No new circumstances or project changes have occurred nor has any new information been found requiring
new analysis or verification. Therefore, the conclusions of the EIR/EIS remain valid and approval of the
project would not result in new or substantially more severe significant impacts to population and housing.

City of Folsom
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4.14  PUBLIC SERVICES

Any New Circumstances | Any New Information | Do Prior Environmental
Where Impact Was . A . e
Environmental Issue Area Analyzed in the Involving New Slgnlflf:ant Requmng New Documents Mitigations
EIR/EIS. Impacts or Substantially An.aly5|.s or Address/Resolve
More Severe Impacts? Verification? Impacts?
14. Public Services.
a.  Would the project result in substantial adverse
physical impacts associated with the provision
of new or physically altered governmental
facilities, need for new or physically altered
governmental facilities, the construction of
which could cause significant environmental
impacts, to maintain acceptable service ratios,
response times or other performance objectives
for any public services:
i.  Fire protection? Setting pp. 3A.14-1t0 No No Yes
3A.14-2
Impacts 3A.14-1,
3A.14-2,3A.14-3
ii.  Police protection? Setting pp. 3A.14-2 to No No NA
3A.14-3
Impact 3A.14-4
jii. ~ Schools? Setting pp. 3A.14-3 10 No No Yes
3A.14-5
Impacts 3A.14-5,
3A.14-6
iv.  Parks? See below in Section
4.15, Recreation

4.14.1 Discussion

No substantial change in the environmental and regulatory settings related to public services, described in
EIR/EIS Sections 3A.14 under Public Services - Land, has occurred since certification of the EIR/EIS in
2011 and the 2016 Addendum (See Appendix A). While the current application provides additional detail
regarding the lotting pattern, phasing, and provision of utilities (e.g., water and wastewater), no changes to
the environmental setting, or the types of activities that would be implemented at the site has occurred. The
same land area would be developed in the same pattern and development intensity. No substantial increase
in population would occur. Nothing about the project changes would alter the conclusions of the 2016
Addendum or would be different from the issues identified and analyzed in the FPASP EIR/EIS. No new or
substantially more severe public services impacts would occur.

Mitigation Measures
The following mitigation measures were referenced in the FPASP EIR/EIS analysis and would continue to
remain applicable if the project were approved.

4 Mitigation Measure 3A.14-1: Prepare and implement a construction traffic control plan.
4 Mitigation Measure 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.

City of Folsom
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4 Mitigation Measure 3A.14-3: Incorporate fire flow requirements into project designs.

As described in the 2016 Addendum, with implementation of these measures, public services impacts would
be reduced to a less-than-significant level.

CONCLUSION

No new circumstances or project changes have occurred nor has any new information been found requiring
new analysis or verification. Therefore, the conclusions of the EIR/EIS remain valid and approval of the
project would not result in new or substantially more severe significant impacts to public services.

City of Folsom
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4.15  RECREATION

Any New Circumstances | Any New Information | Do Prior Environmental
Where Impact Was . A . e
. . Involving New Significant Requiring New Documents Mitigations
Environmental Issue Area Analyzed in the . :
EIR/EIS Impacts or Substantially Analysis or Address/Resolve
' More Severe Impacts? Verification? Impacts?
15. Recreation.
a.  Would the project increase the use of existing Setting pp. 3A.12-1 to No No NA
neighborhood and regional parks or other 3A.12-11
recreational facilities such that substantial Impacts 3A.12-1,
physical deterioration of the facility would occur 3A.12-2
or be accelerated?
b.  Does the project include recreational facilities or | Setting pp. 3A.12-1 10 No No NA
require the construction or expansion of 3A12-11
recreational facilities which might have an Impact 3A.12-1
adverse physical effect on the environment?

4.15.1 Discussion

No substantial change in the regulatory settings related to recreation, described in EIR/EIS Section 3A.12
under Parks and Recreation - Land, has occurred since certification of the EIR/EIS in 2011 and the 2016
Addendum (See Appendix A). While the current application provides additional detail regarding the lotting
pattern, phasing, and provision of utilities (e.g., water and wastewater), no changes to the environmental
setting, or the types of activities that would be implemented at the site has occurred. The same land area
would be developed in the same pattern and development intensity. No substantial increase in population
would occur. Nothing about the project changes would alter the conclusions of the 2016 Addendum or
would be different from the issues identified and analyzed in the FPASP EIR/EIS.

Mitigation Measures
None required.

CONCLUSION

No new circumstances or project changes have occurred nor has any new information been identified
requiring new analysis or verification. Therefore, the conclusions of the EIR/EIS remain valid and approval of
project would not result in new or substantially more severe significant impacts to recreation.

City of Folsom
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4.16

TRANSPORTATION/TRAFFIC

Environmental Issue Area

Where Impact Was Analyzed in
the EIR/EIS.

Any New Circumstances

Involving New Significant

Impacts or Substantially
More Severe Impacts?

Any New Information
Requiring New
Analysis or
Verification?

Do Prior Environmental
Documents Mitigations
Address/Resolve
Impacts?

16.

Transportation/Traffic. Would the

project:

Conflict with an applicable plan,
ordinance or policy establishing
measures of effectiveness for the
performance of the circulation system,
taking into account all modes of
transportation including mass transit
and non-motorized travel and relevant
components of the circulation system,
including but not limited to
intersections, streets, highways and
freeways, pedestrian and bicycle paths,
and mass transit?

Setting pp. 3A.15-8 to 3A.15-24
Impacts 3A.15-1, 3A.15-1a,
3A.15-1b, 3A.15-1¢, 3A.15-1d,
3A.15-1e, 3A.15-1f, 3A.15-18,
3A.15-1h, 3A.15-1i, 3A.15-1j,
3A.15-1k, 3A.15-11, 3A.15-1m,
3A.15-1n, 3A.15-10, 3A.15-1p,
3A.15-1q, 3A.15-1r, 3A.15-1s,
3A.15-1t, 3A.15-1u, 3A.15-1y,
3A.15-1w, 3A.15-1x, 3A.15-1y,
3A.15-1z, 3A.15-1aa, 3A.15-
1bb, 3A.15-1cc, 3A.15-1dd,
3A.15-1ee, 3A.15-1ff, 3A.15-
1gg, 3A.15-1hh, 3A.15-1ii,
3A.15-2, 3A.15-3, 3A.15-4,
3A.15-4a, 3A.15-4b, 3A.15-4c,
3A.15-4d, 3A.15-4e, 3A.15-4f,
3A.15-48, 3A.15-4h, 3A.15-4i,
3A.15-4k, 3A.15-41, 3A.15-4m,
3A.15-4n, 3A.15-40, 3A.15-4p,
3A.15-4q, 3A.15-4r, 3A.15-4s,
3A.15-4t, 3A.15-4u, 3A.15-4v,
3A.15-4w, 3A.15-4x, 3A.15-4y,

No

No

Yes

Conflict with an applicable congestion
management program, including, but
not limited to level of service standards
and travel demand measures, or other
standards established by the county
congestion management agency for
designated roads or highways?

Setting pp. 3A.15-8 to 3A.15-24
Impacts 3A.15-1, 3A.15-1a,
3A.15-1b, 3A.15-1¢, 3A.15-1d,
3A.15-1e, 3A.15-1f, 3A.15-18,
3A.15-1h, 3A.15-1i, 3A.15-1j,
3A.15-1k, 3A.15-11, 3A.15-1m,
3A.15-1n, 3A.15-10, 3A.15-1p,
3A.15-1q, 3A.15-1r, 3A.15-1s,
3A.15-1t, 3A.15-1u, 3A.15-1y,
3A.15-1w, 3A.15-1x, 3A.15-1y,
3A.15-1z, 3A.15-1aa, 3A.15-
1bb, 3A.15-1cc, 3A.15-1dd,
3A.15-1ee, 3A.15-1ff, 3A.15-
1gg, 3A.15-1hh, 3A.15-1ii,
3A.15-2, 3A.15-3, 3A.15-4,
3A.15-4a, 3A.15-4b, 3A.15-4c,
3A.15-4d, 3A.15-4e, 3A.15-4f,
3A.15-4g, 3A.15-4h, 3A.15-4i,
3A.15-4k, 3A.15-41, 3A.15-4m,
3A.15-4n, 3A.15-40, 3A.15-4p,
3A.15-4q, 3A.15-4r, 3A.15-4s,
3A.15-4t, 3A.15-4u, 3A.15-4v,
3A.15-4w, 3A.15-4x, 3A.15-4y,

No

No

Yes

4-30

City of Folsom

Folsom Heights Specific Plan Amendment Project Environmental Review



Ascent Environmental Environmental Checklist

Any New Circumstances | Any New Information | Do Prior Environmental
Environmental Issue Area Where Impact Was Analyzed in | Involving New Significant Requiring New Documents Mitigations
the EIR/EIS. Impacts or Substantially Analysis or Address/Resolve
More Severe Impacts? Verification? Impacts?
c.  Resultinachange in air traffic Not addressed, no impact No No NA
patterns, including either an increase in
traffic levels or a change in location
that results in substantial safety risks?
d.  Substantially increase hazards duetoa |Not addressed, no impact No No NA
design feature (e.g,, sharp curves or
dangerous intersections) or incompatible
uses (e.g., farm equipment)?
e.  Resultin inadequate emergency Discussed under 4.14, Public No No Yes
access? Services
f. Conflict with adopted policies, plans, or |Setting pp. 3A.15-8 to 3A.15-24 No No NA
programs regarding public transit, No Impact
bicycle, or pedestrian facilities, or
otherwise decrease the performance or
safety of such facilities?

4.16.1 Discussion

The 2016 Addendum (Appendix A) provided an update to Section 3A.15 Traffic and Transportation of the
EIR/EIS for the Folsom Heights area. No substantial change in the environmental and regulatory settings
related to transportation/traffic, as described in the 2016 Addendum has occurred. On March 10, 2016,
MRO Engineers completed an analysis confirming that the traffic impacts of the Folsom Heights project, as
currently proposed, were adequately addressed in the EIR/EIS and presented that analysis in the 2016
Addendum. MRO has subsequently reviewed the current project changes and the analysis in the 2016
Addendum to determine whether the proposed tentative map and phasing plan for the site would result in
any new or substantially more severe traffic impacts. That analysis is provided below.

The proposed tentative map project provides the layout of the internal streets and roadways within the plan
area and the arrangement of the proposed residential lots. The proposed land use and total number of
residential units has not changed since completion of the March 2016 transportation impact analysis.
However, El Dorado Hills Community Services District (CSD) and El Dorado County Community Development
Agency staff requested that the City of Folsom analyze several additional intersections that were not
evaluated in the FPASP EIR/EIS or the 2016 Addendum. On February 7, 2017, MRO Engineers completed a
traffic impact analysis which consisted of the following components:

4 A consistency assessment to ensure that the tentative map is consistent with previous versions of the
project and no significant impacts would result from the layout of the project.

4 Atraffic impact analysis for the following two intersections identified by CSD:

» White Rock Road/Stonebriar Drive/Four Seasons Drive, and
¥ Stonebriar Drive/Prima Drive.

4 Atraffic impact analysis for the following two road segments identified by the El Dorado County
Community Development Agency staff:

¥ White Rock Road between Stonebriar Drive and the Sacramento/El Dorado County line, and
¥ White Rock Road between Stonebriar Drive and Manchester Drive.

City of Folsom
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As directed by City of Folsom staff, the study analyzed detailed traffic operations under the following four
scenarios:

Existing Conditions,

Existing Plus Project Conditions,
Cumulative No Project Conditions, and
Cumulative Plus Project Conditions.

ANKNNA

A summary of the analysis is provided below. Appendix B of this document contains the complete February
2017 Final Traffic Impact Analysis report.

Consistency Assessment

Although some of the project’s acreage values for individual land uses have changed slightly, the total
number of residential units and the commercial square footage are identical to the project that was
evaluated in the March 2016 transportation impact analysis. That analysis determined that the traffic
impacts of the proposed Folsom Heights SPA had been adequately addressed in the environmental
documentation prepared with respect to the entire FPASP EIR/EIS. Specifically, the analysis determined that,
in all three key time periods (i.e., daily, AM peak hour, and PM peak hour), the Folsom Heights SPA
(evaluated in the 2016 Addendum) land use plan would generate less traffic than the Folsom Heights land
use plan evaluated in the FPASP EIR/EIS. Further, the analysis determined that projected cumulative traffic
operating conditions have not changed substantially since the FPASP EIR/EIS was certified. Therefore, the
March 2016 analysis concluded that the findings presented in the traffic analysis for the FPASP EIR/EIS
remained valid for the Folsom Heights SPA project, and no further traffic analysis was necessary. Since that
time, El Dorado Hills CSD and El Dorado County Community Development Agency staff requested that
additional intersections be evaluated and a summary of that evaluation is provided below.

Impacts to Intersection Level of Service

MRO Engineers, Inc., evaluated existing and existing plus project traffic conditions on the two requested
intersections. Table 4.16-1 presents the results of the level of service analysis for the Existing Plus Project
scenario and Table 4.16-2 presents the results of the level of service analysis for the Cumulative Plus
Project scenario.

Table 4.16-1 Level of Service Summary! Existing Plus Project Conditions

AM Peak Hour PM Peak Hour
. Traffic Existing Conditions Existing + Project Existing Conditions Existing + Project
Intersection Control
Meet Signal Meet Signal Meet Signal Meet Signal
2 3
Delay? | LOS Warrant?4 Delay | LOS Warrant? Delay | LOS Warrant? Delay | LOS Warrant?
White Rock
Rd./Stonebriar Dr./ | Signal | 11.7 | B - 180 | B - 12.7 B - 18.8 B -
Four Seasons Dr.
StonebriarDr/ | AMWay | 221, 1 N | g0 | A No 76 | A | N |101] B No
Prima Dr. STOP
AM Peak Hour PM Peak Hour
White Rock Road Segment Existing Conditions Existing + Project Existing Conditions Existing + Project
PFFS5 LOS PFFS LOS PFFS LOS PFFS LOS
Sacramento/El EB® 82.2% C 81.8% C 80.6% C 80.4% C
Dorado Co. Line to
Stonebriar Dr. WB? 79.8% C 79.4% C 80.8% C 80.5% C
Manchester Drive WB 78.6% C 77.0% C 78.6% C 73.1% D
City of Folsom
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Table 4.16-1 Level of Service Summary! Existing Plus Project Conditions

Notes:

1 Reference: Transportation Research Board, Highway Capacity Manual 2010, Fifth Edition, December 2010.

Average control delay (seconds per vehicle).

Level of service.

“Peak Hour” signal warrant from “Part 4 - Highway Traffic Signals” of the California Manual on Uniform Traffic Control Devices, November 7, 2014.
Percent of free-flow speed.

Eastbound.

Westbound.

Source: MRO Engineers, Inc. 2017; Table 8

~ o o & w N

Table 4.16-2 Level of Service Summary! Cumulative Plus Project Conditions

AM Peak Hour PM Peak Hour
Traffic Cumulative No Cumulative + Cumulative No Cumulative +
Intersection Control Project Conditions Project Conditions Project Conditions Project Conditions
Meet Signal Meet Signal Meet Signal Meet Signal
2 3
Delay? | LOS Warrant?s Delay | LOS Warrant? Delay | LOS Warrant? Delay | LOS Warrant?
White Rock
Rd./Stonebriar Dr./ Signal 115 B - 140 | B - 134 | B - 16.7| B -
Four Seasons Dr.
Stonebriar Dr/Prima | AlWay |7 g | No 81 | A No |77 ] A No | 82| A ] Mo
Dr. STOP
AM Peak Hour PM Peak Hour
. Cumulative No Cumulative + Cumulative No Cumulative +
M e Project Conditions Project Conditions Project Conditions Project Conditions
Density5 LOS Density LOS Density LOS Density LOS
Sacramento/ EBS 16.3 B 170 B 141 B 151 B
El Dorado Co. Line to .
Stonebriar Dr. WB 10.6 A 113 B 138 B 149 B
Manchester Drive WB 10.6 A 112 B 13.7 B 15.1 B
Notes:
1 Reference: Transportation Research Board, Highway Capacity Manual 2010, Fifth Edition, December 2010.
2 Average control delay (seconds per vehicle).
3 Level of semvice.
4 “Peak Hour” signal warrant from “Part 4 - Highway Traffic Signals” of the California Manual on Uniform Traffic Control Devices, November 7,2014.
5 Passenger cars per mile per lane.
6 Eastbound.
7 Westhound.

Source: MRO Engineers, Inc. 2017; Table 11

AM Peak Hour

Both study intersections are projected to operate acceptably under the El Dorado County level of service
(LOS) E standard for both existing plus Project and Cumulative Plus Project scenarios. Further, no change in
level of service is projected upon addition of the project-generated traffic. The intersection at White Rock
Rd./Stonebriar Dr./Four Seasons Dr. is projected to remain at LOS B under project and cumulative conditions.
The intersection at Stonebriar Dr./Prima Dr. is projected to remain at LOS A under project and cumulative
conditions. The Stonebriar Drive/Prima Drive intersection will have insufficient traffic to meet the “Peak
Hour” signal warrant requirements. In summary, the project’s impact would be less than significant in the
AM peak hour.
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PM Peak Hour

Addition of the project-generated traffic in the weekday PM peak hour would result in relatively small
increases in intersection delay at the study intersections. Both locations would continue to operate at LOS A
or B (similar to the AM peak hour). The “Peak Hour” signal warrant requirements will not be met at
Stonebriar Drive/Prima Drive, so continuation of all-way-stop control is appropriate. As in the AM peak hour,
the project’s impact is considered less than significant.

Impacts to Roadway Segment Level of Service

AM Peak Hour

Under existing conditions, both segments of road operate at LOS C during the AM peak hour. With the addition
of the project-generated traffic, both segments would remain at LOS C in existing plus project scenario. In the
cumulative condition, the LOS would improve to LOS B in the eastbound segments and LOS A in the westbound
segments (due to planned roadway improvements). In the cumulative plus project scenario, both westbound
segments would decline from LOS A to LOS B; however, all of the study segments would continue to operate at
acceptable levels of service. Thus, the project’s impact would be less than significant.

PM Peak Hour

Under the existing plus project scenario in the PM peak hour, no change in level of service is expected on three
of the four study segments of White Rock Road, where it would operate at an acceptable LOS C. The
westbound segment between Stonebriar Drive and Manchester Drive is projected to decline from LOS C to LOS
D, but would continue to operate at an acceptable level of service. Under the cumulative plus project scenario,
no change in level of service is expected on all four study segments of White Rock Road. Both segments are
projected to operate at LOS B in both directions. The project’s impact would be less than significant.

Mitigation Measures

In both peak-hour periods, the Folsom Heights tentative map project would result in less-than-significant
impacts to traffic operations at the study intersections and roadway segments under cumulative conditions.
Therefore, no off-site mitigation measures are required.

Project Phasing Assessment

The analysis presented above considered the potential traffic impacts of buildout of the Folsom Heights
tentative map under Cumulative Plus Project (i.e., buildout) conditions. Because the project would be
constructed in four phases, an assessment was conducted to determine whether significant traffic impacts
might be associated with any of the intermediate project phases under cumulative conditions.

Table 4.16-3, below, presents estimated AM and PM peak hour trip generation values for each of the project
phases. As shown, in both peak-hour periods, the estimated volume of project-generated traffic associated
with each of the phases and combinations of phases is substantially less than the estimated buildout values
analyzed in detail above. Further, preliminary assignments of project-generated traffic to the study locations
confirm that the volume of project-related traffic upon completion of each phase would be less than the
buildout values and would operate at acceptable levels of service (MRO Engineers, 2017).

Given that buildout of the proposed Folsom Heights tentative map project would result in no significant
impacts under cumulative conditions and each of the intermediate phases would generate substantially less
traffic than project buildout, construction of each those phases would not result in any additional significant
traffic impacts at the study locations that were not previously considered and evaluated.
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Table 4.16-3 Project Trip Generation Estimate by Phase!

Project Phase AM Peak Hour PM Peak Hour

In Out Total In Out Total
Phase 1 25 76 101 85 50 135
Phase 2 50 150 200 168 98 266
Phase 1 + 2 Subtotal 75 226 301 253 148 401
Phase 3 24 73 97 81 48 129
Phase 1 +2 + 3 Subtotal 99 299 398 334 196 530

Buildout? 282 410 692 642 515 1,157

Notes:

1 Reference: Institute of Transportation Engineers, 7rijp Generation Manual, Ninth Edition, 2012.
2 SeeTable 7.
Source: MRO Engineers, Inc. 2017; Table 9

Mitigation Measures
The following mitigation measures were referenced in the FPASP EIR/EIS analysis and would continue to
remain applicable if the project were approved.

4

Mitigation Measure 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).

Mitigation Measure 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).

Mitigation Measure 3A.15-1c: The applicant shall fund and construct improvements to the Scott Road
(West)/White Rock Road intersection (Intersection 28).

Mitigation Measure 3A.15-1e: Fund and construct improvements to the Hillside Drive/Easton Valley
Parkway intersection (Intersection 41).

Mitigation Measure 3A.15-1f: Fund and construct improvements to the Oak Avenue Parkway/Middle
Road intersection (Intersection 44).

Mitigation Measure 3A.15-1h: Participate in fair share funding of improvements to reduce impacts to the
Hazel Avenue/Folsom Boulevard intersection (Sacramento County Intersection 2).

Mitigation Measure 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).

Mitigation Measure 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).

Mitigation Measure 3A.15-1I: Participate in fair share funding of improvements to reduce impacts on the
White Rock Road/Windfield Way intersection (El Dorado County Intersection 3).

Mitigation Measure 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).
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4 Mitigation Measure 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).

4 Mitigation Measure 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).

4 Mitigation Measure 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).

4 Mitigation Measure 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).

4 Mitigation Measure 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).

4 Mitigation Measure 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).

4 Mitigation Measure 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).

4 Mitigation Measure 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).

4 Mitigation Measure 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).

4 Mitigation Measure 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).

4 Mitigation Measure 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).

4 Mitigation Measure 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).

4 Mitigation Measure 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).

4 Mitigation Measure 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).

4 Mitigation Measure 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).

4 Mitigation Measure 3A.15-1hh: Participate in fair share funding of improvements to reduce impacts on
U.S. 50 eastbound / Folsom Boulevard diverge (Freeway Diverge 34).

4 Mitigation Measure 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).

4 Mitigation Measure 3A.15-2a: Develop commercial support services and mixed-use development concurrent
with housing development, and develop and provide options for alternative transportation modes.
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4 Mitigation Measure 3A.15-2b: Participate in the city’s Transportation System Management Fee Program.
4 Mitigation Measure 3A.15-2c¢: Participate with the U.S. 50 corridor transportation management association.

4 Mitigation Measure 3A.15-3: Pay full cost of identified improvements that are not funded by the city’s fee
program.

4 Mitigation Measure 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).

4 Mitigation Measure 3A.15-4b: 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).

4 Mitigation Measure 3A.15-7c: The applicant shall pay a fair share to fund the construction of
improvements to the East Bidwell Street/Nesmith Court intersection (Folsom Intersection 7).

4 Mitigation Measure 3A.15-4d: The applicant shall pay a fair share to fund the construction of
improvements to the East Bidwell Street/Iron Point Road intersection (Folsom Intersection 21).

4 Mitigation Measure 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).

4 Mitigation Measure 3A.15-4f: The applicant shall pay a fair share to fund the construction of
improvements to the Empire Ranch Road / Iron Point Road intersection (Folsom Intersection 24).

4 Mitigation Measure 3A.15-4¢g: The Applicant shall fund and construct improvements to the oak avenue
Parkway / Easton Valley Parkway intersection (Folsom Intersection 33).

4 Mitigation Measure 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).

4 Mitigation Measure 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).

4 Mitigation Measure 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).

4 Mitigation Measure 3A.15-4l: 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).

4 Mitigation Measure 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).

4 Mitigation Measure 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).

4 Mitigation Measure 3A.15-40: Participate in fair share funding of improvements to reduce impacts on
the White Rock Road / Carson Crossing Road intersection (EI Dorado County 1).

4 Mitigation Measure 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).
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4

Mitigation Measure 3A.15-4q: Participate in fair share funding of improvements to reduce impacts on
eastbound U.S. 50 between Zinfandel Drive and Sunrise Boulevard (Freeway Segment 1).

Mitigation Measure 3A.15-4r: Participate in fair share funding of improvements to reduce impacts on
eastbound U.S. 50 between Rancho Cordova Parkway and Hazel Avenue (Freeway Segment 3).

Mitigation Measure 3A.15-4s: Participate in fair share funding of improvements to reduce impacts on
eastbound U.S. 50 between Folsom Boulevard and Prairie City Road (Freeway Segment 5).

Mitigation Measure 3A.15-4t: Participate in fair share funding of improvements to reduce impacts on
eastbound U.S. 50 between Prairie City Road and Oak Avenue Parkway (Freeway Segment 6).

Mitigation Measure 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 ©).

Mitigation Measure 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).

Mitigation Measure 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).

Mitigation Measure 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).

Mitigation Measure 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).

The EIR/EIS concluded that the impacts of impacts to some intersections’ and roadways’ level of service
would remain significant and unavoidable even with implementation of recommended mitigation. No
additional mitigation measures are available to reduce or eliminate the impacts.

CONCLUSION

The February 2017 traffic impact analysis is consistent with the analysis completed for the approved FPASP
EIR/EIS and the 2016 Addendum. The project would not result in new or substantially more severe
significant impacts to transportation. Therefore, the conclusions of the FPASP EIR/EIS remain valid.
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4.17 UTILITIES AND SERVICE SYSTEMS
Where Impact Was Any N_ew Circumstz.apces Any New_Ipformation Do Prior Envir(_n?me_ntal
Environmental Issue Area Analyzed in the Involving New Slgnlflf:ant Requmng New Documents Mitigations
EIR/EIS. Impacts or Substantially An.aly5|.s or Address/Resolve
More Severe Impacts? Verification? Impacts?
17. Utilities and Service Systems. Would the project:
a.  Exceed wastewater treatment requirements of | Setting pp. 3A.16-1 to No No Yes
the applicable Regional Water Quality Control | 3A.16-3and 3A.18-1to
Board? 3A.18-6
Impacts 3A.16-1,
3A.16-2, 3A.18-2,
3A.16-3, 3A.16-4,
3A.16-5
b.  Require or result in the construction of new Setting pp. 3A.16-1 to No No Yes
water or wastewater treatment facilities or 3A.16-3and 3A.18-1 to
expansion of existing facilities, the construction 3A.18-6
of which could cause significant environmental Impacts 3A.16-1,
effects? 3A.16-2, 3A.18-2,
3A.16-3, 3A.16-4,
3A.16-5
c.  Require or result in the construction of new Setting p. 4-68 No No Yes
storm water drainage facilities or expansion of
existing facilities, the construction of which
could cause significant environmental effects?
d.  Have sufficient water supplies available to serve | Setting pp. 3A.18-1to No No Yes
the project from existing entitlements and 3A.186
resources, or are new or expanded entitlements Impact 3A.18-1
needed?
e.  Resultin a determination by the wastewater Setting pp. 3A.16-1 to No No Yes
treatment provider which serves or may serve 3A.16-3
the project that it has adequate capacity to Impacts 3A.16-2,
serve the project’s projected demand in addition|  3A.16-3, 3A.16-4,
to the provider's existing commitments? 3A.16-5
f. Beserved by a landfill with sufficient permitted | Setting pp. 3A.16-3 to No No NA
capacity to accommodate the project’s solid 3A.164
waste disposal needs? Impacts 3A.16-6,
3A.16-7
g Comply with federal, state, and local statutes Setting p. 3A.16-4 No No NA
and regulations related to solid waste? Impacts 3A.16-6,
3A.16-7
h.  Create demand for natural gas, electricity, Setting pp. 3A.16-5 to No No NA
telephone, and other utility services that cannot 3A.16-7
be met. Impacts 3A.16-8,
3A.16-9, 3A.16-10,
3A.16-11
i.  Resultin inefficient, wasteful, and unnecessary | Setting pp. 3A.16-5to No No NA
consumption of energy. 3A.16-6, 3A.16-8
Impact 3A.16-12
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Folsom Heights Specific Plan Amendment Environmental Review 4-39



Environmental Checklist Ascent Environmental

4.17.1 Discussion

No substantial change in the environmental and regulatory settings related to utilities and service systems
as described in EIR/EIS Section 3A.16 Utilities and Service Systems - Land has occurred since certification
of the EIR/EIS in 2011 and the 2016 Addendum (See Appendix A). While the current application provides
additional detail, these changes do not constitute a change in circumstances regarding utilities and service
systems as described below.

The tentative map application provides a conceptual phasing plan for utilities and confirmation of service
from utility agencies. No changes are proposed for the backbone infrastructure or the overall sizing and
capacity of utility infrastructure would occur (as approved by the City Council as part of the FPASP). The
applicant has prepared a draft facilities plan report (FPR) which provides detail on proposed locations for the
utility facilities. They are in consultation with EID to review and finalize the exact locations. The proposed
detailed phasing and location of facilities within the plan area would not change the analysis or alter the
conclusions of the FPASP EIR/EIS because the FPASP EIR/EIS assumed that infrastructure would be
developed in phases and that it would be located within each area as needed to serve the area (City of
Folsom 2010; p. 2-37). The project’s detailed phasing and utility location plan (as drafted and finalized
through the FPR review process) would be consistent with these assumptions.

The 2016 Addendum stated that “Water for the project would be provided by EID, and prior to approval of
the project, EID will review the project and provide proof that there is adequate water supply to serve the
project” (City of Folsom 2016). Mitigation Measure 3A.16-5 of the EIR/EIS requires the applicant to obtain
and submit proof that EID would have enough wastewater treatment capacity to serve the development.
Mitigation Measure 3A.18-1 requires that the applicant “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” (City of Folsom 2011).

EID has provided the applicant with a sewer and water service letter that states “As of January 1, 2016,
there were 20,417 equivalent dwelling units (EDUs) of potable water supply available in the District's El
Dorado Hills supply area. The proposed Folsom Heights project, as proposed on this date, would require
approximately 522 EDUs of water supply. As of the date of this letter [December 21, 2016], the District has
sufficient water and sewer capacity to serve the proposed Folsom Heights project” (EID 2016).

The letter provides additional detail on how the applicant and City would fulfill the mitigation required in the
EIR/EIS. However, through consultations with EID, the applicant has met its mitigation requirements needed
for consideration of tentative map approval.

As described in the Project Description, under 2.5.2. Phasing, there is a potential for Phase 3 to gravity
sewer towards the City of Folsom. If that becomes the preferred sewer method, the City would enter into an
agreement with EID to provide wastewater service for these lots, while acknowledging that the subject lots
remain within the jurisdictional boundaries of EID.

Within the Folsom system, sewage is routed through interceptors owned by the Sacramento Regional County
Sanitation District (SRSCSD) and treated at the Sacramento Regional Wastewater Treatment Plant (SRWTP)
located just north of EIk Grove. Two interceptors, the Folsom East Interceptor and the Folsom Interceptor,
and one pump station serve the City. Because of water conservation measures, recent and projected
wastewater inflows to the SRCSD system have been flat and declining, with the 2006 high level of
approximately 170 million gallons per day (mgd) not anticipated to be surpassed again until the year 2025.
The SRWTP has a permitted dry-weather flow design capacity of 181 million gallons per day (mgd), which is
not expected to be exceeded until after 2030. The SWRTP’s 2020 Master Plan provides for the expansion of
the SRWTP capacity to 218 mgd if needed (Folsom 2014: 8-27).
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The SRCSD is in the process of constructing upgrades to the SRWTP (EchoWater Project) to meet more
stringent treatment levels required by the Central Valley RWQCB. To meet these requirements, the SRCSD is
undertaking a major upgrade to the SRWTP to implement new processes, including; biological nutrient removal
that will eliminate nearly all ammonia and most nitrate from treated effluent; filtering to remove very small
particles and pathogens; and a higher level of disinfection to remove even more pathogens. The EchoWater
Project is projected to be phased in beginning in 2020, with project completion in 2023 (SRCSD 2016).

The City of Folsom has reviewed the application and deemed it complete. If the project is approved and Phase
3 sewers are connected to the City of Folsom sewer system, the City would provide wastewater service to the
site. As described above, the City has sufficient capacity to treat wastewater associated with the project.

No other changes related to storm drainage facilities, solid waste services, or electricity or natural gas
services are proposed. No new significant or substantially more sever environmental impacts would occur.

Mitigation Measures

The following mitigation measures were referenced in the FPASP EIR/EIS analysis and would continue to
remain applicable if the project were approved.

4 Mitigation Measure 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.

4 Mitigation Measure 3A.16-3: Demonstrate adequate SRWTP wastewater treatment capacity.

4 Mitigation Measure 3A.16-4: Submit proof of adequate EID off-site wastewater conveyance facilities and
implement EID off-site infrastructure service systems or ensure that adequate financing is secured.

4 Mitigation Measure 3A.16-5: Demonstrate adequate El Dorado Hills Wastewater Treatment Plant capacity.
4 Mitigation Measure 3A.18-1: Submit proof of surface water supply availability.

4 Mitigation Measure 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.

4 Mitigation Measure 3A.18-2b: Demonstrate adequate off-site water treatment capacity (if the off-site
water treatment plant option is selected).

The EIR/EIS concluded that there were potential significant and unavoidable impacts addressing
environmental effects associated with improvements to treatment plant facilities. However, the project relies
on EID for water and sewer utility services, which has capacity without improvements. With implementation
of the above measures, other impacts related to utilities and service systems would be reduced to a less-
than-significant level.

CONCLUSION

No changes in circumstances would result in new or substantially more severe significant environmental
impacts related to utilities and service systems, compared to the analysis presented in the FPASP EIR/EIS
and 2016 Addendum. Therefore, the conclusions of the certified Final EIR/EIS remain valid and no
additional analysis is required.

City of Folsom
Folsom Heights Specific Plan Amendment Environmental Review 4-41



Environmental Checklist Ascent Environmental

This page intentionally left blank.

City of Folsom
4-42 Folsom Heights Specific Plan Amendment Project Environmental Review



5 LIST OF PREPARERS AND PERSONS CONSULTED

5.1 LIST OF PREPARERS

Ascent Environmental

FA =T e o F= T O 11T 17U ] o Principal-in-Charge
(=221 o= {0 =10 )/ o Project Manager/Environmental Planner
T = o T GIS Analyst/Graphics
LC T2 1< 420 = T < S Document Production
MRO Engineers, Inc.

AN TST Y I A T (o 1[0 = | N Transportation
City of Folsom

Folsom Heights Project Environmental Review 5-1



List of Preparers and Persons Consulted Ascent Environmental

This page intentionally left blank.

City of Folsom
5-2 Folsom Heights Specific Plan Amendment Project Environmental Review



6 REFERENCES

California State Office of Historic Preservation. 2015 (November 10). Reference Number COE090818A.
Letter to Lisa M. Gibson, Senior Project Manager, Department of the Army Corps of Engineers from
Julianne Polanco, State Historic Preservation Officer

EID. See El Dorado Irrigation District.

El Dorado Irrigation District. 2016 (December 21). Folsom Heights - Sewer and Water Service Letter.
Placerville, CA. Letter memorandum to Bob Robinson of Folsom Heights, LLC. Newport Beach, CA.

City of Folsom. 2010 (June). Public Draft EIR/EIS for the Folsom South of U.S. Highway 50 Specific Plan
Project. SCH #2008092051. Available: http://folsom-
web.civica.granicuslabs.com/city_hall/depts/community/annexation/current_documents.asp.
Accessed February 8, 2017.

City of Folsom. 2011 (May). Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program for the Folsom South of U.S.
Highway 50 Specific Plan Project. SCH #2008092051. Available: http://folsom-
web.civica.granicuslabs.com/city_hall/depts/community/annexation/current_documents.asp.
Accessed February 8, 2017.

. 2016. Folsom Plan Area Specific Plan Amendment for the Folsom Heights Area Environmental
Checklist and Addendum. Folsom, CA. Prepared by Ascent Environmental, Inc. Sacramento, CA.

. 2014 (April). City of Folsom General Plan Update Existing Conditions Report. Available:
http://folsom2035.com/documents. Accessed February 21, 2017.

ECORP. See ECORP Consulting Inc.

ECORP Consulting Inc. 2016 (July). Cultural Resources Inventory Report Folsom Heights Off-sites Project.
Prepared for Executive Hotels and Resorts. Rocklin, CA.

MRO Engineers, Inc. 2017 (February 7). Final Traffic Impact Analysis. Auburn, CA. Prepared for Ascent
Environmental, Inc. and City of Folsom Community Development Department.

SHPO. See California State Office of Historic Preservation.
USACE. See United States Army Corps of Engineers
United States Army Corps of Engineers. 2017 (February 10). Reference Number COEO90818A. Letter to Ms.

Julianne Polanco, State Historic Preservation Officer from Lisa Gibson, Regulatory Permit Specialist.
Sacramento, CA.

City of Folsom
Folsom Heights Project Environmental Review 6-1


https://www.folsom.ca.us/home_nav/sphere/current_documents.asp
https://www.folsom.ca.us/home_nav/sphere/current_documents.asp
https://www.folsom.ca.us/home_nav/sphere/current_documents.asp
https://www.folsom.ca.us/home_nav/sphere/current_documents.asp

References Ascent Environmental

This page intentionally left blank.

City of Folsom
6-2 Folsom Heights Specific Plan Amendment Project Environmental Review



Appendix A

Folsom Heights Specific Plan
Amendment Addendum, June 2016






Environmental Checklist and Addendum

Folsom Plan Area Specific Plan Amendment
for the Folsom Heights Area

April 2016

CITY OF

FOLSOM

PARKS & RECREATION
DEPARTMENT

PREPARED FOR:

Scott A. Johnson, AICP

Planning Manager

City of Folsom

Community Development Department
50 Natoma Street

Folsom, CA 95630



Folsom Plan Area Specific Plan Amendment
for the Folsom Heights Area

PREPARED FOR:

City of Folsom
50 Natoma Street
Folsom, CA 95630

CONTACT:

Scott Johnson, Planning Manager
(916) 355-7222

PREPARED BY:

ASCENT

RONMENTA-

ENVI

Ascent Environmental, Inc.
455 Capitol Mall, Suite 300
Sacramento, CA 95814

CONTACT:

Amanda Olekszulin
916.444.7301

April 2016



Addendum to the
Folsom Plan Area Specific Plan
Final Environmental Impact Report
for the Folsom Heights Area

April 20, 2016
State Clearinghouse No. 2008092051

BACKGROUND AND ACTION TRIGGERING THE ADDENDUM

This addendum to the Final Environmental Impact Report/Environmental Impact Statement (Final EIR/EIS) for
the Folsom South of U.S. Highway 50 Specific Plan Project evaluates an amendment to the Folsom Plan Area
Specific Plan (FPASP). Specifically, this addendum analyzes the effects of a decrease in the area of general
commercial land use in the Folsom Heights plan area and increase in the acreage of residential development.
The changed residential uses would include a decrease in multi-family and an increase in single-family land
uses, but there would be no additional dwelling units added to the site. The decrase in general commercial
land uses would result in the reduction of commercial areas by approximately 250,000 square feet.

As the lead agency under the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), the City of Folsom has determined
that, in accordance with Section 15164 of the State CEQA Guidelines, the proposed reductions in
nonresidential space and other changes differ sufficiently from the development scenario described in the
Final EIR/EIS for the adopted FPASP to warrant preparation of an addendum.

PREVIOUS ENVIRONMENTAL ANALYSES

The environmental process for the FPASP involved the preparation of the following documents that are
relevant to the consideration of the proposed amendment to FPASP for the Folsom Heights Plan Area.

4 Draft EIR/EIS for the Folsom South of U.S. 50 Specific Plan Project, Volumes I-lll and Appendices, June 2010;
4 FEIR for the Folsom South of U.S. Highway 50 Specific Plan Project, May 2011;

4 CEQA Findings of Fact and Statement of Overriding Considerations for the Folsom South of U.S. Highway
50 Specific Plan Project, May 2011; and

4 Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program for the Folsom South of U.S. Highway 50 Specific Plan
Project, May 2011.

CALIFORNIA ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY ACT GUIDELINES REGARDING AN ADDENDUM
TO AN ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT

Altered conditions, changes, or additions to the description of a project that occur after certification of an EIR
may require additional analysis under CEQA. The legal principles that guide decisions regarding whether
additional environmental documentation is required are provided in the State CEQA Guidelines, which
establish three mechanisms to address these changes: a subsequent environmental impact report (SEIR), a
Supplement to an EIR, and an Addendum to an EIR.

City of Folsom
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Section 15162 of the State CEQA Guidelines describes the conditions under which a SEIR would be
prepared. In summary, when an EIR has been certified for a project, no Subsequent EIR shall be prepared for
that project unless the lead agency determines, on the basis of substantial evidence in light of the whole
record, one or more of the following;:

(1) Substantial changes are proposed in the project which will require major revisions of the previous
EIR due to the involvement of new significant environmental effects or a substantial increase in the
severity of previously identified effects;

(2) Substantial changes occur with respect to the circumstances under which the project is
undertaken which will require major revisions of the previous EIR due to the involvement of new
significant environmental effects or a substantial increase in the severity of previously identified
significant effects; or

(3) New information of substantial importance, which was not known and could not have been
known with the exercise of reasonable diligence at the time the previous EIR was certified as
complete, shows any of the following:

(A) The project will have one or more significant effects not discussed in the previous EIR;

(B) Significant effects previously examined will be substantially more severe than shown in
the previous EIR;

(C) Mitigation measures or alternatives previously found not to be feasible would in fact be
feasible, and would substantially reduce one or more significant effects of the project, but
the project proponents decline to adopt the mitigation measures or alternatives; or

(D) Mitigation measures or alternatives which are considerably different from those analyzed
in the previous EIR would substantially reduce one or more significant effects on the
environment, but the project proponents decline to adopt the mitigation measure or
alternative.

Section 15163 of the State CEQA Guidelines states that a lead agency may choose to prepare a supplement
to an EIR rather than a Subsequent EIR if:

(1) any of the conditions described above for Section 15162 would require the preparation of a SEIR; and

(2) only minor additions or changes would be necessary to make the previous EIR adequately apply
to the project in the changed situation.

An addendum is appropriate where a previously certified EIR has been prepared and some changes or
revisions to the project are proposed, or the circumstances surrounding the project have changed, but none of
the changes or revisions would result in significant new or substantially more severe environmental impacts,
consistent with CEQA Section 21166 and State CEQA Guidelines Sections 15162, 15163, 15164, and 15168.

This addendum is intended to evaluate and confirm CEQA compliance for proposed amendment to the
FPASP, which would be a change relative to what is described and evaluated in the FPASP Final EIR/EIS. This
addendum is organized as an environmental checklist, and is intended to evaluate all environmental topic
areas for any changes in circumstances or the project description, as compared to the approved Final
EIR/EIS, and determine whether such changes were or were not adequately covered in the certified EIR/EIS.
This checklist is not the traditional CEQA Environmental Checklist, per Appendix G of the CEQA Guidelines. As
explained below, the purpose of this checklist is to evaluate the checklist categories in terms of any
“changed condition” (i.e., changed circumstances, project changes, or new information of substantial
importance) that may result in a different environmental impact significance conclusion from the FPASP
EIR/EIS. The column titles of the checklist have been modified from the Appendix G presentation to help
answer the questions to be addressed pursuant to CEQA Section 21166 and State CEQA Guidelines Section
15162, 15163, 15164 and 15168.
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1 INTRODUCTION AND PROJECT HISTORY

On June 28, 2011, the Folsom City Council approved the Folsom Plan Area Specific Plan (FPASP) for
development of up to 10,210 residential homes with a range of housing types, styles, and densities along
with commercial, industrial/office park, and mixed-use land uses, open space, public schools, parks, and
supporting infrastructure. The development would be located on approximately 3,514 acres (Resolution No.
8863). The City and the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) prepared a joint Environmental Impact
Report/Environmental Impact Statement (EIR/EIS) for the FPASP that evaluated the environmental impacts
associated with development of the entire plan area based on the land use and zoning designations
identified in the specific plan. The City was the Lead Agency with respect to preparation of the EIR and
USACE was the Lead Agency with respect to preparation of the EIS.

The area proposed for the Folsom Heights development was included within the FPASP. The development is
located on the north-eastern edge of the FPASP along the Sacramento County/El Dorado County line. The
site is owned by Folsom Heights, LLC, and the owners have brought forward a development application that
responds to current and future market conditions for general commercial and residential development.
Accordingly, the applicants proposed an amendment to the adopted FPASP that would reduce the area of
general commercial land use in the Folsom Heights plan area and increase the acreage of residential
development.

The EIR/EIS was prepared at the program “first-tier” level of environmental review consistent with the
requirements of California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Sections 15152 and 15168. The program-level
analysis considered the broad environmental impacts of the overall specific plan. In addition, the EIR/EIS
also included a more detailed analysis of specific topic areas beyond the program level, including:
Aesthetics; Cultural Resources; Geology, Soils, Minerals, and Paleontological Resources; Hazards and
Hazardous Materials; and Land Use Planning and Agricultural Resources. The EIR/EIS acknowledged that
development of the FPASP area would occur in multiple phases. As those phases are proposed, such as the
Folsom Heights Specific Plan Amendment (SPA or project), they are being evaluated to determine whether
the entitlements/actions proposed fall within the scope of the approved EIR/EIS and incorporate all
applicable performance standards and mitigation measures identified therein. Should the subsequent
development phases not be consistent with the approved FPASP, additional environmental review through
the subsequent review provisions of CEQA for changes to previously reviewed and approved projects may be
warranted (CEQA Guidelines Sections 15162 through 15164).

Consistent with the process described, the City is evaluating the Folsom Heights application to determine
whether this project is consistent with the FPASP and whether and what type of additional environmental
review would be required. This environmental checklist has been prepared to determine whether any
additional environmental review would be required for the City to consider adoption of the changes in the
FPASP. This analysis considers whether there are changes proposed in the previously reviewed and
approved FPASP or changed environmental conditions that are of sufficient magnitude to result in new or
substantially more severe environmental impacts, as compared to those considered in the FPASP EIR/EIS,
and also whether there is new information of substantial importance showing that new or substantially more
severe environmental impacts would occur compared to that evaluated in the FPASP EIR/EIS.

City of Folsom
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2 PROJECT DESCRIPTION

2.1 PROJECT OVERVIEW

The owners of a portion of the FPASP area known as Folsom Heights have brought forward a development
application. The Folsom Heights project would result in a detailed site development plan for approximately
190 acres located on the north-eastern boundary of the FPASP. In general, the proposed application is
largely consistent with the land uses proposed and approved for this portion of the FPASP. The Folsom
Heights project would include the following planning entitlements: General Plan Amendment (GPA) and
Specific Plan Amendment (SPA)..

The SPA for the Folsom Heights project would result in the reallocation/relocation of some land uses within
the project area, but proposed land use types would be the same as that approved within the FPASP. The net
result of these proposed land use changes would be a decrease of approximately 23 acres of General
Commercial land uses, an increase of approximately four acres of open space, an increase of 1.8 acres of
public/quasi-public uses (to site a water tank), and an increase of approximately 17 acres of residential land
uses. However, no increases in the number of dwelling units from that approved under the FPASP would
occur. Therefore, the overall density of residential development would decrease.

The proposed land use and zoning modifications require the City’s approval of a GPA and SPA as well as the
preparation and adoption of an environmental document that will examine and identify any potential
significant adverse environmental impacts that may result from implementation.

2.2 PROJECT LOCATION

The FPASP area is located within the City of Folsom, south of U.S. Highway 50 and north of White Rock Road,
between Prairie City Road and the El Dorado County line (Exhibit 2-1). The Folsom Heights project area is
located along the north-eastern boundary of the FPASP area, just south of U.S. Highway 50, along the
Sacramento County/El Dorado County line (Exhibit 2-2 and Exhibit 2-3).

2.3 EXISTING SETTING

The project area is undeveloped grassland, currently used for cattle grazing. Developed land north of the
project area consists of large residential and commercial developments. The topography of the area consists
of gently rolling hills.

City of Folsom
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Ascent Environmental Project Description

2.4 PROJECT OBJECTIVES

The FPASP’s objectives, as described in the EIR/EIS for the FPASP (City of Folsom 2010: p. 1-7) are the
following:

1. Be consistent with the City of Folsom’s General Plan and implement SACOG Smart Growth Principles.

2. Expand the City’s boundaries based on the ultimate boundaries of development that the City can
reasonably control and service, and do so in a manner that would foster orderly urban development and
discourage leapfrog development and urban sprawl.

3. Annex those parcels of land adjacent to the City limit and within the City’s Sphere of Influence whose
development could have significant visual, traffic, public service, and environmental impacts on the City
so that the City may influence the ultimate development of those parcels.

4. Provide a large-scale mixed-use and mixed-density residential housing development within the City of
Folsom, south of U.S. 50.

5. Develop several distinct neighborhoods within the project site, connected by a substantial open space
area and recreational trail network.

6. Provide neighborhood- and regional-serving retail areas within the project site.
7. Provide a mix of housing types within the project site to diversify the City’s housing stock.

8. Provide a combined high school/middle school and the appropriate elementary schools on site sufficient
to meet the needs of the project.

9. Provide the appropriate number and size of onsite community and neighborhood parks sufficient to meet
the needs of the project.

10. Generate positive fiscal impacts for the City through development within the project site.

11. Secure a sufficient and reliable water supply consistent with the requirements of Measure W and
objectives of the Water Forum Agreement to support planned development within the SPA, which the City
estimates to be 5,600 acre-feet per year.

12. Construct the necessary water supply delivery and treatment infrastructure to ensure the safe and
reliable delivery of up to 5,600 acre-feet per year to the FSPAP.

2.5 SUMMARY OF PROPOSED SPECIFIC PLAN AMENDMENT

2.5.1 Changes to Section 4: Land Use & Zoning

The project includes several changes to the FPASP that require amendments to the land use and zoning
designations. Table 2-1 shows the adopted land use summary, Table 2-2 shows the proposed land use
summary for the project, and Table 2-3 shows the difference in land use acreage, dwelling units, population,
and commercial square footage that would result from the project. As shown in the tables below, there
would be an increase in residentially-designated land and a decrease in commercially-designated land. In
addition to the changes shown in the below tables, the project would increase the amount of open space
and include 1.8 acres of Public/Quasi-Public areas.

City of Folsom
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Land Use Gross Area % of Site Density Range Targft Pe;ﬁzmiz i Project.ed2 Targgt P‘{Btﬁingt.'al
(Acres) (du/ac) DU Units Populationz | FAR Area (SP)

Residential
Single Family (SF) 35.03 18.5% 1tod 106 20.0% 310 - -
Single Family High Density 31.02 16.4% 4t07 171 3239 499 - -
(SFHD)
Multi-Family Low Density (MLD) 2794 14.7% Tt012 253 47.7% 491 - -
Subtotal Residential 93.99 49.5% - 530 100% 1,300 - -
Commercial
Mixed Use District (MU) - - 91030 - - - 0.20 -
General Commercial (GC) 345 18.2% - - - - 0.25 376,794
Subtotal Commercial 345 18.2% - - - - - 376,794
Open Space
Open Space (0S) 1314 | 21 | - - - 1 - 1 -1 -
Circulation and Miscellaneous
Utility Site (PQP) - - - - - - - -
Highway 50 10.60 5.6% - - - - - -
Major Roads 7.49 3.9% - - - - - -
Total Folsom Heights 189.72 100% - 530 100% 1,300 - 376,794

Notes:

1 Target dwelling unit allocation for each land use is a planning estimate. Actual total dwelling units for each land use may be higher or lower as long as the total for each
land use falls within the specified density range and the total residential unit count does not exceed the FPASP area maximum of 11,230 dwelling units.
Population calculated using 2.92 persons per single family unit and 1.94 persons per multifamily unit.

3 Floor Area Ratio (FAR) is the ratio of building area to parcel area. The target FAR may be higher or lower for each land use as long as the Plan Area maximum of
3,338,378 SF is not exceeded.

v | o | e e | Tt | S| st | Tt | P
Residential
Single Family (SF) 39.72 20.9% 1to4 125 23.5% 365 - -
Single Family High Density (SFHD) 58.20 30.7% 4107 280 52.8% 818 - -
Multi-Family Low Density (MLD) 1491 7.9% 7t012 125 23.5% 242 - -
Subtotal Residential 112.83 59.5% - 530 100% 1,425 - -
Commercial
General Commercial (GC) 1149 6.1% - - - - 0.25 125,126
Subtotal Commercial 1149 6.1% - - - - - -
Open Space
Open Space (09) | w23 Jouw | - | - | - - | -] -

City of Folsom
2-6 Westland Eagle Specific Plan Amendment Project Environmental Review



Ascent Environmental Project Description

v | S s e | Tot | e | Pt | ot | e
Circulation and Miscellaneous
Utility Site (PQP) 177 0.9% - - - - - -
Highway 50 8.87 4.7% - - - - - -
Major Roads 9.53 5.0% - - - - - -
Total Folsom Heights 189.72 100% - 530 100% 1,425 - 125,126

Notes:

1 Target dwelling unit allocation for each land use is a planning estimate. Actual total dwelling units for each land use may be higher or lower as long as the total for each
land use falls within the specified density range and the total residential unit count does not exceed the FPASP area maximum of 11,230 dwelling units.

2 Population calculated using 2.92 persons per single family unit and 1.94 persons per multifamily unit.

3 Floor Area Ratio (FAR) is the ratio of building area to parcel area. The target FAR may be higher or lower for each land use as long as the Plan Area maximum of
3,338,378 SF is not exceeded.

Land Use Gross Area (Acres) Dwelling Units PPJ:{Ee:n P°te"“a('s'|3:')dg' ]
(persons)

Single Family (SF) +2.7 - +55

Single Family High Density (SFHD) +27.2 - +319

Multi-Family Low Density (MLD) -13.0 - 249

General Commercial (GC) -23.0 - - -251,668
Open Space (0S) +4.1

Utility Site (PQP) +1.8

Highway 50 0.7

Major Roads +0.9

Total 0.0 0 +125 -251,668

Note: Numbers may not match exactly because of small rounding errors.
Source: Adapted by Ascent Environmental 2016

2.5.2  Changes to Section 5: Housing Strategies

The project includes several amendments to Section 5 of the FPASP. Amendments to the housing goals and
policies listed in FPASP Section 5.2 are proposed to be consistent with the most current City of Folsom
Housing Element. Additional amendments to this section of the FPASP include changes to Section 5.5
Regional Housing Needs Plan (RHNP), Section 5.6 Affordable Housing, and Subsection 5.6.1 Affordable
Housing Ordinance to be consistent with changes to State Housing Law and the adoption of an Inclusionary
Housing Ordinance by the City of Folsom in 2013.

2.5.3  Changes to Section 8: Open Space

The project includes changes to the locations of Open Space designated lands (see Exhibit 2-4), and the
total area of land designated for Open Space would increase by 4.1 acres.

City of Folsom
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Project Description

2.6 REQUIRED DISCRETIONARY ACTIONS

2.6.1 LeadAgency

Table 2-4, below, shows the entitlements, approvals, and permits needed to develop the project as it moves
forward through the entitlement process. The entitlements in bold are those that would be required with
consideration of this Addendum. It should be noted that if the Addendum is approved, no physical
development would commence until such time the applicant secures all entitlements noted below.

Table 2-4 Entitlements, Approvals and Permits
Entitlement/Approval or Permit Needed Agency

Planned Development Permit Folsom City Council
General Plan (Land Use) Amendment Folsom City Council
Specific Plan (Rezone) Amendment Folsom City Council
Large Lot Vesting Tentative Subdivision Map Folsom City Council
Small Lot Vesting Tentative Subdivision Map Folsom City Council
Development Agreement Folsom City Council
Grading Permit Folsom City Council
Design Guidelines Folsom City Council

Notes: BOLD - Items in bold are under consideration as part of this Addendum

2.6.2  Responsible Agencies

In addition to the list of entitlements, approvals, and/or permits identified in Table 2-4 above that must be
obtained from the City of Folsom, the following approvals, consultations, and/or permits may be required
from other agencies prior to physical development of the site. However, none of the entitlements listed

below would be required prior to consideration of this Addendum.

FEDERAL ACTIONS/PERMITS

4 U.S. Army Corps of Engineers: Department of the Army permit under Section 404 of the CWA for
discharges of dredge or fill material into waters of the U.S. Consultation for impacts on cultural resources
pursuant to Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act. Consultation for impacts on federally

listed species pursuant to Section 7 of the ESA.

4 U.S. Environmental Protection Agency: concurrence with Section 404 CWA permit.

4 U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service: ESA consultation and issuance of incidental-take authorization for the take

of federally listed endangered and threatened species.

4 National Marine Fisheries Service: ESA consultation and issuance of incidental-take authorization for the

take of federally listed endangered and threatened species.

City of Folsom
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STATE ACTIONS/PERMITS

4

California Department of Fish and Wildlife, Sacramento Valley—Central Sierra Region: California
Endangered Species Act consultation and issuance of take authorization (if needed) (California Fish and
Game Code Section 2081), streambed alteration agreement (California Fish and Game Code Section
1602), and protection of raptors (California Fish and Game Code Section 3503.5).

California Department of Transportation: encroachment permits; approval of landscaping plans and
specifications for landscape corridor adjacent to U.S. Highway 50.

Central Valley Regional Water Quality Control Board (Region 5): National Pollutant Discharge Elimination
System (NPDES) construction stormwater permit (Notice of Intent to proceed under General Construction
Permit) for disturbance of more than 1 acre; discharge permit for stormwater; general order for
dewatering; and Section 401 CWA certification or waste discharge requirements; Clean Water Act,
Section 401 Water Quality Certification; NPDES permit coverage for hydrostatic testing of pipeline
(coverage expected under General Order for Low Threat Discharges to Surface Water).

State Historic Preservation Officer (SHPO): approval of a Programmatic Agreement and/or MOU for
Section 106 compliance with the National Historic Preservation Act.

California Department of Public Health: approval of an amendment to the City’s Public Water System
Permit.

REGIONAL AND LOCAL ACTIONS/PERMITS

4

Sacramento Metropolitan Air Quality Management District: authority to construct (for devices that emit
air pollutants), health risk assessment, and Air Quality Management Plan consistency determination.

El Dorado Irrigation District: commitment to serve letter based on a facility plan report.
El Dorado County: approval of roadway encroachment permit for pipeline construction.

Sacramento County: approval of roadway encroachment permit for pipeline construction, rezoning, use
permit, and approval of grading permit.

City of Folsom: roadway encroachment permit for pipeline construction, tree removal permit (if needed),
rezoning, and use permit.

2-10
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3 ENVIRONMENTAL CHECKLIST FOR
SUPPLEMENTAL ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW

3.1 EXPLANATION OF CHECKLIST EVALUATION CATEGORIES

The purpose of this checklist is to evaluate the categories in terms of any “changed condition” (i.e., changed
circumstances, project changes, or new information of substantial importance) that may result in
environmental impact significance conclusions different from those found in the 2011 EIR. The row titles of
the checklist include the full range of environmental topics, as presented in Appendix G of the State CEQA
Guidelines. The column titles of the checklist have been modified from the Appendix G presentation to help
answer the questions to be addressed pursuant to CEQA Section 21166 and State CEQA Guidelines Section
15162. A “no” answer does not necessarily mean that there are no potential impacts relative to the
environmental category, but that there is no change in the condition or status of the impact because it was
analyzed and addressed with mitigation measures in the EIR/EIS. For instance, the environmental categories
might be answered with a “no” in the checklist because the impacts associated with the proposed project
were adequately addressed in the EIR/EIS, and the environmental impact significance conclusions of the
EIR/EIS remain applicable. The purpose of each column of the checklist is described below.

3.1.1  Where Impact was Analyzed

This column provides a cross-reference to the pages of the EIR/EIS where information and analysis may be
found relative to the environmental issue listed under each topic. Unless otherwise specified, all references
point to the Draft EIR/EIS document.

3.1.2 Do Proposed Changes Involve New Significant Impacts?

The significance of the changes proposed to the approved FPASP, as it is described in the certified FPASP
EIR/EIS, is indicated in the columns to the right of the environmental issues.

3.1.3  Anynew Circumstances Involving New or Substantially More Severe
Significant Impacts?

Pursuant to Section 15162(a)(2) of the CEQA Guidelines, this column indicates whether there have been
changes to the project site or the vicinity (circumstances under which the project is undertaken) that have
occurred subsequent to the prior environmental documents, which would result in the current project having
new significant environmental impacts that were not considered in the prior environmental documents or
having substantial increases in the severity of previously identified significant impacts.

3.1.4  AnyNew Information Requiring New Analysis or Verification?

Pursuant to Section 15162(a)(3)(A-D) of the CEQA Guidelines, this column indicates whether new
information of substantial importance which was not known and could not have been known with the
exercise of reasonable diligence at the time the previous environmental documents were certified as
complete is available, requiring an update to the analysis of the previous environmental documents to verify
that the environmental conclusions and mitigation measures remain valid. If the new information shows
that: (A) the project will have one or more significant effects not discussed in the prior environmental
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documents; or (B) that significant effects previously examined will be substantially more severe than shown
in the prior environmental documents; or (C) that mitigation measures or alternatives previously found not to
be feasible would in fact be feasible and would substantially reduce one or more significant effects or the
project, but the project proponents decline to adopt the Mitigation Measure or alternative; or (D) that
mitigation measures or alternatives which are considerably different from those analyzed in the prior
environmental documents would substantially reduce one or more significant effects on the environment,
but the project proponents decline to adopt the Mitigation Measure or alternative, the question would be
answered “yes” requiring the preparation of a subsequent EIR or supplement to the EIR. However, if the
additional analysis completed as part of this Environmental Checklist Review finds that the conclusions of
the prior environmental documents remain the same and no new significant impacts are identified, or
identified significant environmental impacts are not found to be substantially more severe, the question
would be answered “no” and no additional EIR documentation (supplement to the EIR or subsequent EIR)
would be required.

Notably, where the only basis for preparing a subsequent EIR or a supplement to an EIR is a new significant
impact or a substantial increase in the severity of a previously identified impact, the need for the new EIR
can be avoided if the project applicant agrees to one or more mitigation measures that can reduce the
significant effect(s) at issue to less than significant levels. (See River Valley Preservation Project v.
Metropolitan Transit Development Board (1995) 37 Cal.App.4th 154, 168.)

3.1.5 Do Prior Environmental Documents Mitigations Address/Resolve Impacts?

This column indicates whether the prior environmental documents and adopted CEQA Findings provide
mitigation measures to address effects in the related impact category. In some cases, the mitigation
measures have already been implemented. A “yes” response will be provided in either instance. If “NA” is
indicated, this Environmental Checklist Review concludes that there was no impact, or the impact was less-
than-significant and, therefore, no mitigation measures are needed.

3.2 DISCUSSION AND MITIGATION SECTIONS

3.21 Discussion

A discussion of the elements of the checklist is provided under each environmental category to clarify the
answers. The discussion provides information about the particular environmental issue, how the project
relates to the issue, and the status of any mitigation that may be required or that has already been
implemented.

3.2.2  Mitigation Measures

Applicable mitigation measures from the prior environmental review that would apply to the proposed
amendment are listed under each environmental category. New mitigation measures are included, if
needed.

3.2.3 Conclusions

A discussion of the conclusion relating to the need for additional environmental documentation is contained
in each section.

City of Folsom
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3.2.4  Acronyms Used in Checklist Tables

Acronyms used in the Environmental Checklist tables and discussions include:

EIR/EIS Environmental Impact Report/Environmental Impact Statement
MM Mitigation Measure

NA not applicable

City of Folsom
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4 ENVIRONMENTAL CHECKLIST

4.1 AESTHETICS

Do Any New Circumstances | Any New Information | Do Prior Environmental
Where Impact Was . e
. . Involve New or Requiring New Documents Mitigations
Environmental Issue Area Analyzed in the . :
EIR/EIS Substantially More Severe Analysis or Address/Resolve
) Significant Impacts? Verification? Impacts?
1. Aesthetics. Would the project:
a. Have a substantial adverse effect on a scenic Setting pp. 3A.1-2 to No No Yes, but impact still
vista? 3A.1-22 remains significant and
Impacts 3A.1-1 unavoidable
b. Substantially damage scenic resources, including |  Setting p. 3A.1-26 No No Yes, issue addressed
but not limited to, trees, rock outcroppings, and Impact 3A.1-2 but mitigation is still not
historic buildings within a state scenic highway? feasible
. Substantially degrade the existing visual Setting pp. 3A.1-1 to No No Yes, but impact still
character or quality of the site and its 3A.1-20 remains significant and
surroundings? Impacts 3A.1-3 and unavoidable
3A1-4
d. Create a new source of substantial light or glare Setting p. 3A.1-22 No No Yes
which would adversely affect day or nighttime Impacts 3A.1-5,
views in the area? 3A.1-6

4.1.1 Discussion

No substantial change in the environmental and regulatory settings related to aesthetics, described in the
EIR/EIS Section 3A.1 Aesthetics - Land, has occurred since certification of the EIR/EIS in 2011.

a) Have a substantial adverse effect on a scenic vista?

As described in the Aesthetics setting (see page 3A.1-2) of the FPASP EIR/EIS, the project site and
surrounding area is part of a large stretch of undeveloped land along U.S. 50 in eastern Sacramento County
that contains oak woodlands and rock outcroppings; it is considered to be a scenic vista. Because the FPASP
contains high levels of vividness, intactness, and unity, and because of its location along U.S. 50 where it is
seen by thousands of motorists, viewer sensitivity is considered to be high. FPASP implementation would
substantially degrade this scenic vista. In Impact 3A.1-1, the EIR/EIS concluded that viewsheds that include
the FPASP are part of thousands of acres of open space that would no longer exist. Instead, this area would
contain development that would substantially degrade the existing scenic view of the landscape. This area
would become of similar visual quality to nearby developed land, and would no longer be considered a
unique or scenic vista. The impact to a scenic vista was determined to be significant.

Implementation of Mitigation Measure 3A.1-1 was concluded to reduce the impact of substantial alteration
of a scenic vista, but not to a less-than-significant level. This mitigation would require the applicant to
construct and maintain a landscape corridor adjacent to U.S. 50. No other feasible mitigation measures are
available to reduce impacts associated with the alteration of scenic vistas from project development to a
less-than significant level. Therefore, this impact remains significant and unavoidable.

The visual characteristics of the site have not changed since the preparation of the FPASP EIR/EIS. The
project would affect the same area already analyzed and proposed changes to the plan would not
substantially alter the development type or density at the site such that different or more severe aesthetic
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impacts would result. Further, the project would comply with all appropriate mitigation identified in the
EIR/EIS. Overall, substantial and adverse impacts to scenic vistas would remain and would be similar to
what would occur under the FPASP. No new significant impacts or substantially more severe impacts would
occur; therefore, the findings of the certified EIR/EIS remain valid and no further analysis is required.

b) Substantially damage scenic resources, including, but not limited to, trees, rock

outcroppings, and historic buildings within a state scenic highway?
At the time of the certification of the EIR/EIS there were no officially designated State Scenic Highways or
National Scenic Byways with views of the site. However, Scott Road south of White Rock Road was identified
as a designated scenic corridor in Sacramento County because it is considered to be located within an
especially scenic rural portion of Sacramento County. As described in the FPASP EIR/EIS, project
implementation would substantially damage views from the portion of Scott Road designated as a scenic
corridor. No mitigation measures were found feasible to reduce or eliminate this impact, therefore, the
impact was concluded to remain significant and unavoidable. No new scenic corridor designations have
occurred since approval of the FPASP. Scott Road continues to remain as a designated scenic corridor;
therefore, the same visual impacts to this corridor would occur with implementation of the project as
described in the FPASP EIR/EIS. Because the project would develop the site with a similar development
pattern and land uses as described in the FPASP EIR/EIS, no new significant impacts or substantially more
severe impacts would occur. The findings of the certified EIR/EIS remain valid and no further analysis is
required.

c) Substantially degrade the existing visual character or quality of the site and its

surroundings?
Impact 3A.1-3 of the EIR/EIS describes permanent changes to the visual character of the FPASP area, while
Impact 3A.1-4 describes temporary, short-term construction-related changes to visual character. At full
buildout, the visual character of the FPASP (including Folsom Heights) would consist of developed urban
land uses with intermittent areas of open space and parks. The development is required to preserve at least
30 percent as natural open space. However, motorists on surrounding roadways and other sensitive viewers
would no longer have views of expansive grasslands within the project site.

Implementation of the FPASP would result in conversion of grassy hillsides to urban areas, generally
consisting of housing units and commercial developments. Views would be permanently altered to urban
development, substantially degrading viewsheds located on Scott Road, Placerville Road, White Rock Road,
U.S. 50, and for people located within the community of El Dorado Hills, the City of Folsom, and nearby rural
residences. In addition, the presence and movement of heavy construction equipment and staging areas
could temporarily degrade the existing visual character and/or quality of the FPASP and surrounding area for
existing developed land uses. Given the large scale of this urban development and the rural nature of its
setting, the EIR/EIS concluded that the degradation of visual character at the FPASP would be significant.

Implementation of Mitigation Measures 3A.1-1 and 3A.7-4 in the FPASP EIR/EIS would reduce significant
impacts associated with substantial adverse effects on changes to visual character by reducing the extent of
grading within the FPASP and providing a 50-foot-wide landscaped corridor between U.S. 50 and the FPASP.
Implementation of Mitigation Measure 3A.1-4 would reduce significant impacts associated with temporary
visual-quality degradation for developed land uses from concurrent construction staging areas by providing
visual screening. However, the EIR/EIS concluded that implementation of screening may not always be
feasible. Overall, it was determined that even with implementation of mitigation, the FPASP would
substantially alter a scenic vista and the impact was concluded to be significant and unavoidable.

The project would affect the same area analyzed for development in the FPASP EIR/EIS and proposed
changes would not substantially alter the development type or density at the site. No changes to the visual
character of the site or surrounding areas have occurred since approval of the EIR/EIS. Therefore, no new
significant impacts or substantially more severe impacts would occur, and the findings of the certified
EIR/EIS remain valid and no further analysis is required.
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d) Create a new source of substantial light or glare which would adversely affect day or
nighttime views in the area?
The proposed amendment to the FPASP would not result in substantial changes in land use within the
specific plan area. Two impacts in the EIR/EIS described how the FPASP would contribute to the creation of
a new source of substantial light or glare and new skyglow (Impacts 3A.1-5 and 3A.1-6). Because of the
scale of proposed FPASP development and because FPASP implementation would introduce a substantial
quantity of light into a rural landscape, overall light and glare effects were determined to be significant.
Implementation of Mitigation Measure 3A.1-5 would reduce significant impacts associated with new sources
of light and glare to a less-than-significant level. This mitigation would be applicable to the project. No
changes in the proposed nighttime lighting conditions for the Folsom Heights area have occurred since
approval of the FPASP. Therefore, no new significant impacts or substantially more severe impacts would
occur. The findings of the certified EIR/EIS remain valid and no further analysis is required.

Mitigation Measures

The following mitigation measures were adopted with the FPASP and would continue to remain applicable if
the project is approved.

4 Mitigation Measure 3A.1-1: Construct and maintain a landscape corridor adjacent to U.S. 50.
4 Mitigation Measure 3A.1-4: Screen construction staging areas.

4 Mitigation Measure 3A.1-5: Establish and require conformance to lighting standards and prepare and
implement a lighting plan.

The FPASP EIR/EIS concluded that impacts to light and glare would be reduced to a less-than-significant level;
however, impacts related to skyglow would remain significant and unavoidable. This conclusion would not
change with implementation of the project.

CONCLUSION

No new circumstances or project changes have occurred nor has any new information been found requiring
new analysis or verification. Therefore, the conclusions of the EIR/EIS remain valid and approval of the
project would not result in new or substantially more severe significant impacts to aesthetics.
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AGRICULTURE AND FOREST RESOURCES

Any New Circumstances . Do Prior Environmental
Where Impact Was . L Any New Information e o
Environmental Issue Area Analyzed in the Involving New Sign |ﬂf:ant Requiring New Analysis Documents Mitigations
EIR/EIS. Impacts or Substantially or Verification? Address/Resolve
More Severe Impacts? Impacts?
Agriculture and Forestry Resources. Would the project:
Convert Prime Farmland, Unique Farmland, or | Setting pp. 3A.10-2, No No NA
Farmland of Statewide Importance (Farmland), 3A.10-5, 3A.10-6
as shown on the maps prepared pursuant to No Impact
the Farmland Mapping and Monitoring Program
of the California Resources Agency, to non-
agricultural use?
Conflict with existing zoning for agricultural use, | Setting pp. 3A.10-2 to No No Yes
or a Williamson Act contract? 3A.10-4, 3A.10-6,
3A.10-7
Impacts 3A.10-3 and
3A.10-4
Conflict with existing zoning for, or cause Not addressed, No No NA
rezoning of, forest land (as defined in Public criterion was not part
Resources Code section 12220(g)), timberland | of Appendix G when
(as defined by Public Resources Code section EIR/EIS was certified
4526), or timberland zoned Timberland
Production (as defined by Government Code
section 51104(g))?
Result in the loss of forest land or conversion of Not addressed, No No NA
forest land to non-forest land? criterion was not part
of Appendix G when
EIR/EIS was certified
Involve other changes in the existing Not addressed, No No NA
environment which, due to their location or criterion was not part
nature, could result in conversion of Farmland, | of Appendix G when
to non-agricultural use or conversion of forest | EIR/EIS was certified
land to non-forest use?

4.2.1

Discussion

No substantial change in the environmental and regulatory settings related to Agriculture and Forest
Resources, described in EIR/EIS Section 3A.10 Land Use and Agricultural Resources - Land, has occurred
since certification of the EIR/EIS in 2011. However, Appendix G changed since the EIR/EIS was certified with
the additions of checklist items ¢), d), and €), above.

a) Convert Prime Farmland, Unique Farmland, or Farmland of Statewide Importance

(Farmland), as shown on the maps prepared pursuant to the Farmland Mapping and

Monitoring Program of the California Resources Agency, to non-agricultural use?
As described in the EIR/EIS, the FPASP does not include any agricultural land designated as Prime
Farmland, Unique Farmland, or Farmland of Statewide Importance as defined in Appendix G of the State
CEQA Guidelines. There is no impact. Farmland Mapping and Monitoring Program designations for the site
have not changed since approval of the FPASP. Therefore, no impacts to farmland resources would occur
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with the project. Because there are no new significant impacts or substantially more severe impacts, the
findings of the certified EIR/EIS remain valid and no further analysis is required.

b) Conflict with existing zoning for agricultural use or a Williamson Act contract?

As described in Table 3A.10-1 of the EIR/EIS, there are no parcels within the Folsom Heights project area
that are under Williamson Act contract. Approximately 1,530 acres of the SPA consist of agricultural lands
under existing Williamson Act contracts; therefore, Impact 3A.10-3 assumes that implementation of the
FPASP would require the cancellation of one or more Williamson Act contracts before their expiration date.
The FPASP EIR/EIS concluded that impacts associated with conflicts with zoning for agricultural use or
Williamson Act contracts would be significant (Impact 3A.10-3) and no feasible mitigation measures were
available to ensure that the impact is less than significant. Although this impact was considered significant
and unavoidable for the FPASP EIR/EIS, none of the affected Williamson Act parcels are within the Folsom
Heights project area. Therefore, there would be no impact to Williamson Act lands with implementation of
the project. Because there are no new significant impacts or substantially more severe impacts, the findings
of the certified EIR/EIS remain valid and no further analysis is required.

C) Conflict with existing zoning for, or cause rezoning of, forest land (as defined in Public
Resources Code section 12220(g)), timberland (as defined by Public Resources Code
section 4526), or timberland zoned Timberland Production (as defined by Government Code
section 51104(g))?

The FPASP EIR/EIR did not address forestry issues. Nonetheless, there is no forest land or timberland on or
near the project area. Therefore, there would be no conflicts with lands designated for forestry uses and no
impact would occur.

d) Result in the loss of forest land or conversion of forest land to non-forest use?

The FPASP EIR/EIR did not address forestry issues. Nonetheless, there is no forest land or timberland on or
near the project area. Therefore, the project would not result in the loss or conversion of forest land and no
impact would occur.

e) Involve other changes in the existing environment, which, due to their location or nature,
could result in conversion of Farmland to non-agricultural use or conversion of forest land to

non-forest use?
The project area was rezoned as part of the FPASP approval from agricultural land use designations to urban
designations. While the project includes some changes to the land use designations onsite, proposed
designations would continue to be urban, similar to approved land uses. The project would not involve the
conversion of farmland that was not previously evaluated in the EIR/EIS and no new impacts would occur.
Because there are no new significant impacts or substantially more severe impacts, the findings of the
certified EIR/EIS remain valid and no further analysis is required.

Mitigation Measures
There were no mitigation measures included in the EIR/EIS for this topic.

CONCLUSION

Since the EIR/EIS was certified, no new circumstances have occurred nor has any new information been
found requiring new analysis or verification. Therefore, the conclusions of the certified EIR/EIS remain valid
and implementation of the project would not result in any new significant impacts associated with
agriculture and forest resources.
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4.3 AIR QUALITY

Any New Circumstances | Any New Information | Do Prior Environmental
Where Impact Was . L . YRR oo
Environmental Issue Area Analyzed in the Involving New Sign |ﬂf:ant Reqmnng New Documents’ Mitigations
EIR/EIS. Impacts or Substantially An.ally5|ts or Address/Resolve
More Severe Impacts? Verification? Impacts?
3. Air Quality. Would the project:
a.  Conflict with or obstruct implementation of the | Setting p. 3A.2-10to No. Yes Yes, but impact remains
applicable air quality plan? 3A.2-10; Impact 3A.2- significant and
1 and Impact 3A.2-2 unavoidable
b.  Violate any air quality standard or contribute Setting p. 3A.2-2 to No. Yes Yes, but impact remains
substantially to an existing or projected air 3A.2-8; Impact 3A.2- significant and
quality violation? 1, Impact 3A.2-2, and unavoidable
Impact 3A.2-3
c.  Resultin a cumulatively considerable net and Cumulative No. Yes Yes, but impact remains
increase of any criteria pollutant for which the | analysis on p. 4-22 to significant and
project region is non-attainment under an 4-23 unavoidable
applicable federal or state ambient air quality
standard (including releasing emissions which
exceed quantitative thresholds for ozone
precursors)?
d.  Expose sensitive receptors to substantial Setting p. 3A.2-7 to No. Yes Yes, mitigation has been
pollutant concentrations? 3A.2-10 and 3A.2-20 updated.
t0 3A.2-23; Impact
3A.2-4; and
Cumulative analysis
onp. 42310 4-26
e.  Create objectionable odors affecting a Setting p. 3A.2-9; No. Yes Yes, mitigation has been
substantial number of people? Impact 3A.2-6 updated.

4.3.1 Discussion

No substantial change in the environmental and regulatory settings related to Air Quality, described in
EIR/EIS Sections 3A.2 and 3B.2 under Air Quality, has occurred since certification of the EIR in 2011. The
Sacramento Valley Air Basin is nonattainment with respect to the National Ambient Air Quality Standards
(NAAQS) and California Ambient Air Quality Standard (CAAQS) for ozone and particulate matter with an
aerodynamic diameter of 2.5 micrometers or less (PM25); and also nonattainment of the CAAQS for
particulate matter with an aerodynamic diameter of 10 micrometers or less (PM1o) (SMAQMD 2013). There
has also been no substantial change to how the Sacramento Air Quality Management District (SMAQMD)
recommends evaluating the air quality impacts of proposed development projects (SMAQMD 2009).

a) Conflict with or obstruct implementation of the applicable air quality plan?

Construction-Generated Emissions of NOx

As stated under Impact 3A.2-1 in the FPASP EIR/EIS, the mass emissions threshold for oxides of nitrogen
(NOx) established by SMAQMD was used to determine whether construction-generated emission of NOx, an
ozone precursor, would conflict with implementation of SMAQMD'’s federal and State ozone attainment plans
and/or contribute substantially or result in an exceedance of the NAAQS and CAAQs for ozone. The analysis
determined that maximum daily emissions of NOx generated by construction of the FPASP would exceed
SMAQMD’s recommended threshold of 85 pounds per day (Ibs./day). It also acknowledged that some
portions of the FPASP, such as the Folsom Heights project site, would be undergoing construction while
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other portions of the FPASP would not. Thus, the level of maximum daily emissions of NOx generated by
construction of the project would also exceed SMAQMD’s mass emission threshold of 85 Ibs./day. The types
of emissions-generating construction activity would generally be the same under the project as the adopted
plan for Folsom Heights, as well as the quantity of land that would be developed and the intensity and pace
of construction. Therefore, the maximum daily level of NOx generated by construction of the project would be
approximately the same as determined in the FPASP EIR/EIS.

Implementation of SMAQMD'’s Basic Construction Emission Control Practices and Enhanced Exhaust Control
Practices, as required by Mitigation Measure 3A.2-1a of the FPASP EIR/EIS, and payment of an off-site
mitigation fee to off-set construction-generated NOx emissions, as required by Mitigation Measure 3A.2-1b of
the FPASP EIR/EIS, would reduce emissions of NOx associated with construction of the project to levels that
do not exceed SMAQMD'’s threshold of significance of 85 Ibs/day. With the implementation of Mitigation
Measures 3A.2-1a and 3A.2-1b adopted as part of the FPASP EIR/EIS, the project would not result in a new
or substantially more severe impacts related to NOx emissions.

Construction-Generated Emissions of PM1o

The FPASP EIR/EIS provides a program-level analysis of construction-generated PM1o emissions under
Impact 3A.2-1. SMAQMD recommends that project-level analysis be conducted to determine the maximum
concentration of PM1o by performing air dispersion modeling with U.S. Environmental Protection Agency’s
(EPA) AERMOD model if the maximum daily acreage of ground disturbance would exceed 15 acres. However,
dispersion modeling was not performed for this program-level analysis because detailed information about
grading activities and the locations and occupancy timing of future planned on-site receptors was not known
at the time of writing the FPASP EIR/EIS. The FPASP EIR/EIS determined it would be likely that more than 15
acres of ground disturbance activity would occur in one day and; thus, concluded that that ground-disturbing
activities associated with site construction (i.e., grading, earth movement) would result in concentrations of
PM1o that exceed or substantially contribute to exceedances of the NAAQS or CAAQS. These exceedances
would conflict with SMAQMD’s air quality planning efforts.

Implementation of SMAQMD'’s Basic Construction Emission Control Practices, Enhanced Fugitive PM Dust
Control Practices for Soil Disturbance Areas, and Enhanced Fugitive PM Dust Control Practices for Unpaved
Roads, as required by Mitigation Measure 3A.2-1a of the FPASP EIR/EIS, would reduce PM1o concentrations
generated during construction. Nonetheless, resultant PM1o concentrations could potentially exceed or
substantially contribute to the CAAQS and NAAQS because the intensity of construction activity and the
acreage of ground disturbance that could occur at any one point in time could be substantially high and/or
take place in close proximity to existing or future planned sensitive receptors (e.g., residents, schools).
Therefore, PM1o emissions associated with construction would be significant and unavoidable unless the
results of a detailed project-level analysis, as required by Mitigation Measure 3A.2-1¢c, support another
impact conclusion. Mitigation Measure 3A.2-1c requires a detailed project-level analysis after project
phasing has been determined and tentative maps and improvement plans have been prepared.

Construction of land uses in the Folsom Heights project would also likely involve more than 15 acres of
grading in a single day. Thus, construction-generated concentrations of PM1o could also exceed or
substantially contribute to exceedances of the NAAQS or CAAQS and conflict with SMAQMD planning efforts.
However, because the intensity of grading activity, the types of ground disturbance equipment used, and the
types of soils disturbed would be similar, PM1o concentrations resulting from construction of the project are
not anticipated to be substantially greater than was analyzed in the FPASP EIR/EIS. Nonetheless, project-
level analysis will be needed, based on dispersion modeling, as required by Mitigation Measure 3A.2-1c.
With the implementation of Mitigation Measure 3A.2-1¢ adopted as part of the FPASP EIR/EIS, the project
would not result in new or substantially more severe impacts related to PM1o emissions.

Long-Term, Operation-Related (Regional) Emissions of Criteria Air Pollutants and Precursor Emissions

In the 2010 FPASP EIR/EIS, operational emissions of criteria air pollutants and precursors were evaluated for
the entire FPASP using the Urban Emissions Model (URBEMIS) 2007 version 9.2.4, which was the widely-
accepted emissions modeling tool at that time. URBEMIS has been superseded by the contemporary air quality
modeling tool for use in CEQA analysis in California: The California Emissions Estimator Model (CalEEMod).
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SMAQMD started recommending use of CalEEMod to estimate emissions of land use development projects in
April 2013. The new model does not constitute “new information” as defined in CEQA Guidelines Section
15162 because a similar model estimating criteria air pollutant and precursor emissions was available at the
time of the EIR/EIS. However, revised emissions modeling was conducted to ascertain what changes might
have arisen in the recommended methodologies and emission factors since 2010. More specifically,
CalEEMod was used to model both the adopted Folsom Heights plan and the proposed Folsom Heights SPA to
determine whether the levels of operational emissions from these two planning scenarios would be
substantially different. This modeling is based on default model setting for both scenarios.

Mobile-source emissions of criteria air pollutants and ozone precursors would result from employee
commute trips, visitor trips, and other associated vehicle trips (e.g., deliveries of supplies, maintenance
vehicles). Table 4.3-1 summarizes the modeled operation-related emissions of criteria air pollutants and
precursors of both the adopted plan and the amended plan. As discussed in the project description, in
general, the proposed application is largely consistent with the land uses proposed and approved for this
portion of the FPASP.

Table 4.3-1 Summary of Maximum Daily Operational Emissions of Criteria Air Pollutants and Precursors for the
Adopted and Amended Folsom Heights Plan in 20201
Emissions Source ‘ ROG (Ibs./day) ‘ NOx (Ibs./day) ‘ PMo (Ibs./day) | PM2 (Ibs./day)
Adopted Folsom Heights Plan
Vehicle Trips 37 107 60 17
Area Sources? 1,269 17 214 214
Natural Gas Combustion Less than 1 5 Lessthan 1 Lessthan 1
Total 1,307 129 274 231
Amended Folsom Heights Plan
Vehicle Trips 28 82 46 13
Area Sources? 1,461 20 248 248
Natural Gas Combustion Less than 1 4 Lessthan 1 Less than 1
Total 1,489 106 294 261
Difference 182 23 20 30
SMAQMD CEQA Thresholds 65 65 803 823

Notes: See Appendix A for detail on model inputs, assumptions, and modeling parameters.

1 Emission estimates shown in this table do not account for the emission reductions that would be achieved by implementation of the Fo/som Plan Area Specific Plan Air
Quality Mitigation Plan, which is required by Mitigation Measure 3A.2-2 of the FPASP EIR/EIS.

2 Area sources of emissions include landscaping equipment, architectural coatings, and consumer products (e.g., kitchen aerosols, cleaning supplies, cosmetics, and
toiletries).

3 SMAQMD Board of Directors rescinded the 2002 concentration based thresholds for PM1o and PM2.s and adopted the new mass emissions PM1o and PMa 5 thresholds on

May 28, 2015, via resolution AQMD2015-022. The thresholds for PM1o and PM2.s are zero (0), unless all feasible BACT/BMPs are applied; if all feasible BACT/BMPs are
applied, then the thresholds are the amount shown. BACT is best available control technology and BMPs are best management practices (SMAQMD 2015b).

ROG = reactive organic gases

NOx = oxides of nitrogen

PMio = respirable particulate matter with an aerodynamic diameter of 10 micrometers or less
PM2s = respirable particulate matter with an aerodynamic diameter of 2.5 micrometers or less
Ibs./day = pounds per day

BACT = best available control technology

BMPs = best management practices

Source: Modeling and calculations conducted by Ascent Environmental 2016.

Also shown in Table 4.3-1, maximum daily emissions of reactive organic gases (ROG) and NOx for the Folsom
Heights plan under the adopted FPASP and the project would exceed SMAQMD’s mass emission thresholds.
Therefore, the operational emissions associated with the project would still be expected to violate or
contribute substantially to an existing air quality violation or conflict with air quality planning efforts to bring
the Sacramento Valley Air Basin (SVAB) into attainment of the CAAQS and NAAQS for ozone.
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Also shown in Table 4.3-1, operational emissions of ROG, PM1o, and PM2s under the amended plan would be
approximately 182, 20 and 30 Ibs/day greater, respectively, than estimated for the adopted plan. These
increases would not be considered to be substantial as such are similar in magnitude to the adopted plan
and, in fact, NOx emissions under the amended plan would be 23 lbs/day less than the adopted plan. And,
as discussed in the project description, in general, the proposed application is largely consistent with the
land uses proposed and approved for this portion of the FPASP.

This impact would be significant and unavoidable, which is the same conclusion reached for Impact 3A.2-2
of the FPASP EIR/EIS. This impact is within the scope of the impact evaluated in the FPASP EIR/EIS and
Mitigation Measure 3A.2-2 includes feasible best practices for reduction of operational emissions from land
use-related sources, and no additional measures are recommended. Mitigation Measure 3A.2-2 would
reduce this impact, but not to a less-than-significant level. While emissions were modeled to be slightly
higher than presented in the FPASP EIR/EIS, this increase would not be substantial and in fact, NOx
emissions would decrease under the project. Therefore, no new or substantially more severe air quality
impacts would occur from criteria air pollutants or precursors as a result of the project. The conclusions of
the FPASP EIR/EIS remain valid and no further analysis is required.

b) Violate any air quality standard or contribute substantially to an existing or projected air
quality violation?

Construction-Generated Emissions of NOx and PM1o

As discussed in (a), above, the types of emission-generating construction activity would generally be the
same under the project as the adopted Folsom Heights plan, as well as the quantity of land that would be
developed, the amount of ground disturbance that exceeds 15 acres per day, and the intensity and pace of
construction. Therefore, the maximum daily level of NOx, an ozone precursor, and PM1o generated by
construction of the amended Folsom Heights plan would be approximately the same as determined in the
FPASP EIR/EIS. Implementation of SMAQMD'’s Basic Construction Emission Control Practices and Enhanced
Exhaust Control Practices, as required by Mitigation Measure 3A.2-1a of the FPASP EIR/EIS, and payment of
an off-site mitigation fee to off-set construction-generated NOx emissions, as required by Mitigation Measure
3A.2-1b of the FPASP EIR/EIS, would reduce emissions of NOx associated with construction of the project to
levels that do not exceed SMAQMD'’s threshold of significance of 85 Ibs/day. With the implementation of
Mitigation Measures 3A.2-1a and 3A.2-1b adopted as part of the FPASP EIR/EIS, the project would not result
in a new or substantially more severe impacts related to NOx emissions.

Implementation of the dust control measures required by Mitigation Measure 3A.2-1a of the FPASP EIR/EIS,
would reduce PM1o concentrations generated during construction but resultant PM1o concentrations could
potentially exceed or substantially contribute to the CAAQS and NAAQS because the intensity of construction
activity and the acreage of ground disturbance that could occur at any one point in time could be
substantially high and/or take place in close proximity to existing or future planned sensitive receptors. PM1o
concentrations resulting from construction of the project are not anticipated to be substantially greater than
was analyzed in the FPASP EIR/EIS. The conclusions of the FPASP EIR/EIS remain valid and no further
analysis is required.

Long-Term, Operation-Related (Regional) Emissions of Criteria Air Pollutants and Precursor Emissions

Also shown in Table 4.3-1 in (a), above, maximum daily emissions from operation of the project would
exceed SMAQMD’s mass emission thresholds, but would not be substantially greater than the adopted
Folsom Heights plan and, in fact, NOx emissions decrease under the project. All applicable mitigation
measures were recommended in Mitigation Measure 3A.2-2 of the FPASP EIR/EIS, and would minimize
operation-related emissions, but not to less-than-significant levels. For these reasons, operation of the
project could result in or substantially contribute to a violation of air quality standards related to ozone,
which is the same conclusion reached in the FPASP EIR/EIS Therefore, the conclusions of the FPASP EIR/EIS
remain valid and no further analysis is required.
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Mobile-Source CO Concentrations

The potential for FPASP-induced traffic congestion at area intersections to result in relatively high
concentrations of carbon monoxide (CO) near sensitive receptors is discussed under Impact 3A.2-3 of the
FPASP EIR/EIS. Applying the “Second Tier” screening methodology recommended in SMAQMD’s Guide to Air
Quality Assessment (SMAQMD 2009) this analysis determined that FPASP-induced congestion would not
result in or contribute to exceedances of the CAAQS or NAAQS for CO at affected intersections because none
of these intersections would experience a traffic volume that exceeds 31,600 vehicles per hour. Thus,
Impact 3A.2-3 was determined to be less than significant.

The project as amended would result in less vehicle trips and a lesser degree of daily vehicle miles traveled
than this area under the adopted FPASP and; thus, it would not result in any intersection experiencing a
traffic volume more than 31,600 vehicles per hour. This impact would be within the scope of the impact
already evaluated in the FPASP EIR/EIS, and would be less than significant. The conclusions of the FPASP
EIR/EIS remain valid and no further analysis is required.

C) Result in a cumulatively considerable net increase of any criteria pollutant for which the
project region is non-attainment under an applicable federal or state ambient air quality
standard (including releasing emissions which exceed quantitative thresholds for ozone

precursors)?
Pages 4-22 through 4-29 of the FPASP EIR/EIS evaluated cumulative air quality impacts of the FPASP, which
includes those attributable to the development in the area of the Folsom Heights plan under the adopted
FPASP. Cumulative impacts on air quality associated with the project would be similar and are within the
scope of the analysis in the FPASP EIR/EIS.

As discussed in (a), above, the adopted Specific Plan would result in exceedances of SMAQMD’s significance
criteria for NOx and PM1o during project construction and operation. The amount of emissions generated
during project construction and operation would be substantial compared with other projects in the region,
and would be cumulatively considerable and; therefore, significant. In addition, all applicable mitigation
measures were recommended in and adopted as Mitigation Measures 3A.2-1a, 3A.2-1b, and 3A.2-2 would
minimize construction- and operation-related emissions, respectively, but not to less-than-significant levels.
For these reasons, project construction and operation could result in or substantially contribute to a violation
of air quality standards related to ozone and PM1o on a cumulative basis.

Mitigation Measures 3A.2-1a, 3A.2-1b, and 3A.2-2 were required to minimize the project’s construction- and
operation-related emissions. These mitigation measures include feasible best practices for reducing
construction and operation-related emissions. No additional mitigation is recommended. The adopted FPASP
would involve substantial development, and would generate emissions that would be considered substantial
in the region. This cumulative impact on air quality would remain significant and unavoidable for the project.
The conclusions of the FPASP EIR/EIS remain valid and no further analysis is required.

The FPASP EIR/EIS also evaluated cumulative air quality impacts associated with localized CO
concentrations from traffic congestion at buildout of the FPASP. This cumulative impact was found to be less
than significant. The project is within the scope of this impact analysis, and cumulative air quality impacts for
localized CO would also be less than significant. The conclusions of the FPASP EIR/EIS remain valid and no
further analysis is required.

d) Expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant concentrations?

Toxic Air Contaminant Concentrations

Temporary, Short-Term Emissions from Construction Equipment
Emissions of particulate exhaust from diesel-powered engines (diesel PM) including diesel-powered
construction equipment were identified as a toxic air contaminant (TAC) by the California Air Resources
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Board (ARB) in 1998. Impact 3A.2-4 of the FPASP EIR/EIS determined that diesel PM emissions generated
during construction of the land uses on the FPASP site, including the Folsom Heights area, could expose
nearby residents and schools to levels that exceed applicable standards as some phases of the
development plan are built out while construction of other phases continues in both the Folsom Heights area
and other portions of the FPASP area. This would particularly be the case when some new residents occupy
dwelling units while other land uses are still under construction and some residents may be exposed to
diesel PM generated by construction activity in all directions at varying stages of construction. Because
construction activities could expose sensitive receptors to levels of health risk that exceed applicable
standards, the FPASP EIR/EIS determined this impact to be potentially significant.

Mitigation Measure 3A.2-4a in the FPASP EIR/EIS requires project applicants of all phases to develop a plan
that reduces the exposure of sensitive receptors, including residents and school children, to construction-
generated TACs. Each plan shall be developed by the project applicant(s) in consultation with SMAQMD and
each plan shall be submitted to the City for review and approval before the approval of any grading plans.
While implementation of Mitigation Measure 3A.2-4a would lessen health-related risks associated with the
use of off-road diesel powered equipment during construction activity, exposure to construction-generated
TAC emissions would not necessarily be reduced to less-than-significant levels and; therefore, the potential
exposure of receptors to construction-generated TAC emissions would be considered to be significant and
unavoidable. This would also be true for the project because it would be built out over multiple years, and
some residential dwelling units, and possibly the proposed elementary school, could be occupied and
operational while nearby land uses are still under construction. Therefore, the conclusions of the FPASP
EIR/EIS remain valid and no further analysis is required.

Stationary-Source Emissions

Impact 3A.2-4 of the FPASP EIR/EIS determined that any stationary sources of TACs developed under the
FPASP or in close proximity to the FPASP planning area (e.g., dry cleaning operations, gasoline-dispensing
facilities, and diesel-fueled backup generators, and restaurants using charbroilers) would be subject to the
permitting requirements of SMAQMD and; consequently, operation of any stationary sources would not result
in the exposure of sensitive receptors to TACs at levels exceeding SMAQMD'’s significance threshold.
Therefore, this direct impact is considered less than significant. This would also be true for the project and;
thus, the conclusions of the FPASP EIR/EIS remain valid and no further analysis is required.

Emissions from On-Site Operational Mobile Sources

Impact 3A.2-4 of the FPASP EIR/EIS determined that buildout of the FPASP could potentially involve
substantial volumes of TAC-emitting truck activity occurring in close proximity to nearby sensitive receptors
and; therefore, that this impact would be potentially significant. The FPASP EIR/EIS made this determination
because the types of commercial and industrial land uses developed under the FPASP and their location
relative to residential land uses were unknown at the time of the analysis. The FPASP EIR/EIS included
implementation of Mitigation Measures 3A.2-4b, which includes the following measures to reduce exposure
of sensitive receptors to TACs from on-site mobile sources:

4 Proposed commercial and industrial land uses that have the potential to emit TACs or host TAC-
generating activity (e.g., loading docks) shall be located away from existing and proposed on-site
sensitive receptors such that they do not expose sensitive receptors to TAC emissions that exceed an
incremental increase of 10 in 1 million for the cancer risk and/or a noncarcinogenic Hazard Index of 1.0.

4 Where necessary to reduce exposure of sensitive receptors to an incremental increase of 10 in 1 million
for the cancer risk and/or a noncarcinogenic Hazard Index of 1.0, proposed commercial and industrial
land uses that would host diesel trucks shall incorporate idle reduction strategies that reduce the main
propulsion engine idling time through alternative technologies such as IdleAire, electrification of truck
parking, and alternative energy sources for transport refrigeration units (TRUs), to allow diesel engines to
be completely turned off.

4 Signs shall be posted at all loading docks and truck loading areas which indicate that diesel-powered
delivery trucks must be shut off when not in use for longer than 5 minutes on the premises to reduce
idling emissions. This measure is consistent with the air toxic control measures (ATCMs) to Limit Diesel-
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Fueled Commercial Motor Vehicle Idling, which was approved by the California Office of Administrative
Law in January 2005.

The FPASP EIR/EIS determined that implementation of the above measures that are part of Mitigation
Measure 3A.2-4b would lessen health-related risks associated with on-site mobile-source TACs, including
truck activity at land uses proposed in the FPASP.

The project would not include any industrial land uses and the only commercial land uses that would not be
anticipated to include more than a few loading docks or support a high level truck activity. Therefore, as a result
of the project, no new or substantially more severe air quality impacts would occur from TAC exposure form on-
site truck activity. The conclusions of the FPASP EIR/EIS remain valid and no further analysis is required.

TAC Exposure from Remediation Activity

Impact 3A.2-4 in the FPASP EIR/EIS also discussed whether remediation activity on the Aerojet General
Corporation parcel along the western property boundary of the FPAP, which has been classified as a Superfund
site, would result in TAC exposure of land uses developed under the FPASP. A report prepared by ARCADIS
(2007) entitled Draft Ambient Air Evaluation of Aerojet Area 40 examined potential health risks to future adult
and child recreators on the adjacent portion of the FPASP that would remain open space from associated with
volatile organic compounds (VOCs) potentially migrating from ground water into the ambient air. The report
analyzed groundwater analytical data for the VOC plume located in the northern portion of Area 40. The
primary chemicals of potential concern in the VOC plume include trichloroethene (TCE) and tetrachloroethene
(PCE). Exposure and risk to adult and child recreators were estimated using standard EPA and California risk
assessment practices. The analysis determined that the hazard indices (a.k.a., hazard quotients) used for
determining levels of non-cancer risk would be 0.010 and 0.000025 from TCE and PCE exposure, respectively.
It also determined that cancer risk levels would be 0.8 in one million from TCE exposure and 0.01 in one
million from PCE exposure. Because all of the estimated risk levels would be below the SMAQMD’s
recommended thresholds of significance for health risk (i.e., a hazard index less than 1.0 at the maximally
exposed individual and a cancer risk level less than 10 in one million), airborne exposure of recreators on the
SPA to off-gassing VOC emissions from the contaminated groundwater plume was determined to be a less-
than-significant impact. The project would experience even lower levels of risk because it is located further
from the remediation site. Therefore, as a result of the project, no new or substantially more severe air quality
impacts would occur from TAC exposure because of remediation activities on the Aerojet site. The conclusions
of the FPASP EIR/EIS remain valid and no further analysis is required.

Land Use Compatibility with TACs Generated at Off-Site Corporation Yard

As part of the discussion under Impact 3A.2-4, the FPASP EIR/EIS addressed the possibility that residential
land uses developed near White Rock Road could be exposed to potentially high concentrations of diesel PM
generated by trucks and other equipment that are staged at a corporation yard the City plans to locate near
the south side of White Rock Road and east of Prairie City Road. Because the types and number of
equipment and activities at the future corporation yard were not known at the time the analysis was
conducted for the FPASP EIR/EIS, and because it was not known whether activities at the corporation yard
could potentially expose future residents to substantial levels of diesel PM exhaust, the analysis
conservatively determined this impact to be potentially significant. Mitigation Measure 3A.2-4b of the FPASP
EIR/EIS requires that the multi-family residences proposed across White Rock Road in the FPASP be set
back as far as possible from the boundary of the future corporation yard and/or relocated to another area.

TAC-generating equipment stored at the corporation yard would include approximately 12 transit buses and
vans, three vacuum trucks; five street sweepers; three fork lifts; three boom trucks; two tractor trailers; two
asphalt machines; one dump truck; two water trucks, and two fleet response service vehicles (Nugen, pers.
comm. 2015). The City may also decide to locate its solid waste collection fleet at the new corporation yard,
consisting of 36 diesel-powered solid waste collection trucks (Kent, pers. comm. 2015). Four to six fuel
pumps—gasoline, diesel, and potentially compressed natural gas (CNG)—would be located at the corporation
yard, as well as 16 bay repair stations for vehicle repair and maintenance. The City estimates that
approximately 50 to 60 trucks would enter or leave the corporation yard each day, assuming it is used by the
City’s solid waste collection fleet (Nugen, pers. comm. 2015).
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ARB’s Air Quality and Land Use Handbook: A Community Health Perspective provides guidance on land use
compatibility with various sources of TACs (ARB 2005). The handbook is not a law or adopted policy but offers
advisory recommendations for the siting of sensitive receptors near uses associated with TACs, such as freeways
and high-traffic roads, commercial distribution centers, rail yards, ports, refineries, dry cleaners, gasoline stations,
and industrial facilities, to help keep sensitive receptors from being exposed to substantial doses of TACs. The
handbook’s discussion of truck distribution facilities is applicable to this analysis because the corporation yard
would serve as central point of activity for multiple diesel-powered vehicles. In its handbook ARB recommends
that lead agencies avoid siting new sensitive land uses within 1,000 feet of a distribution center that
accommodates more than 100 trucks per day, more than 40 trucks with operating TRUs per day, or where TRU
unit operations exceed 300 hours per week (ARB 2005:4). ARB also recommends that lead agencies take into
account the configuration of existing distribution centers and avoid locating residences and other new sensitive
land uses near entry and exit points because, in addition to on-site emissions, truck travel in and out of
distribution centers contributes to the local pollution impact (ARB 2005:4,11).

Overall, the amount of diesel PM generated at the future corporation yard and the resultant level of health risk
exposure at nearby receptors (i.e., residential land uses in the project area) would be less than the type of
truck distribution centers discussed in ARB’s handbook. The total number of diesel-powered vehicles at the
future corporation yard would be less than 100, even if the City’s solid waste collection fleet is moved to the
site, and no TRUs would be operated. Unlike a typical truck distribution center there would be no “yard trucks”
used to move containers around the corporation yard that is typical of truck distribution centers. Because the
entry and exit points to the corporation yard would be from Prairie City Road, not all trucks would pass by the
proposed residential locations along White Rock Road when arriving or departing. Furthermore, truck idling is
restricted by ARB regulations, particularly the Airborne Toxic Control Measure to Limit Diesel-Fueled
Commercial Motor Vehicle Idling rule which prohibits the driver to idle its primary diesel engine for more than
five minutes (CCR Title 13, Section 2485). ARB also continues to implement its Diesel Risk Reduction Plan to
substantially reduce emissions of diesel PM from existing and new trucks (ARB 2000).

In summary, because the center of the corporation yard would be more than 1,000 feet from the proposed
residential area, because the number of diesel engines at the corporation yard would not be more than 100
and there would be no TRUs, and the reductions in diesel PM resulting from ARB’s regulatory efforts, it is not
anticipated that residential land uses developed under the project would be exposed to substantial levels of
health risk from TACs emitted at the future corporation yard. This impact would be less than significant.

Note that when the corporation yard is proposed it would be required to undergo its own environmental
review pursuant to CEQA and additional analysis will be necessary, particularly if the type of TAC-generating
sources operating at the corporation yard will be different than described in this analysis.

Land Use Compatibility with U.S. 50

Impact 3A.2-4 in the FPASP EIR/EIS also examined whether the northern portion of the FPASP would be
exposed to high concentrations of mobile-source TACs from the high volumes of traffic that travel on U.S. 50.
The analysis concluded that impact of exposure to TAC emission from U.S. 50 would be less than significant
because no schools, residences, or other sensitive receptors would be developed within the 500-foot set-
back distance recommended in ARB’s guidance document entitled Air Quality and Land Use Handbook: A
Community Health Perspective (ARB 2005). The potential for the land uses developed under the project to
be exposed to high concentrations of TAC’s generated on U.S. 50 would also be less than significant
because they would be even more distant from the freeway. Therefore, this impact would be within the
scope of the impact already evaluated in the FPASP EIR/EIS, and would also be less than significant. The
conclusions of the FPASP EIR/EIS remain valid and no further analysis is required.

Land Use Compatibility with High-Volume Arterial Roadways

As part of the cumulative impact analysis in section 4.1.7 of the FPASP EIR/EIS, the previous analysis
examined health risk exposure levels from traffic on nearby high-volume arterial roadways to new residential
land uses proposed under the FPASP. The FPASP EIR/EIS analyzed this impact because relatively high
volumes of diesel-powered trucks associated with nearby sand and gravel quarries would travel on arterial
roadways that pass by the proposed residential land uses and diesel PM emitted by this traffic could expose
nearby residents to relatively high levels of health risk. Quarry trucks are expected to use segments of Prairie
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City Road, White Rock Road, Scott Road, and possibly Oak Avenue. The analysis in the FPASP EIR/EIS
employed guidance from SMAQMD’s Recommended Protocol for Evaluating the Location of Sensitive Land
Uses Adjacent to Major Roadways, Version 2.3 (SMAQMD 2010). SMAQMD suggests using its protocol to
determine whether it recommends that site-specific dispersion modeling and health risk calculations be
conducted to further evaluate levels of health risk exposure associated with an individual project. The
protocol consists of look-up tables that account for the volume of traffic on the roadway being examined, the
roadway orientation (e.g., east-west or north-south), the distance between the receptor and roadway, and the
orientation of the receptor relative to the roadway (e.g., a receptor located 50 feet north of a roadway
segment that runs east-west). The analysis found that risk exposure levels could potentially be high enough
to warrant a site-specific HRA for some of the roadway segments that pass by the project site, including the
segments of Prairie City Road north of White Rock Road, White Rock Road between Prairie City Road and
Scott Road South, White Rock Road east of Scott Road South, and Oak Avenue north of White Rock Road, as
shown in Table 4-4 of the FPASP EIR/EIS.

The analysis in the FPASP EIR/EIS was conservative; however, because of uncertainty about when
residential land uses on the FPASP site would be developed and occupied, the analysis in the FPASP EIR/EIS
assumed that exposure to residents could begin as early as 2010 and; thus, used screening factors based
on 2010 emission rates. This assumption was conservative because emissions of diesel PM from trucks are
expected to decrease in the future as stricter, emission-reducing regulations come into effect, and as new
trucks replace older trucks.

Moreover, this impact determination is consistent with the analysis in the FPASP EIR/EIS, which determined
that levels of health risk exposure would decrease over time. As shown in Table 4-4 of the FPASP EIR/EIS,
the exposure levels would decrease along all studied roadway segments from 2010 to 2030. The
conclusions of the FPASP EIR/EIS remain valid and no further analysis is required.

Exposure of Sensitive Receptors to Construction-Generated Emissions of Naturally Occurring Asbestos

Impact 3A.2-5 in the FPASP EIR/EIS examined whether construction-related ground disturbance activities
(i.e., grading, rock blasting) could generate fugitive PM1o dust that contains naturally occurring asbestos
(NOA). Based on a report by the California Geologic Survey, portions of the FPASP area, including portions of
the project, include areas that are moderately likely to contain NOA (California Geologic Survey 2006). The
analysis explains that the serpentine soils may be disturbed during site grading and rock blasting activities,
potentially exposing residents of the nearby residential neighborhoods in El Dorado County or neighborhoods
that have already been developed in the FPASP to asbestos during project construction. Without appropriate
controls, sensitive receptors near construction sites could be exposed to localized high levels of re-entrained
fugitive PM1o dust, potentially including NOA. As a result, this direct impact would be considered potentially
significant. Implementation of Mitigation Measure 3A.2-5 would reduce impacts associated with generation
of fugitive dust that potentially contains NOA by requiring site-specific investigations and, where the
presence of NOA is determined, implementation of a dust control plan that is approved by SMAQMD that
would reduce impacts related to construction in serpentinite soils. Implementation of these measures would
reduce the potentially significant impact associated with exposure to NOA during construction to a less-than-
significant level. The potential for sensitive receptors to be exposed to NOA under the project is not
substantially greater than determined in the FPASP EIR/EIS. Therefore, no new or substantially more severe
air quality impacts would occur from NOA exposure as a result of the project. The conclusions of the FPASP
EIR/EIS remain valid and no further analysis is required.

e) Create objectionable odors affecting a substantial number of people?

Short-Term Use of Construction Equipment

Impact 3A.2-6 of the FPASP EIR/EIS explains that construction activities associated with the development of
on-site land uses could result in odorous emissions from diesel exhaust generated by construction
equipment. Because the level of grading along the eastern, hilly side of the FPASP area would be particularly
intense and require multiple pieces of heavy-duty, diesel-powered equipment (e.g., graders, dozers) and it
was determined that a substantial number of people in the residential areas to the east in El Dorado Hills
area could be exposed to objectionable odorous diesel exhaust emissions, the FPASP EIR/EIS required
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implementation of exhaust reduction measures listed in Mitigation Measure 3A.2-1a to reduce the level of
exposure it was nonetheless determined that this impact would be significant and unavoidable.

For these reasons, odorous emissions generated during construction under the project would also be less
than significant.

Long-Term Operation of On-Site Land Uses

Impact 3A.2-6 in the FPASP EIR/EIS determined that receptors could be exposed to objectionable odors from
delivery trucks visiting commercial land uses, from sewer lift stations, and from the development of
convenience uses such as fast food restaurants that may emit odors. Because these sources could expose a
substantial number of proposed on-site receptors to objectionable odors the analysis determined this impact
to be potentially significant. Mitigation Measure 3A.2-6 in the FPASP EIR/EIS requires the following
measures to address these operational sources of odorous emissions:

4 The odor-producing potential of land uses shall be considered when the exact type of facility that would
occupy areas zoned for commercial, industrial, or mixed-use land uses is determined. Facilities that have
the potential to emit objectionable odors shall be located as far away as feasible from existing and
proposed sensitive receptors.

4 Before the approval of building permits, odor control devices shall be identified to mitigate the exposure
of receptors to objectionable odors if a potential odor-producing source is to occupy an area zoned for
commercial, industrial, or mixed-use land uses. The identified odor control devices shall be installed
before the issuance of certificates of occupancy for the potentially odor-producing use. The odor-
producing potential of a source and control devices shall be determined in coordination with SMAQMD
and based on the number of complaints associated with existing sources of the same nature.

4 Truck loading docks and delivery areas shall be located as far away as feasible from existing and
proposed sensitive receptors.

4 Signs shall be posted at all loading docks and truck loading areas which indicate that diesel-powered
delivery trucks must be shut off when not in use for longer than 5 minutes on the premises to reduce
idling emissions. This measure is consistent with the ATCM to Limit Diesel-Fueled Commercial Motor
Vehicle Idling, which was approved by California’s Office of Administrative Law in January 2005. (This
measure is also required by Mitigation Measure 3A.2-4b to limit TAC emissions.)

4 Proposed commercial and industrial land uses that have the potential to host diesel trucks shall
incorporate idle reduction strategies that reduce the main propulsion engine idling time through
alternative technologies such as, IdleAire, electrification of truck parking, and alternative energy sources
for TRUs, to allow diesel engines to be completely turned off. (This measure is also required by Mitigation
Measure 3A.2-4b to limit TAC emissions.)

The FPASP EIR/EIS determined that implementation of these measures to address on-site operational
sources of odorous emissions would reduce the impact to a less-than-significant level.

The potential for on-site emission sources in the project to expose a substantial number of people to
objectionable odors is the same as for the FPASP, including the Folsom Heights plan. Therefore, no new or
substantially more severe odor impacts from on-site sources would occur as a result of the project. The
conclusions of the FPASP EIR/EIS remain valid and no further analysis is required.

Land Use Compatibility with Off-Site Corporation Yard

In the discussion of odor impacts, Impact 3A.2-6 of the FPASP EIR/EIS also determined that the corporation
yard could be a source of odorous exhaust emissions that would expose a substantial number of people to
objectionable odors. Similar to the TAC impact analysis, this analysis was conservative because it was not
known at the time what types of odor-generating activity could take place at the future site of the corporation
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yard. Mitigation Measure 3A.2-6 of the FPASP EIR/EIS requires the residences to be set back “as far as
possible” and this impact was determined to be to be significant and unavoidable.

Since the analysis was written for the FPASP EIR/EIS, more detail is now known about the types of odor
sources that may be located at the future corporation yard and its proximity to proposed sensitive land uses.
Thus, this new information is used to conduct a more detailed impact analysis in this environmental document.

Equipment stored at the corporation yard would include approximately 12 transit busses and vans, three
vacuum trucks; five street sweepers; three fork lifts; three boom trucks; two tractor trailers; two asphalt
machines; one dump truck; two water trucks, and two fleet response service vehicles (Nugen, pers. comm.
2015). The City may also decide to locate its solid waste collection fleet at the new corporation yard,
consisting of 36 solid waste collection trucks (Kent, pers. comm. 2015). Most of these vehicles would be
diesel-powered and emit odorous diesel exhaust.

Locating some solid waste collection activities at the future corporation yard is also being considered by the
City. The collection trucks that pick up recyclables and yard waste may haul these materials to the
corporation yard so they can be consolidated and picked up by larger haul trucks. The Purchase and Sale
Agreement between the City and the seller explicitly states that the property cannot be used as a solid waste
transfer station for municipal garbage other than temporary storage of debris from tree removal, e-waste,
and household hazardous waste (Aerojet Rocketdyne Inc. and City of Folsom 2014:6). No putrescible waste
such as landfill-bound solid waste, food scraps, or finished compost would be stored or processed at the
corporation yard (Gary, pers. comm. 2015). Therefore, diesel exhaust would be the only odorous emission
generated at the site and SMAQMD does not recommend a setback distance for land uses that harbor a
large number of diesel powered vehicles or equipment (SMAQMD 2014a:7-4). For these reasons, as well as
the dispersive properties of diesel exhaust (Zhu et al. 2012:1), it is not anticipated that diesel exhaust
generated at the corporation yard would expose a substantial number of people to unwanted odors. This
impact would be less than significant.

Note that when the corporation yard is proposed it will be required to undergo its own environmental review
pursuant to CEQA and additional analysis will be necessary, particularly if the types of odor sources located
at the corporation yard will be different than described in this analysis.

Land Use Compatibility with Off-Site Agricultural Land Uses

Impact 3A.2-6 in the FPASP EIR/EIS explained that land uses developed on the southern side of the FPASP
area could be exposed to odors generated by neighboring agricultural land uses, including livestock grazing
that takes place just south of White Rock Road. Adversely affected portions of the FPASP include the
southernmost areas of the project area. Mitigation Measure 3A.2-6 in the FPASP EIR/EIS requires the
following measures to address exposure to odorous emissions from agricultural operations:

4 The deeds to all properties located within the [FPASP area] that are within one mile of an on- or off-site
area zoned or used for agricultural use (including livestock grazing) shall be accompanied by a written
disclosure from the transferor, in a form approved by the City of Folsom, advising any transferee of the
potential adverse odor impacts from surrounding agricultural operations, which disclosure shall direct
the transferee to contact the County of Sacramento concerning any such property within the County
zoned for agricultural uses within one mile of the subject property being transferred.

Because increasing the setback distance between on-site residents and the existing off-site agricultural
lands would not necessarily reduce the intensity or frequency of these residents’ exposure to odorous
exhaust emissions, the FPASP EIR/EIS concluded that this impact would be significant and unavoidable.

The potential for on-site residential land uses to be exposed to objectionable odors associated with off-site
livestock grazing would be the same under the project. Therefore, no new or substantially more severe odor
impacts to on-site residences would occur as a result of the project. The conclusions of the FPASP EIR/EIS
remain valid and no further analysis is required.

City of Folsom
4-16 Folsom Heights Specific Plan Amendment Project Environmental Review



Ascent Environmental Environmental Checklist

Mitigation Measures

The following mitigation measures were referenced in the EIR/EIS analysis and would continue to remain
applicable if the project were approved.

4

Mitigation Measure 3A.2-1a: Implement Measures to Control Air Pollutant Emissions Generated by
Construction of On-Site Elements.

Mitigation Measure 3A.2-1b: Pay Off-site Mitigation Fee to SMAQMD to Off-Set NOx Emissions Generated
by Construction of On-Site Elements.

Mitigation Measure 3A.2-1c: Analyze and Disclose Projected PM1o Emission Concentrations at Nearby
Sensitive Receptors Resulting from Construction of On-Site Elements.

Mitigation Measure 3A.2-1e: Implement EDCAQMD-Recommended Measures for Controlling Fugitive
PM10 dust During Construction of the Two Roadway Connections in El Dorado County.

Mitigation Measure 3A.2-1f: Implement SMAQMD’s Enhanced Exhaust Control Practices during
Construction of all Off-site Elements.

Mitigation Measure 3A.2-1g: Pay Off-site Mitigation Fee to SMAQMD to Off-Set NOx Emissions Generated
by Construction of Off-site Elements.

Mitigation Measure 3A.2-1h: Analyze and Disclose Projected PM1o Emission Concentrations at Nearby
Sensitive Receptors Resulting from Construction of Off-site Elements.

4 Mitigation Measure 3A.2-2: Implement All Measures Prescribed by the Air Quality Mitigation Plan to
Reduce Operational Air Pollutant Emissions.

4 Mitigation Measure 3A.2-4a: Develop and Implement a Plan to Reduce Exposure of Sensitive Receptors to
Construction-Generated Toxic Air Contaminant Emissions.

4 Mitigation Measure 3A.2-4b: Implement Measures to Reduce Exposure of Sensitive Receptors to
Operational Emissions of Toxic Air Contaminants.

4 Mitigation Measure 3A.2-5: Implement a Site Investigation to Determine the Presence of NOA and, if
necessary, Prepare and Implement an Asbestos Dust Control Plan.

4 Mitigation Measure 3A.2-6: Implement Measures to Control Exposure of Sensitive Receptors to
Operational Odorous Emissions.

CONCLUSION

As required by many of the air quality mitigation measures adopted as part of the FPASP, this report provides
additional project-level air quality analysis. While the project-specific analyses provide additional detail for
the project site, the project would not result in new or substantially more severe significant impacts to air
quality. The conclusions of the FPASP EIR/EIS remain valid and no additional analysis is required.
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4.4 BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES

Any New Circumstances Any New I_)o Prior
. . Environmental
. Where Impact Was Analyzed | . I.n.v olving New Info.rr.natlon Documents
Environmental Issue Area . Significant Impacts or Requiring New e
inthe EIR/EIS. . : Mitigations
Substantially More Analysis or
Severe Impacts? Verification? Address/Resolve
Impacts?

4. Biological Resources. Would the project:

a. Have a substantial adverse effect, either directly | Setting pp. 3A.3-7 to 3A.3-21 No No Yes, mitigation has
or through habitat modifications, on any species | Impacts 3A.3-2 and 3A.3-3 been updated
identified as a candidate, sensitive, or special
status species in local or regional plans, policies,
or regulations, or by the California Department
of Fish and Wildlife or U.S. Fish and Wildlife
Service?

b.  Have a substantial adverse effect on any Setting pp. 3A.3-21 to 3A.3- No No Yes, mitigation has
riparian habitat or other sensitive natural 26 been updated
community identified in local or regional plans, Impact 3A.3-4
policies, and regulations or by the California
Department of Fish and Game or US Fish and
Wildlife Service?

c.  Have a substantial adverse effect on federally | Setting pp. 3A.3-5t0 3A.3-7, No No Yes, mitigation has
protected wetlands as defined by Section 404 3A.3-181t0 3A.3-21 been updated
of the Clean Water Act (including, but not limited Impact 3A.3-1
to, marsh, vernal pool, coastal, etc.) through
direct removal, filling, hydrological interruption,
or other means?

d. Interfere substantially with the movement of any Setting p. 3A.3-7 No No Yes, mitigation has
native resident or migratory fish and wildlife Impact 3A.3-6 been updated
species or with established native resident or
migratory wildlife corridors, or impede the use of
native wildlife nursery sites?

e.  Conflict with any local policies or ordinances Setting pp. 3A.3-23 t0 No No Yes, mitigation has
protecting biological resources, such as a tree 3A.3-26 been updated
preservation policy or ordinance. Impact 3A.3-5

f. Conflict with the provisions of an adopted Impact 3A.3-7 No No NA
Habitat Conservation Plan, Natural Community
Conservation Plan, or other approved local,
regional, or state habitat conservation plan?

g Have the potential to cause a commercial Setting p. 3A.3-17 No No NA
and/or recreational fishery to drop below self- No Impact
sustaining levels?

4.4.1 Discussion

New information pertaining to biological resources on the project site has become available since the
EIR/EIS was certified in 2011. After the EIR/EIS was certified, USFWS published a biological opinion relating
to the FPASP (Formal Consultation on the Proposed Folsom Plan Area Specific Plan Project [Corps# SPK-
2007-02159]) and California Department of Fish and Wildlife (CDFW) entered into a streambed alteration
agreement with the FPASP applicants (Master Streambed Alteration Agreement [Notification No. 1600-
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2012-0198-R2] for Folsom Plan Area Specific Plan-Backbone Infrastructure Project). These documents
contain guidance on how to treat special-status species, and provide conditions for the FPASP and
associated projects. On March 24, 2016, an Ascent Environmental, Inc., biologist conducted a site visit to
verify that conditions on the site have not changed since adoption of the EIR/EIS. The existing conditions of
the site are similar as described in the EIR/EIS (Ascent Environmental, Inc. 2016). Mitigations were updated
using other recently-certified environmental documents related to FPASP area projects.

The following discussion summarizes the new information and compares this information to the analysis
presented in the EIR/EIS in Section 3A.3 Biological Resources - Land.

a) Have a substantial adverse effect, either directly or through habitat modifications, on any
species identified as a candidate, sensitive, or special-status species in local or regional
plans, policies, or regulations, or by the California Department of Fish and Wildlife or the

U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service?
The EIR/EIS evaluated the impact of the FPASP on 13 special-status plant and 28 special-status animal
species which had the potential to occur within the FPASP area (Impacts 3A.3-2 and 3A.3-3). The certified
EIR/EIS concluded that the following special-status species could be substantially affected by
implementation of the FPASP: vernal pool fairy shrimp, vernal pool tadpole shrimp, conservancy fairy shrimp,
and valley elderberry longhorn beetle, Swainson’s hawk, special-status raptors, western spadefoot, tricolored
blackbird, and special-status bats. Impacts to all other special-status wildlife species were considered less
than significant. Only special-status raptors are within the Folsom Heights area. The area provides for
foraging habitat for Swainson’s hawk; no breeding areas are present.

The EIR/EIS determined that implementation of Mitigation Measures 3A.3-2a, 3A.3-2b, 3A.3-2¢, 3A.3-2d,
3A.3-2¢, 3A.3-2f, 3A.3-2g, and 3A.3-2h would reduce the impacts on special-status wildlife resulting from
implementation of the FPASP; however, the EIR/EIS concluded that, even with the mitigation, the impact on
Swainson’s hawk would remain significant and unavoidable. All other special-status species impacts would
be reduced to a less-than-significant level.

Other projects in the FPASP area have been approved and the following revised mitigation (3A.3-1a, 3A.3-1b,
3A.34a, 3A.3-4b, 4.4-1, 4.4-4, 4.4-5, 4.4-6, and 4.4-7) was included similar to the mitigations found in other
certified environmental documents (such as the Westland Specific Plan Amendment Addendum) to address
the impacts related to implementation of the project. However, no new impacts from those identified in the
FPASP EIR/EIS were identified. Rather, the mitigations addresses impacts to special-status species on a
project level at the Folsom Heights project site. With the implementation of mitigation measures included
below, the project’s impact on special-status species would be less than -significant. Further, the project-
specific mitigation provided below would also ensure that the project would have a less-than-significant impact
on Swainson’s hawk. The mitigation measures presented below would replace the measures adopted in the
FPASP EIR/EIS. While revised mitigation is provided, the project would still contribute to the cumulatively
significant and unavoidable impact on Swainson’s hawk habitat because the project would continue to be part
of a larger set of projects (i.e., FPASP) which would permanently remove and convert Swainson’s hawk habitat
to urban uses. The FPASP EIR/EIS identified that no additional feasible mitigation is available to mitigate the
cumulative impact on Swainson’s hawk. This condition has not changed. Therefore, while the project-specific
mitigation requirements for impacts to biological resources have been refined, no new significant impacts or
substantially more severe biological impacts would occur with implementation of the project. The findings of
the certified EIR/EIS remain valid and no further analysis is required.

b) Have a substantial adverse effect on any riparian habitat or other sensitive natural
community identified in local or regional plans, policies, or regulations or by the California
Department of Fish and Wildlife or the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service?

In Impact 3A.3-4, the FPASP EIR/EIS concluded that there would be a potentially significant impact on

riparian habitat and valley needle grassland. Mitigation was recommended to reduce impacts to these
habitats (Mitigation Measures 3A.3-1a, 3A.3-1b, 3A.3-4a, and 3A.3-4b) which would require stormwater,
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erosion, and sediment control plans; Clean Water Act Section 404 permits; a Section 1602 Streambed
Alteration Agreement; and surveys to identify and map Valley needle grassland. However, these habitats
occur in areas where some off-site improvements are proposed (i.e., U.S. 50 roadway intersections). The off-
site improvements would be implemented by California Department of Transportation (Caltrans) and would
not be subject to the City’s direct control. Therefore, the EIR/EIS determined that this impact would be
potentially significant and unavoidable because the City could not guarantee that Caltrans would comply
with the recommended mitigation. This condition would not change with the project. However, based upon a
certified environmental document for another FPASP project (Westland Specific Plan Amendment
Addendum), there are some project-level mitigation measures for impacts to these species. These measures
are presented below as Mitigation Measures 3A.3-1a, 3A.3-1b, 3A.3-4a, and 3A.3-4b. Mitigation Measure
3A.3-1a requires the applicant to create storm water drainage, erosion, and sediment control plans to
protect wetland areas. Mitigation Measure 3A.3-1b requires the applicant to implement the Section 401 and
404 permits and certifications. Mitigation Measure 3A.3-4a would require the applicant to amend and
implement the Section 1602 Master Streambed Alteration Agreement to address potential impacts on
riparian habitat. Mitigation Measure 3A.3-4b requires the applicant to avoid and minimize impacts on valley
needle grassland. With the implementation of Mitigation Measures 3A.3-1a, 3A.3-1b, 3A.3-4a, and 3A.3-4b
(which replace EIR/EIS Mitigation Measures 3A.3-1a, 3A.3-1b, 3A.3-4a, and 3A.3-4b for this project), the
project would have a less-than-significant impact on riparian habitat and valley needle grassland. Further,
based on Ascent Environmental’s survey of the site, no new impacts to riparian habit or other sensitive
natural communities were identified. Because there are no new significant impacts or substantially more
severe impacts, the findings of the certified EIR/EIS remain valid and no further analysis is required.

C) Have a substantial adverse effect on federally protected wetlands as defined by Section 404
of the Clean Water Act (including, but not limited to, marsh, vernal pool, coastal, etc.)

through direct removal, filling, hydrological interruption, or other means?
The EIR/EIS (Impact 3A.3-1) evaluated the impact of the FPASP on federally protected wetlands. The EIR/EIS
concluded that there would be a potentially significant impact on federally protected wetlands because the
FPASP would cause some wetland areas to be filled. In the EIR/EIS, the impact was considered significant
and unavoidable even with Mitigation Measures 3A.3-1a and 3A.3-1b. Specific project-level mitigation
measures (3A.3-1a, 3A.3-1b, and 3A.3-4a) are included below that require stormwater, erosion, and
sediment control plans; obtaining and implementing Section 404 permit and Section 401 water quality
certification; and implementation of the Section 1602 Master Streambed Alteration Agreement. Because the
applicant would be required to mitigate for impacts to waters of the U.S. using the same ratios per feature
specified in the original permits, the project would still be covered by EIR/EIS.

Mitigation Measures 3A.3-1a, 3A.3-1b, and 3A.3-4a (as found below) would replace EIR/EIS Mitigation
Measures 3A.3-1a, 3A.3-1b, and 3A.3-4a for this project. With the implementation of these mitigation
measures, the project would have a less-than-significant impact to wetland resources and no residual
significant and unavoidable impacts would remain. Because there are no new significant impacts or
substantially more severe impacts, the findings of the certified EIR/EIS remain valid and no further analysis is
required.

d) Interfere substantially with the movement of any native resident or migratory fish or wildlife
species or with established native resident or migratory wildlife corridors, orimpede the use

of native wildlife nursery sites?
In Impact 3A.3-6, the EIR/EIS evaluated the impact of the FPASP on wildlife movement and concluded that
the impact would be less than significant. The project would generally develop the site with the same pattern
and density of urban and open space uses. No changes in habitat or migration patterns has occurred since
the FPASP was approved. Because there are no new significant impacts or substantially more severe
impacts, the findings of the certified EIR/EIS remain valid and no further analysis is required.
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e) Conflict with any local policies or ordinances protecting biological resources, such as a tree

preservation policy or ordinance?
In Impact 3A.3-5, the EIR/EIS evaluated whether the FPASP would conflict with local policies or ordinances
protecting biological resources. The EIR/EIS concluded that the removal of blue oak woodland and individual
oak trees and other trees would conflict with local ordinances protecting these resources and result in a
significant impact. Implementation of Mitigation Measure 3A.3-5 would lessen the impacts on blue oak
woodland and other trees because it would require the applicant to conduct a tree survey and prepare and
implement an oak woodland mitigation plan, and other measures to avoid and minimize impacts on oak
woodlands. However, the Folsom Heights project area does not contain oak trees and, therefore, no impacts
to oak woodland or individual oak trees would occur.

The project would not result in any new significant impacts or substantially more severe impacts; therefore,
the findings of the certified EIR/EIS remain valid and no further analysis is required.

f) Conflict with the provisions of an adopted Habitat Conservation Plan, Natural Community

Conservation Plan, or other approved local, regional, or state habitat conservation plan?
As discussed in Impact 3A.3-7 of the FPASP EIR/EIS, there is no adopted conservation plan for this area.
Therefore, no impact was identified. No new conservation plans have been adopted since approval of the
FPASP. Therefore, there are no new significant impacts or substantially more severe impacts that would
occur pertaining to conflicts with adopted conservation plans. The findings of the certified EIR/EIS remain
valid and no further analysis is required.

g) Have the potential to cause a commercial and/or recreational fishery to drop below self-

sustaining levels?
No special-status fish species are known or have potential to occur within the Carson Creek watershed,
which is the watershed that occurs within the project area. No changes to this environmental condition have
occurred. No new significant impacts or substantially more severe impacts to fishery resources would occur.
Therefore, the findings of the certified EIR/EIS remain valid and no further analysis is required.

Mitigation Measures

The following mitigation measures replace what was in the EIR/EIS for this project and were revised to
include the more specific requirements where applicable for the project. Please note that these are
numbered as found in the Draft EIS/EIR but have been updated beyond what could be found in the MMRP
for the FPASP. Where a mitigation measure does not directly correlate to a mitigation measure from the
MMRP, the numbering corresponds to this document’s outline. For instance, Mitigation Measure 3A.3-2a
pertains to both preconstruction monitoring and mitigation plans for Swainson’s hawk. In this document,
these two activities are broken into two separate mitigations (4.4-4 and 4.4-5).

Mitigation Measure 3A.3-1a: Mitigation for erosion impacts.

To minimize indirect effects on water quality and wetland hydrology, the project applicant shall include a
storm water drainage plan and an erosion and sediment control plan in the improvement plans and shall
submit these plans to the City Public Works Department for review and approval. Before approval of these
improvement plans, the project applicant shall obtain a National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System
MS4 Municipal Stormwater Permit and Grading Permit, comply with the City’s Grading Ordinance and County
drainage and storm water 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 Carson Creek
and all wetlands and other waters that would remain within the FPASP area.

The project applicant shall implement storm water quality treatment controls consistent with the Storm

Water Quality Design Manual for Sacramento and South Placer Regions (Sacramento Stormwater Quality
Control Partnership 2007). 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
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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 EPA to minimize impacts on water quality, hydrology, and stream geomorphology.
Crossings of wetlands shall be done in accordance with the Section 404 permits which allow for free-
spanning bridge systems, the use of bottomless culverts that do not alter the natural stream bed; and/or
oversized box culverts that are backfilled with a natural substrate. Consistent with the USACE permits, where
installation of box culverts is planned, restoration of a natural streambed/substrate shall be required.
Details of all crossings shall be submitted to the USACE for approval prior to each phase of development.

In addition to complying with City ordinances, the project applicant shall obtain a General Construction Storm
Water Permit from the Central Valley Regional Water Quality Control Board (RWQCB), prepare a storm water
pollution prevention plan (SWPPP), and implement best management practices (BMPs) to reduce water
quality effects during construction.

Each project phase shall result in no net change to peak flows into Carson Creek and associated tributaries.
The project applicant shall establish a baseline of conditions for drainage on-site. The baseline-flow
conditions shall be established for 2-, 5-, 10-, and 20-year storm events. These baseline conditions shall be
used to develop monitoring standards for the storm water system within the project area. The baseline
conditions, monitoring standards, and a monitoring program shall be submitted to the USACE and the City
for their approval. Water quality and detention basins shall be designed and constructed to ensure that the
performance standards are met and shall be designed as off-stream detention basins. Discharge sites into
Carson Creek and associated tributaries shall be monitored to ensure that pre-project 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.

Mitigation Measure 3A.3-1b: Implement Clean Water Act Section 404 Permits and Section 401
Water Quality Certifications.

Before the approval of grading and improvement plans and before any groundbreaking activity associated with
each distinct project phase, the owner/applicant shall secure all USACE necessary permits obtained under
Sections 401 and 404 of the Clean Water Act or the State’s Porter-Cologne Act and implement all permit
conditions for the proposed Central Valley 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 (or lesser distance as approved by the applicable agencies) of waters of the
U.S, or wetland habitats, including waters of the State, that potentially support federally listed species, or within
100 feet (or lesser distance as approved by the applicable agencies) of any other waters of the U.S. or wetland
habitats, including waters of the State. The owner/applicant shall adhere to all conditions outlined in the
permits. The owner/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. The boundaries of the 404 permit, including
required buffer, shall be shown on the grading plans.

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.

All wetland mitigation compliance reports submitted to USACE shall also be copied concurrently to the City.
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Mitigation Measure 3A.3-4a: Implement Section 1602 Master Streambed Alteration Agreement.

The owner/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 and Wildlife site. As outlined in the Master Streambed Alteration
Agreement, the owner/applicant shall submit a Sub-Notification Form (SNF) to CDFW 60 days prior to grading
and/or the commencement of construction to notify California Department of Fish and Wildlife 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 owner/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

Mitigation Measure 3A.3-4b: Valley needlegrass grassland avoidance and minimization measures.

Prior to ground-breaking activities including grading or construction, 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.

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

4 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.

4 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 4 subsequent
years for a total of 5 years; success criteria shall be established to ensure an 80 percent success rate is met by
the 5t year, and adaptive management techniques shall be implemented to ensure that the 80 percent
success rate is met by the 5t 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.

Mitigation Measure 4.4-1: Conduct environmental awareness training for construction employees.

Before beginning construction activities, the project applicant shall employ a qualified biologist to develop and
conduct environmental awareness training for construction employees. The training shall describe the
importance of on-site biological resources, including special-status wildlife habitats. The biologist shall 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 before 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.
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Mitigation Measure 4.4-4: Conduct preconstruction Swainson’s hawk and other raptor surveys.

To mitigate impacts on Swainson’s hawk and other raptors (for Folsom Heights, northern harrier could potentially
nest on-site), 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 if construction begins during March through August. The surveys shall
be conducted no less than 14 days and no more than 30 days before the beginning of construction
activities/staging. 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 active/occupied nests are found, no further mitigation is required.

If active nests are found, impacts on nesting Swainson’s hawks and other 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. 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 shall be required if the activity has potential to adversely affect the nest.

Mitigation Measure 4.4-5: Prepare and implement Swainson’s hawk mitigation plan.

To mitigate for the loss of Swainson’s hawk foraging habitat, the project applicant 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 for each phase, the project applicant, to the satisfaction of the City, shall secure suitable
Swainson’s hawk foraging habitat to ensure 1:1 mitigation (or other agreed upon ratio) of habitat value for
Swainson’s hawk foraging habitat that is permanently lost as a result of the project phase, as determined by
the City after consultation with CDFW and a qualified biologist.

The 1:1 ratio (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 Department of Fish and Game’s 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 (Swainson’s Hawk Technical Advisory Committee 2000). These call for the following mitigation ratios
for loss of foraging habitat in these categories: 1:1 if within one mile of an active nest site, 0.75:1 if over one
mile but less than five miles, and 0.5:1 if over five miles and less than 10 miles from an active nest. Such
mitigation shall be accomplished through purchase of credits at an approved mitigation bank, or 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,
shall 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 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,
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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 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.

Mitigation Measure 4.4-6: Conduct preconstruction burrowing owl survey.

To mitigate impacts on burrowing owl, a qualified biologist shall be retained to conduct preconstruction surveys
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. The preconstruction survey shall follow the protocols
outlined in the Staff Report on Burrowing Owl Mitigation (CDFG 2012). Burrowing owls may be present on-site
during any season.

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 (during the non-breeding season) on all burrows to allow owls to exit, but not reenter, and
construction of artificial burrows within the project vicinity, as needed; however, burrow owl exclusions during
the breeding season (February 1-August 31) 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 a minimum of 50 meters (164 feet) of the burrow until young have fledged. During the non-
breeding season, once it is confirmed that there are no owls inside burrows, the burrows may be collapsed.

Mitigation Measure 4.4-7: Preconstruction nesting bird survey.

The project applicant shall conduct a preconstruction nesting bird survey of all areas associated with
construction activities on the project site within 14 days prior to commencement of construction during the
nesting season (February 1 through August 31).

If active nests are found, a no-disturbance buffer around the nest shall be established. The buffer distance
shall be established by a qualified biologist in consultation with CDFW. The buffer shall be maintained until the
fledglings are capable of flight and become independent of the nest, to be determined by a qualified biologist.
Once the young are independent of the nest, no further measures are necessary. Pre-construction nesting
surveys are not required for construction activity outside of the nesting season.

CONCLUSION

While additional biological surveys of the site have been conducted and a refined mitigation program for the
project has been recommended, this information is consistent with the activities recommended in the
mitigation adopted for the FPASP. No new significant or substantially more severe biological impacts would
occur with the project. In some cases, based on the refined mitigation program, the biological impacts
associated with the project would be reduced compared to the impacts described in the EIR/EIS. Therefore,
the findings of the certified EIR/EIS remain valid and no further analysis is required.
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CULTURAL RESOURCES
Where Impact Was Any New Clrcun_lstérlces Any New Information Do Prior Enwr(.)l?me.n tal
. . Involving New Significant . . | Documents Mitigations
Environmental Issue Area Analyzed in the . Requiring New Analysis
EIR/EIS. Impacts or Substantially orVerification? Address/Resolve
More Severe Impacts? Impacts?
Cultural Resources. Would the project:
Cause a substantial adverse change in the Setting pp. 3A.5-2 to No No Yes
significance of a historical resource as defined 3B.5-5
in §15064.5? Impact 3A.5-1
Cause a substantial adverse change in the Setting pp. 3A.5-1 to No No Yes
significance of an archaeological resource 3B.5-3
pursuant to §15064.5? Impacts 3A.5-1 and
3A.5-2

Directly or indirectly destroy a unique Setting pp. 3A.7-13 t0 No No Yes
paleontological resource or site or unique 3A7-17
geologic feature? Impact 3A.7-10
Disturb any human remains, including those Setting p. 3A.5-13 to No No Yes
interred outside the formal cemeteries? 3A5-15

Impact 3A.5-3

4.5.1 Discussion

Since the adoption of the FPASP and certification of the EIR/EIS, and consistent with the mitigation adopted in
the FPASP, the FPASP applicants entered into a programmatic agreement (PA) with USACE to fulfill the
requirements in Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act. The PA was amended in 2013 and the
project is subject to the requirements of the First Amended Programmatic Agreement (FAPA) to meet
obligations under all applicable state and federal requirements that were in place at the time of its execution.

The FAPA provides the framework for compliance and requires that each individual development, including
the project, must comply with specific terms that include, but are not limited to, development of a project-
specific Area of Potential Effects (APE), a geoarchaeological investigation, an updated records search, good-
faith identification efforts including pedestrian surveys, evaluation of significance of resources, a finding of
effect, and the resolution of adverse effects to significant cultural resources. Furthermore, the FAPA requires
that all work done in compliance with the FAPA be carried out in accordance with the overall research design
and Preliminary Historic Properties Synthesis (PHPS) that has been prepared for the FPASP. The PHPS was
renamed the Historic Property Management Plan (HPMP) in conjunction with the execution of the FAPA

in 2013.

SENATE BILL 18

Senate Bill (SB) 18 was signed into law in September 2004 and became effective in March 2005. SB 18
(Burton, Chapter 905, Statutes of 2004) requires city and county governments to consult with California
Native American tribes early in the planning process with the intent of protecting traditional tribal cultural
places. The purpose of involving tribes at the early stage of planning efforts is to allow consideration of tribal
cultural places in the context of broad local land use policy before project-level land use decisions are made
by a local government. As such, SB 18 applies to the adoption or substantial amendment of general or
specific plans. The process by which consultation must occur in these cases was published by the
Governor’s Office of Planning and Research through its Tribal Consultation Guidelines: Supplement to
General Plan Guidelines (November 14, 2005).
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Because the Project is seeking an SPA to the FPASP, the City was required to initiate consultation under SB
18. On March 7, 2016, the City requested an SB 18 contact list from the California Native American Heritage
Commission (NAHC). On March 23, 2016, the NAHC responded with a list of eight California Native American
tribes and individuals who had notified the NAHC of their desire to consult under SB 18 in the vicinity of the
Project. On March 23, 2016, the City mailed SB 18 notification letters to the eight individuals, Rhonda
Morningstar Pope (Buena Vista Rancheria), Don Ryberg (T’si-Akim Maidu), Yvonne Miller (lone Band of
Miwok Indians), Gene Whitehouse (United Auburn Indian Community of the Auburn Rancheria), Cosme
Valdez (Nashville-El Dorado Miwok), Raymond Hitchcock (Wilton Rancheria), Nicholas Fonseca (Shingle
Springs Band of Miwok Indians), and Grayson Coney (T’si-Akim Maidu), offering them an opportunity to
consult within the 90-day comment period, scheduled to end on June 21, 2016.

The will City send the tribes a 45-day notice of the City Council hearing (anticipated on May 13, 2016), and a
10-day notice (anticipated June 17, 2016). These notices will provide the tribes with information about the
City Council hearing, but in accordance with the statute, do not open up a new consultation window.

ASSEMBLY BILL 52

Assembly Bill (AB) 52 (Chapter 532, Statutes of 2014) established a formal consultation process for
California Native American tribes as part of CEQA and equates significant impacts on tribal cultural
resources with significant environmental impacts (Public Resources Code [PRC] Section 21084.2). AB 52
consultation requirements went into effect on July 1, 2015 for all projects that had not already published a
Notice of Intent to Adopt a Negative Declaration or Mitigated Negative Declaration, or published a Notice of
Preparation of an Environmental Impact Report prior to that date (Section 11 [c]). Specifically, AB 52
requires that “prior to the release of a negative declaration, mitigated negative declaration, or environmental
impact report for a project, the lead agency shall begin consultation” (21808.3.1 [a]), and that “the lead
agency may certify an environmental impact report or adopt a mitigated negative declaration for a project
with a significant impact on an identified tribal cultural resource only if” consultation is formally concluded
(21082.3[d]).

However, in the case of the current project, the lead agency has prepared this addendum to a previously
certified EIR, in accordance with Section 15164 of the CEQA Guidelines. An addendum was determined to
be the most appropriate document because none of the conditions described in Section 15162, calling for
preparation of a subsequent EIR, have occurred. The addendum addresses minor technical changes or
additions, and confirms that the project is consistent with what was previously analyzed under the certified
EIR. As such, the addendum will not be released or circulated for public review and will not result in an
additional certification; therefore, the AB 52 procedures specified in PRC Sections 21080.3. 1(d) and
21080.3.2 do not apply and no tribal consultation under AB 52 is required.

a) Cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of a historical resource as defined in
Section 15064.5?

Impacts under the approved FPASP to historical resources within the FPASP area are described in Impact
3A.5-1. Impacts were determined to be potentially significant because the FPASP would develop in areas
containing known historic resources. Mitigation Measures 3A.5-1a and 3A.5-1b were recommended and
required the applicants to enter into a PA with USACE for the comprehensive evaluation of resources within
the FPASP as well as an inventory and evaluation of cultural resources and methods to avoid or minimize
damage to resources. As described in the mitigation, the PA would establish an APE and provide a
framework for data gathering so that the applicant, City, and USACE would have a more thorough
understanding of the resources present in the area and how best to address these resources. Although
implementation of Mitigation Measures 3A.5-1a and 3A.5-1b in the EIR/EIS would reduce the impact to
known prehistoric and historic-era cultural resources, the EIR/EIS concluded that the impact would remain
potentially significant and unavoidable because some of the affected resources would not be within the
City’s jurisdiction and the City would not have control over their protection and preservation.
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As described above, the applicant will enter into a PA with USACE and conduct a subsequent review of
historic resources pertaining the Folsom Heights project area. That review will determined the specific
locations and qualities of historic resources present on the site. Based on the information in this review, the
project applicants will make modifications to the project design to facilitate complete avoidance of on-site
resources through re-routing infrastructure or extending conservation easements over sites, and to enhance
public interpretation opportunities using interpretive panels along proposed bike trails. Direct and indirect
adverse effects to historic resources will be reduced through the preparation of a HPMP, extensive archival
research, and through detailed LIDAR and aerial mapping. While these are not sufficient to reduce the
potentially significant impact to a less-than-significant level, the information gathered through the extensive
surveys, Native American consultation, and reviews of records will be used to refine the mitigation measures
adopted in the EIR/EIS.

The mitigation measures from the EIR/EIS addressing historic resources will be refined to more specifically
address the Folsom Heights project area. Implementation of these modified mitigation measures (3A.5-1a
and 3A.5-1b) will further reduce the potential for the Folsom Heights project to affect historic resources;
however, because these detailed evaluations have not yet been performed, this impact would remain
significant and unavoidable. No new significant impacts or substantially more severe impacts would occur.
Therefore, the findings of the certified EIR/EIS remain valid.

b) Cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of an archaeological resource

pursuant to Section 15064.5?
The EIR/EIS analyzed potential destruction or damage to known (Impact 3A.5-1) or unknown (Impact 3A.5-2)
archeological resources and concluded that there was would be potentially significant impacts because of the
potential destruction and removal of these resources. The EIR/EIS recommended Mitigation Measures 3A.5-
1a, 3A.5-1b, and 3A.5-2 which would reduce the impact to archaeological resources by requiring a PA, an
inventory and evaluation of cultural resources and methods to avoid or minimize damage to resources,
construction personnel education, and on-site monitoring during construction activities. However, the EIR/EIS
concluded that this impact would remain potentially significant and unavoidable because some of the affected
resources would not be within the City’s jurisdiction and the City would not have control over their protection
and preservation and because not all resources would be avoided under the approved FPASP.

As described previously, the applicant will enter into a PA and subsequent review of cultural resources. As
described under a), the applicant will make changes, as needed, to the project to avoid impacts to known
resources. Implementation of these modified mitigation measures (3A.5-1a, 3A.5-1b, and 3A.5-2) will further
reduce the potential for the Folsom Heights project to affect archaeological resources; however, because
these detailed evaluations have not yet been performed, this impact would remain significant and
unavoidable. No new significant impacts or substantially more severe impacts would occur. Therefore, the
findings of the certified EIR/EIS remain valid.

c) Directly or indirectly destroy a unique paleontological resource or site or unique geologic

feature?
Impact 3A.7-10 of the EIR/EIS analyzed the potential for damage to unique paleontological resources during
earthmoving activities in the FPASP area. The EIR/EIS concluded that most of the SPA, including the Folsom
Heights project area, are underlain by the Salt Springs Slate, Copper Hill Volcanics, and Gopher Canyon
Volcanics. Because of the way in which these rocks formed, they would not contain vertebrate fossils or
fossil plant assemblages. Therefore, construction activities that occur in these rock formations would have
no impact on unique paleontological resources.

Because the development under the project would result in a similar footprint for ground disturbance as the
approved FPASP, the impact conclusions pertaining to paleontological resources remain unchanged. As
described in Impact 3A.7-10 of the Draft EIR/EIS, construction activities that occur in the project area would
have no impact on unique paleontological resources. No new significant impacts or substantially more
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severe impacts would occur. Therefore, the findings of the certified EIR/EIS remain valid and no further
analysis is required.

d) Disturb any human remains, including those interred outside of formal cemeteries?

The EIR/EIS analyzed potential destruction or damage to human remains in Impact 3A.5-3 and concluded
that the impact was potentially significant because ground-disturbing activities may inadvertently disinter or
destroy interred human remains. The EIR/EIS recommended Mitigation Measure 3A.5-3, which would reduce
the potential impact to a less-than-significant level because it would require the applicant to halt ground-
disturbing activities if remains are uncovered and follow the requirements of the California Health and Safety
Code.

Mitigation Measure 3A.5-3 has been updated to include a statement requiring the applicant to submit to the
City proof of compliance and this updated version is presented below and replaces Mitigation Measure 3A.5-
3 in the EIR/EIS. No new information regarding human remains has been identified requiring new analysis or
verification. No new significant impacts or substantially more severe impacts would occur. Therefore, the
findings of the certified EIR/EIS remain valid and no further analysis is required.

Mitigation Measures

The following mitigation measure was adopted with the FPASP and would continue to remain applicable if
the project was approved.

4 Mitigation Measure 3A.7-10: Conduct construction personnel education, stop work if paleontological
resources are discovered, assess the significance of the find, and prepare and implement a recovery
plan as required.

In addition to the mitigation measure in the EIR/EIS (listed above), the following mitigation measures replace
what was in the EIR/EIS for this project and were revised to include the more specific requirements found in
the HPTP and FAPA.

Mitigation Measure 3A.5-1a: Comply with the Programmatic Agreement.

The PA will provide a management framework for identifying historic properties, determining adverse effects,
and resolving those adverse effects as required under Section 106 of the NHPA.

The project and all of its earlier components, including backbone and non-backbone portions of the property,
will be subjected to cultural resources studies prepared under the PA and subsequent FAPA. If historical
resources are identified, mitigation of significant impacts will be proposed through HPTPs all with concurrence
by SHPO. The applicable mitigation measures from the HPTPs are provided below, relative to Mitigation
Measure 3A.5-1b, 3A.5-2, and 3A.5-3.

Mitigation Measure 3A.5-1b: Cultural resource inventory, treatment, and evaluation mitigation.

These steps may be combined with deliverables and management steps performed for Section 106 provided
that management documents prepared for the PA also clearly reference the California Register of Historical
Resources (CRHR) listing criteria and significance thresholds that apply under CEQA. Before ground disturbing
work for each individual development phase or off-site element, the applicable oversight agency (City of
Folsom, EI Dorado County, Sacramento County, or Caltrans), or the project applicant(s) of all project phases,
with applicable agency oversight, shall perform the following actions:

4 The project applicant shall retain the services of a qualified archaeologist to perform an inventory of
cultural resources within each individual development phase or off-site element subject to approval under
CEQA. Identified resources shall be evaluated for listing on the CRHR. The inventory report shall also
identify locations that are sensitive for undiscovered cultural resources based upon the location of known
resources, geomorphology, and topography. The inventory report shall specify the location of monitoring of
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ground-disturbing work in these areas by a qualified archaeologist, and monitoring in the vicinity of
identified resources that may be damaged by construction, if appropriate.

The identification of sensitive locations subject to monitoring during construction of each individual
development phase shall be performed in concert with monitoring activities performed under the PA to
minimize the potential for conflicting requirements.

For each resource that is determined eligible for the CRHR, the applicable agency or the project
applicant(s) for any particular discretionary development (under the agency’s direction) shall obtain the
services of a qualified archaeologist who shall determine if implementation of the individual project
development would result in damage or destruction of “significant” (under CEQA) cultural resources. These
findings shall be reviewed by the applicable agency for consistency with the significance thresholds and
treatment measures provided in this EIR/EIS.

Where possible, the project shall be configured or redesigned to avoid impacts on eligible or listed
resources. Alternatively, these resources may be preserved in place if possible, as suggested under
California Public Resources Code Section 21083.2. Avoidance of historic properties is required under
certain circumstances under the Public Resource Code and 36 CFR Part 800.

Where impacts cannot be avoided, the applicable agency or the project applicant(s) of all project phases
(under the applicable agency’s direction) shall prepare and implement treatment measures that are
determined to be necessary by a qualified archaeologist. These measures may consist of data recovery
excavations for resources that are eligible for listing because of the data they contain (which may
contribute to research). Alternatively, for historical architectural, engineered, or landscape features,
treatment measures may consist of a preparation of interpretive, narrative, or photographic
documentation. These measures shall be reviewed by the applicable oversight agency for consistency with
the significance thresholds and standards provided in this EIR/EIS.

To support the evaluation and treatment required under this mitigation measure, the archaeologist
retained by either the applicable oversight agency or the project applicant(s) of all project phases shall
prepare an appropriate prehistoric and historic context that identifies relevant prehistoric, ethnographic,
and historic themes and research questions against which to determine the significance of identified
resources and appropriate treatment.

These steps and documents may be combined with the phasing of management and documents prepared
pursuant to the PA to minimize the potential for inconsistency and duplicative management efforts.

Mitigation for the off-site elements outside of the City of Folsom’s jurisdictional boundaries shall 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, or Caltrans).

Mitigation Measure 3A.5-2: Cultural resource construction training and stop work mitigation.

To reduce potential impacts to previously undiscovered cultural resources, the project applicant(s) of all project
phases shall do the following;:

4

Before the start of ground-disturbing activities, the project applicant(s) of all project phases shall retain a
qualified archaeologist to conduct training for construction workers as necessary based upon the
sensitivity of the project APE, to educate them about the possibility of encountering buried cultural
resources, and inform them of the proper procedures should cultural resources be encountered.

As a result of the work conducted for Mitigation Measures 3A.5-1a and 3A.5-1b, if the archaeologist
determines that any portion of the SPA or the off-site elements should be monitored for potential discovery
of as-yet-unknown cultural resources, the project applicant(s) of all project phases shall implement such

4-30
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monitoring in the locations specified by the archaeologist. USACE should review and approve any
recommendations by archaeologists with respect to monitoring.

4 Should any cultural resources, such as structural features, unusual amounts of bone or shell, artifacts, or
architectural remains be encountered during any construction activities, work shall be suspended in the
vicinity of the find and the appropriate oversight agency(ies) (identified below) shall be notified immediately.
The appropriate oversight agency(ies) shall retain a qualified archaeologist who shall conduct a field
investigation of the specific site and shall assess 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 it would be subject to disturbance or destruction, the actions required in Mitigation Measures 3A.5-1a
and 3A.5-1b shall be implemented. The oversight agency shall be 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 before resuming construction activities at the archaeological site.

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, or Caltrans).

The project applicant in coordination with USACE shall ensure that an archaeological sensitivity training program
is developed and implemented during a pre-construction meeting for construction supervisors. The sensitivity
training program shall provide information about notification procedures when potential archaeological material
is discovered, procedures for coordination between construction personnel and monitoring personnel, and
information about other treatment or issues that may arise if cultural resources (including human remains) are
discovered during project construction. This protocol shall be communicated to all new construction personnel
during orientation and on a poster that is placed in a visible location inside the construction job trailer. The
phone number of the USACE cultural resources staff member shall also be included.

The on-site sensitivity training shall be carried out each time a new contractor will begin work in the APE and at
the beginning of each construction season by each contractor.

In the event that unanticipated discoveries of additional Historic Properties, defined in 36 CFR 800.16 (1), are
made during the construction of the project, the USACE shall ensure that they will be protected by
implementing the following measures:

4 The construction manager, or archaeological monitor, if given the authority to halt construction activities,
shall ensure that work in that area is immediately halted within a 100-foot radius of the unanticipated
discovery until the find is examined by a person meeting the professional qualifications standards specified
in Section 2.2 of Attachment G of the HPMP (Westwood et al. 2013). The Construction Manager, or
archaeological monitor, if present, shall notify the USACE within 24 hours of the discovery.

4 The USACE shall notify the SHPO within one working day of an unanticipated discovery, and may initiate
interim treatment measures in accordance with this HPTP. Once the USACE makes a formal determination
of eligibility for the resource, the USACE will notify the SHPO within 48 hours of the determination and
afford the SHPO an opportunity to comment on appropriate treatment. The SHPO shall respond within 72
hours of the request to consult. Failure of the SHPO to respond within 72 hours shall not prohibit the
USACE from implementing the treatment measures.

Mitigation Measure 3A.5-3: Human remains mitigation.

In accordance with the California Health and Safety Code, if human remains are uncovered during ground-
disturbing activities, including those associated with off-site elements, the project applicant(s) of all project
phases shall immediately halt all ground-disturbing activities in the area of the find and notify the applicable
county coroner and a professional archaeologist skilled in osteological analysis to determine the nature of the
remains. The coroner is required to examine all discoveries of human remains within 48 hours of receiving
notice of a discovery on private or public lands (California Health and Safety Code Section 7050.5[b]). If the
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coroner determines that the remains are those of a Native American, he or she must contact the California
Native American Heritage Commission (NAHC) by phone within 24 hours of making that determination
(California Health and Safety Code Section 7050][c]).

After the coroner’s findings are complete, the project applicant(s), an archaeologist, and the NAHC-designated
Most Likely Descendant (MLD) shall determine the ultimate treatment and disposition of the remains and take
appropriate steps to ensure that additional human interments are not disturbed. The responsibilities for acting
on notification of a discovery of Native American human remains are identified in Section 5097.9 of the
California Public Resources Code.

Upon the discovery of Native American remains, the procedures above regarding involvement of the applicable
county coroner, notification of the NAHC, and identification of an MLD shall be followed. The project applicant(s)
of all project phases shall ensure that the immediate vicinity (according to generally accepted cultural or
archaeological standards and practices) is not damaged or disturbed by further development activity until
consultation with the MLD has taken place. The MLD shall have at least 48 hours after being granted access to
the site to inspect the site and make recommendations. A range of possible treatments for the remains may be
discussed: nondestructive removal and analysis, preservation in place, relinquishment of the remains and
associated items to the descendants, or other culturally appropriate treatment. As suggested by Assembly Bill
(AB) 2641 (Chapter 863, Statutes of 2006), the concerned parties may extend discussions beyond the initial 48
hours to allow for the discovery of additional remains. AB 2641 (e) includes a list of site protection measures and
states that the project applicant(s) shall comply with one or more of the following requirements:

4 record the site with the NAHC or the appropriate Information Center,
4 USe an open-space or conservation zoning designation or easement, or
4 record a document with the county in which the property is located.

The project applicant(s) or its authorized representative of all project phases shall rebury the Native American
human remains and associated grave goods with appropriate dignity on the property in a location not subject
to further subsurface disturbance if the NAHC is unable to identify an MLD or if the MLD fails to make a
recommendation within 48 hours after being granted access to the site. The project applicant(s) or its
authorized representative may also reinter the remains in a location not subject to further disturbance if it
rejects the recommendation of the MLD and mediation by the NAHC fails to provide measures acceptable to
the landowner. Ground disturbance in the zone of suspended activity shall not recommence without
authorization from the archaeologist.

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, or Caltrans).

CONCLUSION

While consultation with regulatory agencies regarding cultural resources mitigation has not yet occurred for
the Folsom Heights project, this mitigation program is consistent with the activities recommended in the
mitigation adopted for the FPASP. No new significant or substantially more severe cultural resources impacts
would occur with the project. Therefore, the findings of the certified EIR/EIS remain valid and no further
analysis is required.
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4.6 GEOLOGY AND SOILS

Any New Circumstances | Any New Information | Do Prior Environmental
Where Impact Was . s . o
Environmental Issue Area Analyzed in the Involving New Slgnlflf:ant Requmng New Documents Mitigations
EIR/EIS. Impacts or Substantially An.ally5|ts or Address/Resolve
More Severe Impacts? Verification? Impacts?
6. Geology and Soils. Would the project:
a.  Expose people or structures to potential Setting pp. 3A.7-3 0 No No Yes
substantial adverse effects, including the risk of | 3A.7-5, 3A.7-18, 3A.7-
loss, injury, or death involving; 19
i.  Rupture of a known earthquake fault,as | Impacts 3A.7-1, 3A.7-2
delineated on the most recent Alquist-
Priolo Earthquake Fault Zoning Map
issued by the State Geologist for the area
or based on other substantial evidence of
a known fault? Refer to Division of Mines
and Geology Special Publication 42.
ii.  Strong seismic ground shaking?
iii. — Seismic-related ground failure, including
liquefaction?
iv.  Landslides?
b.  Result in substantial soil erosion or the loss of Setting pp. 3A.7-5t0 No No Yes
topsoil? 3A.7-6
Impact 3A.7-3
c.  Belocated on a geologic unit or soil that is Setting p. 3A.7-6 No No Yes
unstable, or that would become unstable asa | Impacts 3A.7-4, 3A.7-5
result of the project, and potentially result in:
on-or off-site landslide, lateral spreading,
subsidence, liquefaction, or collapse?
d.  Belocated on expansive soil, as defined in Setting p. 3A.7-11 No No Yes
Table 18- 1-B of the Uniform Building Code Impact 3A.7-6
(1994), creating substantial risks to life or
property?
e.  Have soils incapable of adequately supporting Setting p. 3A.7-11 No No Yes
the use of septic tanks or alternative waste Impact 3A.7-7
water disposal systems where sewers are not
available for the disposal of waste water?

4.6.1 Discussion

No substantial change in the environmental and regulatory settings related to geology and soils, described in
the EIR/EIS Section 3A.7 Geology, Soils, Mineral, and Paleontological Resources - Land, has occurred since
certification of the EIR/EIS. The regional and local settings remain the same as stated Section 3A.7.
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a) Expose people or structures to potential substantial adverse effects, including the risk of
loss, injury, or death involving:

i) Rupture of a known earthquake fault, as delineated on the most recent Alquist-Priolo
Earthquake Fault Zoning Map issued by the State Geologist for the area or based on other
substantial evidence of a known fault? (Refer to California Geological Survey Special
Publication 42.)

The project would not change the land development pattern or types of built structures in the Folsom
Heights project area and would result in substantially the same footprint of ground disturbance as was
evaluated under the adopted FPASP. As described on page 3A.7-3 of the EIR/EIS, the project is located
approximately 50 miles from the northern segment of the Cleveland Hills Fault, located near Lake Oroville,
the nearest Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault Zone. The project area is not underlain by or adjacent to any
known faults. Because the damage from surface fault rupture is generally limited to a linear zone a few
yards wide, the potential for surface fault rupture to cause damage to proposed structures is negligible. The
certified EIR/EIS found that there was no need to discuss this issue any further. No new information
regarding earthquake faults been identified requiring new analysis or verification. Because there are no new
significant impacts or substantially more severe impacts, the findings of the certified EIR/EIS remain valid
and no further analysis is required.

ii) Strong seismic ground shaking?

The EIR/EIS provides analysis of the potential for ground shaking to occur that could damage structures
during strong earthquakes generated along faults in the region (Impact 3A.7-1). As described in the EIR/EIS,
the potential for damage from strong seismic ground shaking is considered a potentially significant impact.
Implementation of Mitigation Measures 3A.7-1a and 3A.7-1b would reduce the potentially significant impact
to a less-than-significant level. No new information regarding seismic ground shaking been identified
requiring new analysis or verification. No new significant impacts or substantially more severe impacts would
occur. Therefore, the findings of the certified EIR/EIS remain valid and no further analysis is required.

iii) Seismic-related ground failure, including liquefaction?

The EIR/EIS analyzed the potential for seismic-related ground failure (Impact 3A.7-2), and found that it is
unlikely that on- or off-site soils would be subject to liquefaction in the event of an earthquake. Therefore,
direct impacts related to potential damage to structures from seismically-induced liquefaction are
considered less than significant. No new information regarding seismic-related ground failure or liquefaction
have been identified requiring new analysis or verification. Because there are no new significant impacts or
substantially more severe impacts, the findings of the certified EIR/EIS remain valid and no further analysis
is required.

iv) Landslides?

The area in which the project is located is made of rolling hills with low to no potential for landslides. As
described on page 3A.7-6 of the EIR/EIS, no landslides have been recorded in the vicinity of the project. As
discussed on page 3B.7-5, the landslide potential for native and engineered slopes depends on the gradient,
localized geology and soils, amount of rainfall, amount of excavation, and seismic activity. Only a narrow
strip along the County’s eastern boundary, from the Placer County line to the Cosumnes River, is considered
to have landslide potential at specific locations. Because the project area is not within the area for landslide
potential, this topic was not addressed in an impact discussion. Even so, implementation of Mitigation
Measures 3A.7-1a and 3A.7-1b would reduce any potential impact related to landslides and other soil
instability by requiring site-specific geotechnical reports and earthwork monitoring. All project facilities would
be designed in accordance with the latest California Building Codes that include soil stability requirements
and protections from landslides. No new information regarding landslides has been identified requiring new
analysis or verification. Because the project would not substantially change the type of development that
would occur at the site, no new significant impacts or substantially more severe impacts would occur.
Therefore, the findings of the certified EIR/EIS remain valid and no further analysis is required.
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b) Result in substantial soil erosion or the loss of topsoil?

The EIR/EIS analyzed the potential for construction activities to result in substantial soil erosion or the loss
of topsoil (Impact 3A.7-3). As described in the EIR/EIS, project implementation would involve intensive
grading and construction activities. The impacts from these activities would be potentially significant.
Implementation of Mitigation Measure 3A.7-3 along with Mitigation Measure 3A.9-1 would reduce potentially
significant construction-related erosion to a less-than-significant level. The project would result in the same
types and intensity of construction activities as those evaluated in the FPASP EIR/EIS. No new information
regarding on- or off-site erosion has been identified requiring new analysis or verification. No new significant
impacts or substantially more severe impacts would occur. Therefore, the findings of the certified EIR/EIS
remain valid and no further analysis is required.

c) Be located on a geologic unit or soil that is unstable, or that would become unstable as a
result of the project, and potentially result in on- or off-site landslide, lateral spreading,

subsidence, liquefaction, or collapse?
As described in Impacts 3A.7-4 and 3A.7-5 of the EIR/EIS, implementation of the FPASP would result in
potentially significant impacts regarding potential geologic hazards from construction in bedrock/rock
outcroppings and seasonal subsurface water flows from surface infiltration. By implementing Mitigation
Measures 3A.7-1a, 3A.7-4, and 3A.7-5, the impact would be reduced to a less-than-significant level. No
changes in soils at the site have occurred since the EIR/EIS was certified; therefore, no new significant
impacts or substantially more severe impacts would occur. The findings of the certified EIR/EIS remain valid
and no further analysis is required.

d) Be located on expansive soil, as defined in Table 18-1-B of the Uniform Building Code

(1994, as updated), creating substantial risks to life or property?
As described in Impact 3A.7-6 of the EIR/EIS, the project area does contain soils with moderate to high
shrink-swell potential, indicating the soils are expansive. The EIR/EIS found that this impact would be
potentially significant. However, with the implementation of Mitigation Measures 3A.7-1a and 3A.7-1b, the
impact would be reduced to a less-than-significant level. No changes in soils at the site have occurred since
the EIR/EIS was certified. No new significant impacts or substantially more severe impacts would occur.
Therefore, the findings of the certified EIR/EIS remain valid and no further analysis is required.

e) Have soils incapable of adequately supporting the use of septic tanks or alternative waste

water disposal systems where sewers are not available for the disposal of waste water?
As described in the EIR/EIS, the FPASP, as well as the project, would use piped sewer service from
Sacramento Regional County Sanitation District and/or ElI Dorado Irrigation District. Septic systems would
not be required and there would be no impact. This condition has not changed. No new significant impacts
or substantially more severe impacts would occur. Therefore, the findings of the certified EIR/EIS remain
valid and no further analysis is required.

Mitigation Measures

The following mitigation measures were referenced in the EIR/EIS analysis and would continue to remain
applicable if the project were approved.

4 Mitigation Measure 3A.7-1a: Prepare site-specific geotechnical report per CBC requirements and
implement appropriate recommendations.

4 Mitigation Measure 3A.7-1b: Monitor earthwork during earthmoving activities.
4 Mitigation Measure 3A.7-3: Prepare and implement the appropriate grading and erosion control plan.

4 Mitigation Measure 3A.7-4: Prepare a seismic refraction survey and obtain appropriate permits for all
onsite and offsite elements East of Old Placerville Road.
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4 Mitigation Measure 3A.7-5: Divert seasonal water flows away from building foundations.

The EIR/EIS concluded that mitigation measures were adequate to reduce the risk regarding geology and soils
to a less-than-significant level.

CONCLUSION

No new circumstances or project changes have occurred nor has any new information been identified
requiring new analysis or verification. Therefore, the conclusions of the EIR/EIS remain valid and approval of
the project would not result in new or substantially more severe significant impacts to geology and soils.
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4.7 GREENHOUSE GAS EMISSIONS
Any New Circumstances | Any New Information | Do Prior Environmental
Where Impact Was . s . YRR oo
. . Involving New Significant Requiring New Documents’ Mitigations
Environmental Issue Area Analyzed in the . .
EIR/EIS Impacts or Substantially Analysis or Address/Resolve
) More Severe Impacts? Verification? Impacts?
7. Greenhouse Gas Emissions. Would the project:
a.  Generate greenhouse gas emissions, either | Environmental Setting No No Yes
directly or indirectly, that may have a significant | p. 3A.4-1to 3A.4-4
impact on the environment? and updated below;
Regulatory Setting p.
3A4-41t0 3A.4-9 and
updated below;
Impact 3A.4-1 and
Impact 3A.4-2.
b.  Conflict with an applicable plan, policy or Same as above. No No Yes

regulation adopted for the purpose of reducing
the emissions of greenhouse gases?

4.7.1 Discussion

Since the Draft FPASP EIR/EIS was certified in 2011, new information about the science of climate change
has become available and the relationship between greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions and land use planning
has become better understood. For these reasons, updated and comprehensive environmental and
regulatory settings are provided in this document.

ENVIRONMENTAL SETTING

The Physical Scientific Basis

Certain gases in the earth’s atmosphere, classified as GHG emissions, play a critical role in determining the
earth’s surface temperature. Solar radiation enters the earth’s atmosphere from space. A portion of the
radiation is absorbed by the earth’s surface and a smaller portion of this radiation is reflected back toward
space. This absorbed radiation is then emitted from the earth as low-frequency infrared radiation.

The frequencies at which bodies emit radiation are proportional to temperature. The earth has a much lower
temperature than the sun; therefore, the earth emits lower frequency radiation. Most solar radiation passes
through GHGs; however, infrared radiation is absorbed by these gases. As a result, radiation that otherwise
would have escaped back into space is instead “trapped,” resulting in a warming of the atmosphere. This
phenomenon, known as the greenhouse effect, is responsible for maintaining a habitable climate on Earth.
Without the greenhouse effect, Earth would not be able to support life as we know it.

Prominent GHGs contributing to the greenhouse effect are carbon dioxide (CO2), methane (CH4), nitrous
oxide (N20), hydrofluorocarbons (HFCs), perfluorocarbons (PFCs), and sulfur hexafluoride (SFe). Human-
caused emissions of these GHGs in excess of natural ambient concentrations are believed responsible for
intensifying the greenhouse effect and leading to a trend of unnatural warming of the earth’s climate, known
as global climate change or global warming. It is “extremely likely” that more than half of the observed
increase in global average surface temperature from 1951 to 2010 was caused by the anthropogenic
increase in GHG concentrations and other anthropogenic forces together (Intergovernmental Panel on

Climate Change [IPCC] 2014:3, 5).

Climate change is a global problem. GHGs are global pollutants, unlike criteria air pollutants and toxic air
contaminants, which are pollutants of regional and local concern. Whereas pollutants with localized air
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quality effects have relatively short atmospheric lifetimes (about one day), GHGs have long atmospheric
lifetimes (one to several thousand years). GHGs persist in the atmosphere for long enough time periods to
be dispersed around the globe. Although the exact lifetime of any particular GHG molecule is dependent on
multiple variables and cannot be pinpointed, it is understood that more CO2 is emitted into the atmosphere
than is sequestered by ocean uptake, vegetation, and other forms of sequestration. CO2 sinks, or reservoirs,
include vegetation and the ocean, which absorb CO2 through sequestration and dissolution, respectively, two
of the most common processes of CO2 sequestration. Of the total annual human-caused CO2 emissions,
approximately 55 percent is sequestered through ocean and land uptakes every year, averaged over the last
50 years, whereas the remaining 45 percent of human-caused CO2 emissions remains stored in the
atmosphere (IPCC 2013:467).

The quantity of GHGs that it takes to ultimately result in climate change is not precisely known; suffice it to
say, the quantity is enormous, and no single project alone would measurably contribute to a noticeable
incremental change in the global average temperature, or to global, local, or micro climates. From the
standpoint of CEQA, GHG impacts to global climate change are inherently cumulative.

Greenhouse Gas Emission Sources

Emissions of GHGs contributing to global climate change are attributable in large part to human activities
associated with the transportation, industrial/manufacturing, utility, residential, commercial, and agricultural
emissions sectors (ARB 2014a). In California, the transportation sector is the largest emitter of GHGs,
followed by electricity generation (ARB 2014a). Emissions of CO:z are, largely, byproducts of fossil fuel
combustion. CHa, a highly potent GHG, primarily results from off-gassing (the release of chemicals from
nonmetallic substances under ambient or greater pressure conditions) and is largely associated with
agricultural practices and landfills. N20 is also largely attributable to agricultural practices and soil
management. Additionally, high-GWP gases have atmospheric insulative properties that are hundred to tens
of thousands of times greater than that of CO2. HFCs, PFCs, and SFs are some of the most common types of
high-global warming potential (GWP) gases and result from a variety of industrial processes. HFCs and PFCs
are used as refrigerants and can be emitted through evaporation and leakage. SFs is a powerful electrical
insulator used in power transmission and semiconductor manufacturing and is emitted through evaporation
and leakage into the atmosphere.

Effects of Climate Change on the Environment

IPCC was established in 1988 by the World Meteorological Organization and the United Nations Environment
Programme to provide the world with a scientific view on climate change and its potential effects. According
to the IPCC global average temperature is expected to increase relative to the 1986-2005 period by 0.3-
4.8°C (0.5-8.6 °F) by the end of the 21st century (2081-2100), depending on future GHG emission
scenarios (IPCC 2014:SPM-8). This temperature range represents the lower and higher bounds of five
mitigation scenarios analyzed by the IPCC - two stringent scenarios, two intermediate scenarios, and a
worst-case scenario. Temperatures in California are projected to increase 2.7 °F above 2000 averages by
2050 and, depending on global emission levels, 4.1-8.6°F by 2100 (California Energy Commission [CEC]
2012:2).

Physical conditions beyond average temperatures could be indirectly affected by the accumulation of GHG
emissions. For example, changes in weather patterns resulting from increases in global average temperature
are expected to result in a decreased volume of precipitation falling as snow in California and an overall
reduction in snowpack in the Sierra Nevada. Based upon historical data and modeling, California
Department of Water Resources (DWR) projects that the Sierra snowpack will experience a 25 to 40 percent
reduction from its historic average by 2050 (DWR 2008:4). An increase in precipitation falling as rain rather
than snow also could lead to increased potential for floods because water that would normally be held in the
Sierra Nevada until spring could flow into the Central Valley concurrently with winter storm events (CEC
2012:5). This scenario would place more pressure on California’s levee/flood control system.

Another outcome of global climate change is sea level rise. Sea level rose approximately seven inches during
the last century. The National Research Council (NRC), in their 2012 report on Sea-Level Rise for the Coasts
of California, Oregon, and Washington projects that the sea level along the California coastline will change
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between -1 inch (fall) to 24 inches (rise) between 2000 and 2050 and 4 to 66 inches (rise) between 2000
and the end of this century. This projection is based on projected future ice loss at the poles, steric and
ocean dynamics, seismic trends affecting land subsidence, and other numerical models and extrapolations,
accounting for increasing levels of uncertainty in future years (NRC 2012:6).

As the existing climate throughout California changes over time, the ranges of various plant and wildlife
species could shift or be reduced, depending on the favored temperature and moisture regimes of each
species. In the worst cases, some species would become extinct or be extirpated from the state if suitable
conditions are no longer available (CEC 2012:11 and 12).

Changes in precipitation patterns and increased temperatures are expected to alter the distribution and
character of natural vegetation and associated moisture content of plants and soils. An increase in frequency
of extreme heat events and drought are also expected. These changes are expected to lead to increased
frequency and intensity of large wildfires (CEC 2012:11).

Regulatory Setting

Greenhouse gas emissions and responses to global climate change are regulated by a variety of federal,
state, and local laws and policies. Key regulatory and conservation planning issues applicable to the
proposed project are discussed below.

Federal

Supreme Court Ruling of CO2 as a Pollutant

EPA is the federal agency responsible for implementing the federal Clean Air Act (CAA) and its amendments.
The Supreme Court of the United States ruled on April 2, 2007 that CO2 is an air pollutant as defined under
the CAA, and that EPA has the authority to regulate emissions of GHGs. The ruling in this case resulted in
EPA taking steps to regulate GHG emissions and lent support for state and local agencies’ efforts to reduce
GHG emissions.

National Program to Cut Greenhouse Gas Emissions and Improve Fuel Economy for Cars and Trucks

On August 28, 2014, EPA and the California Department of Transportation’s National Highway Traffic Safety
Administration (NHTSA) finalized a new national program that would reduce GHG emissions and improve fuel
economy for all new cars and trucks sold in the United States (NHTSA 2012). EPA proposed the first-ever
national GHG emissions standards under the CAA, and NHTSA proposed Corporate Average Fuel Economy
standards under the Energy Policy and Conservation Act. This proposed national program allows automobile
manufacturers to build a single light-duty national fleet that satisfies all requirements under both Federal
programs and the standards of California and other states. While this program will increase fuel economy to
the equivalent of 54.5 mpg for cars and light-duty trucks by Model Year 2025, additional phases are being
developed by NHTS and EPA that address GHG emission standards for new medium- and heavy-duty trucks
(NHTSA 2014).

State

Executive Order B-30-15

On April 20, 2015 Governor Edmund G. Brown Jr. sighed Executive Order B-30-15 to establish a California
GHG reduction target of 40 percent below 1990 levels by 2030. The Governor's executive order aligns
California's GHG reduction targets with those of leading international governments such as the 28-nation
European Union which adopted the same target in October 2014. California is on track to meet or exceed
the current target of reducing GHG emissions to 1990 levels by 2020, as established in the California Global
Warming Solutions Act of 2006 (Assembly Bill 32, discussed below). California's hew emission reduction
target of 40 percent below 1990 levels by 2030 will make it possible to reach the ultimate goal of reducing
emissions 80 percent under 1990 levels by 2050. This is in line with the scientifically established levels
needed in the U.S. to limit global warming below 2 degrees Celsius (° C)—the warming threshold at which
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there will likely be major climate disruptions such as super droughts and rising sea levels according to
scientific consensus.

Executive Order S-3-05

Executive Order S-3-05, signed by Governor Arnold Schwarzenegger in 2005, proclaims that California is
vulnerable to the impacts of climate change. It declares that increased temperatures could reduce the Sierra
Nevada snowpack, further exacerbate California’s air quality problems, and potentially cause a rise in sea
levels. To combat those concerns, the Executive Order established total GHG emission targets for the State.
Specifically, emissions are to be reduced to the 2000 level by 2010, the 1990 level by 2020, and to 80
percent below the 1990 level by 2050.

As described below, legislation was passed in 2006 to limit GHG emissions to 1990 levels by 2020, but no
additional reductions were specifically enumerated in the legislation.

Assembly Bill 32, the California Global Warming Solutions Act of 2006

In September 2006, Governor Schwarzenegger signed the California Global Warming Solutions Act of 2006
(AB 32). AB 32 establishes regulatory, reporting, and market mechanisms to achieve quantifiable reductions
in GHG emissions and a cap on statewide GHG emissions. AB 32 requires that statewide GHG emissions be
reduced to 1990 levels by 2020. AB 32 also requires that these reductions “...shall remain in effect unless
otherwise amended or repealed. (b) It is the intent of the Legislature that the statewide greenhouse gas
emissions limit continue in existence and be used to maintain and continue reductions in emissions of
greenhouse gases beyond 2020. (c) The (Air Resources Board) shall make recommendations to the
Governor and the Legislature on how to continue reductions of greenhouse gas emissions beyond 2020.”
[California Health and Safety Code, Division 25.5, Part 3, Section 38551]

AB 32 Climate Change Scoping Plan and Update

In December 2008, ARB adopted its Climate Change Scoping Plan, which contains the main strategies
California will implement to achieve reduction of approximately 118 million metric tons (MMT) of CO»-
equivalent (CO2e) emissions, or approximately 21.7 percent from the state’s projected 2020 emission level
of 545 MMT of CO2e under a business-as-usual scenario (this is a reduction of 47 MMT CO2e, or almost 10
percent, from 2008 emissions). ARB’s original 2020 projection was 596 MMT CO2e, but this revised 2020
projection takes into account the economic downturn that occurred in 2008 (ARB 2011a). The Scoping Plan
reapproved by ARB in August 2011 includes the Final Supplement to the Scoping Plan Functional Equivalent
Document, which further examined various alternatives to Scoping Plan measures. The Scoping Plan also
includes ARB-recommended GHG reductions for each emissions sector of the state’s GHG inventory. ARB
estimates the largest reductions in GHG emissions to be achieved by 2020 will be by implementing the
following measures and standards (ARB 2011a):

improved emissions standards for light-duty vehicles (estimated reductions of 26.1 MMT CO2e),
the Low-Carbon Fuel Standard (15.0 MMT CO2e),

energy efficiency measures in buildings and appliances (11.9 MMT CO2e),

a renewable portfolio and electricity standards for electricity production (23.4 MMT CO2e), and
the Cap-and-Trade Regulation for certain types of stationary emission sources (e.g., power plants).

AANAANAKNNA

In May 2014, ARB released and has since adopted the First Update to the Climate Change Scoping Plan to
identify the next steps in reaching AB 32 goals and evaluate the progress that has been made between
2000 and 2012 (ARB 2014b:4 and 5). According to the update, California is on track to meet the near-term
2020 GHG limit and is well positioned to maintain and continue reductions beyond 2020 (ARB 2014b:ES-2).
The update also reports the trends in GHG emissions from various emission sectors.

The update also elaborates on potential GHG reduction goals beyond 2020:
California will develop a mid-term target to frame the next suite of emission reduction measures and

ensure continued progress toward scientifically based targets. This target should be consistent with
the level of reduction needed [by 2050] in the developed world to stabilize warming at 2°C (3.6 °F)
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[above pre-industrial levels] and align with targets and commitments elsewhere. The European Union
has adopted an emissions reduction target of 40 percent below 1990 levels by 2030. The United
Kingdom has committed to reduce its emissions by 50 percent below 1990 levels within the 2022 -
2027 timeframe, and Germany has set its own 2030 emissions target of 55 percent below 1990
levels. The United States, in support of the Copenhagen Accord, pledged emission reductions of 42
percent below 2005 levels in 2030 (which, for California, translates to 35 percent below 1990
levels).

This level of reduction is achievable in California. In fact, if California realizes the expected benefits
of existing policy goals (such as 12,000 megawatts [MW] of renewable distributed generation by
2020, net zero energy homes after 2020, existing building retrofits under AB 758, and others) it
could reduce emissions by 2030 to levels squarely in line with those needed in the developed world
and to stay on track to reduce emissions to 80 percent below 1990 levels by 2050. Additional
measures, including locally driven measures and those necessary to meet federal air quality
standards in 2032, could lead to even greater emission reductions (ARB 2014b:34).

As supported by many of California’s climate scientists and economists, a key next step needed to
build on California’s fr