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1 INTRODUCTION

This document constitutes the findings of fact (Findings) and associated statement of overriding considerations
(SOC) for the Folsom South of U.S. Highway 50 Specific Plan Project (“Folsom Specific Plan’). The Findings
have been prepared pursuant to the requirements of Public Resources Code (PRC) section 21081(a) and State
California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Guidelines (Guidelines) Section 15091, and the SOC has been
prepared pursuant to PRC Section 21081(b) and State CEQA Guidelines Section 15093.

A notice of preparation (NOP) of the Draft Environmental Impact Report/Draft Environmental Impact Statement
(DEIR/DEIS) was filed with the Office of Planning and Research and each responsible and trustee agency and
was circulated for public comments from September 12, 2008 through October 27, 2008.

On June 28, 2010, the City of Folsom (City; the lead agency under CEQA) and the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers
(USACE; the lead agency under the National Environmental Policy Act [NEPA]) released the DEIR/DEIS for
public review and comment. The comment period closed on September 10, 2010, after being extended by the
City. The DEIR/DEIS evaluated the potential environmental impacts of the Proposed Project Alternative and five
alternatives: No USACE Permit, Resource Impact Minimization, Centralized Development, Reduced Hillside
Development, and a No Project Alternative. A public workshop was held at Folsom City Hall on August 2, 2010,
and a public hearing to receive public input on the DEIR/DEIS was held at Folsom City Hall on August 4, 2010.
The public hearing was recorded and transcripts were made of public comments received both at the workshop
and at the hearing. Written comments were received from Federal, state, and regional and local agencies, and
from organizations and individuals; comments were also received during the public hearing. The City and
USACE considered the comments received on the DEIR/DEIS.

The Final EIR/EIS (FEIR/FEIS) was published on May 6, 2011, and consists of the DEIR/DEIS (text Volumes I,
I, and I1I and associated appendices) and the comments, responses to comments, and revisions to the
DEIR/DEIS. On June 14, 2011, the Folsom City Council held a public meeting to consider certification of the EIR
and to decide whether or not to approve the Proposed Project Alternative or another alternative, at which time the
public and interested agencies and organizations were invited to comment on the project.

2 PROJECT DESCRIPTION

The following describes the Folsom South of U.S. 50 Specific Plan Project, including the location, history, and
objectives of the proposed project and the relationship of the proposed project to related plans and regulations.

21 PROJECT COMPONENTS

The project includes two chief components which affect different geographic areas. These components are
described in more detail below:

» The “Land” component addresses proposed land use changes in the City of Folsom’s sphere of influence area.
The “Land” component includes two geographical areas:

* the “Folsom South of U.S. 50 Specific Plan Area” (SPA), which refers to the sphere of influence area
where land use decisions would be governed by the proposed Folsom Plan Area Specific Plan, and

* the “Off-site Improvements,” which refer to various areas outside of the sphere of influence area where
utility or roadway improvements would be constructed to support the proposed land use changes.

Folsom South of U.S. Highway 50 Specific Plan AECOM
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» The “Water” component addresses the facilities required to provide and convey a water supply to the
proposed development. The “Water” Study Area is used to describe the areas which could be affected by the
proposed “Water” components.

2.2 PROJECT LOCATION
The project site includes the Specific Plan Area (SPA), and a Water Facilities Study Area.

The SPA is generally located in eastern Sacramento County, immediately south of the Folsom city limits. The
SPA lies south of U.S. Highway 50 (U.S. 50), north of White Rock Road, for the most part east of Prairie City
Road (a small area extends west of Prairie City Road at the southwest corner of the SPA), and west of the
Sacramento/El Dorado County line.

Access to the SPA would be provided via the existing White Rock Road, Prairie City Road, and Scott Road. Both
Prairie City Road and Scott Road provide existing access to the site from U.S. 50. Proposed roadways which
would serve the SPA include Oak Avenue and Empire Ranch Road (both of which are proposed to have
interchanges with U.S. 50), and the proposed Easton Valley Parkway, which would provide an east-west
connection to the SPA.

The Water Facilities Study Area includes the Natomas Central Mutual Water Company (NCMWC) service area,
portions of the Sacramento River, and pipeline alignments and water treatment plant (WTP) locations which are
located from the community of Freeport through central and eastern Sacramento County to the SPA.

2.3 PROJECT HISTORY

In 2001, the Sacramento Local Agency Formation Commission (LAFCo) designated the undeveloped land south
of U.S. 50 between Prairie City Road, White Rock Road, and the El Dorado County line as part of the City’s
sphere of influence. The City entered into a Memorandum of Understanding (MOU) with Sacramento County
prior to approval of the SPA application by Sacramento LAFCo. The intent of the MOU is to serve as a guide for
sound regional long-range planning efforts relative to the potential annexation of the SPA. The MOU outlines a
comprehensive planning process for the project site, including public participation with stakeholders and the
general public. It also addresses a number of issues including water supply, transportation, air quality, schools,
and open space that were later incorporated into language found in City of Folsom Measure W and subsequently
the City Charter (described in more detail below). The MOU led to LAFCo Resolution 1196, approving the City’s
sphere of influence amendment.

2.3.1 LAFCo RESOLUTION 1196

LAFCo Resolution 1196 requires that the planning process for the project site include the steps outlined below.

» City General Plan Revisions. Revise and update the City’s general plan in accordance with California State
law.

» City General Plan Housing Element. Obtain a certification of substantial compliance from the California
Department of Housing and Community Development consistent with California Government Code section
65585(d) or (h). The City shall establish in its approved Housing Element that it has or will meet its regional
share housing needs for all income levels for the second and third Housing Element revisions, as defined in
California Government Code section 65588.

» Land Use Designations. Adopt appropriate land use designations for all property within the adopted Sphere
of Influence area.

AECOM Folsom South of U.S. Highway 50 Specific Plan
Findings of Fact and Statement of Overriding Considerations 2 City of Folsom and USACE



Pre-zoning. Pre-zone the property consistent with California Government Code Section 56375 and the
Folsom General Plan.

Comprehensive Planning. Develop comprehensive planning of the project site that demonstrates well
planned, orderly development that avoids the premature conversion of open space.

Master Service Agreement. In any application to annex the property, the City is to submit a Master Services
Element that identifies a program for implementation and financing for major infrastructure and services
components needed to support the proposed distribution, location, extent, and intensity of proposed land uses.
The Master Services Element must identify a water supply source and the process for securing sufficient
water supplies to serve the annexed area.

Local Roadway Improvements. Prepare a plan for necessary improvements to each jurisdiction’s roadway
network to accommodate increased traffic from the project site in cooperation with Sacramento and El
Dorado Counties. This plan must include a list of improvements, responsible jurisdiction, phasing plan, and
clearly defined financing mechanism. Implementation of this plan must result in service levels on local
roadways consistent with each jurisdiction’s general plan.

Regional Roadway Improvements. The City, in cooperation with Caltrans, Sacramento County, El Dorado
County, the El Dorado County Transportation Commission, and the Sacramento Area Council of
Governments (SACOG), must identify traffic and transportation measures that are needed to mitigate
potential impacts on regional transportation facilities from proposed development within the project site. The
City must also identify a funding mechanism to construct the traffic and transportation measures necessary to
fully mitigate impacts from the project site, and a timeline for the construction of improvements. As soon as
reasonably possible, these improvements should be programmed into the Metropolitan Transportation Plan
and Metropolitan Transportation Improvement Program.

Transit Master Plan. Prepare a Transit Master Plan consistent with the City’s General Plan. The master plan
must identify bus transit routes, bus turnouts, pedestrian shelters, bus transfer stations, alignments for rail
service, and the location of rail service stations.

Bikeway Master Plan. Prepare a Bikeway Master Plan consistent with the City’s General Plan. The master
plan must identify bikeway and pedestrian facilities on the project site consistent with the goals and policies
of the City’s general plan and incorporate bikeway designs for Prairie City Road and White Rock Road to be
equivalent, or better, than those in the Sacramento City/County Bikeway Master Plan.

Drainage Master Plan. Conduct hydraulic and hydrologic modeling of that portion of Alder Creek which
transverses the project site. A Drainage Master Plan must be prepared and address flood hazards, identify
flood protection measures, and document no net increase in downstream floodwater surface elevations.

Habitat Mitigation Strategy. Document of the City’s multi-species habitat mitigation strategy (Habitat
Conservation Plan [HCP]) for the project site. The strategy must address mitigation of impacts on habitat and
biological resources that meets Federal and State regulatory requirements. The City may fulfill these
requirements through participation in South Sacramento County HCP process.

Surface and Groundwater Contamination. Document that on-site surface contamination has been
remediated to Federal and State regulatory standards, and that groundwater contamination has been
remediated or is being remediated effectively prior to annexation of any property owned by Aerojet General
Corporation.

Water Supply. Demonstrate that the City has a sufficient water supply to serve existing customers, future
customers within the existing service area, and all proposed uses within the project site in compliance with the
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terms and conditions of the Water Forum Agreement. This demonstration must be sufficient for LAFCo to
determine water availability per California Government Code section 56668(k).

» Wastewater Facilities. Demonstrate the timely availability of wastewater transmission and treatment
capacity to serve existing customers, future customers within the existing service area, and all proposed uses
within the project site.

» Special Districts. Meet and confer with the El Dorado Irrigation District (EID), the Sacramento Metropolitan
Fire District, and any other special districts regarding impacts on these districts, including fiscal and
operational impacts and loss of property tax revenue. With respect to EID, the City must not request any
detachment from the EID service area.

» School Mitigation. Incorporate feasible school mitigation requirements into development agreements.

» Mitigation Monitoring. Comply with the mitigation measures identified in environmental review for
expansion of sphere of influence boundary and adopted pursuant to CEQA by LAFCo Resolution LAFC
1193, including:

» Establish necessary roadway improvements and financing mechanisms;

* Implement requirements to reduce air quality emissions by 35%;

*  Prepare an Air Quality Plan;

*  Complete tree surveys and implement tree protection measures;

*  Complete biological surveys and adopt avoidance and mitigation policies;

*  Minimize incompatibility impacts on historic landscapes;

* Implement hazardous materials plans;

* Investigate and remediate railroad right-of-way, mining, and radio/transfer sites;
* Define the Alder Creek 100-year floodplain; and

» Identify secure sufficient water supplies.

2.3.2 MEASURE W

In November 2004, following a series of visioning workshops, the City’s Measure W—City of Folsom Local
Control of Land South of Highway 50 City Charter Amendment (City Ordinance No. 1022)—passed with support
from 69% of the City voters. With the passage of Measure W, the City Charter was amended to require the
Folsom City Council to take certain actions prior to LAFCo approval of annexation. These required actions are
related to each of the issue areas described below:

» Water Supply. Identify and secure the sources of water supply to serve the SPA without reducing the
existing water supply currently serving users to the north of U.S. 50, and at no cost to existing City residents.

» Transportation. Adopt an Infrastructure Funding and Phasing Plan for the construction of roadways and
transportation improvements that are necessary to reduce traffic impacts resulting from development of the
SPA. The timing of the construction of the transportation improvements shall be tied to the anticipated rate of
growth and associated traffic impacts. Existing City residents shall not be required to pay fees for the
construction of any new transportation improvements required to serve the SPA.

» Open Space. Maintain 30% of the SPA as natural open space to preserve oak woodlands and sensitive habitat
areas. Natural open space cannot include active park sites, residential yard areas, golf courses, parking lots, or
their associated landscaping.

» Schools. Submit a plan to the Folsom Cordova Unified School District for the funding and construction of all
necessary school facilities for the SPA so that City residents north of U.S. 50 are not required to pay for the
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construction of new school facilities serving the SPA and existing schools are not overcrowded by
development of the SPA.

» Development Plan. Adopt a General Plan Amendment to serve as the blueprint for development within the
SPA. The General Plan Amendment will only be adopted after the completion and certification of an
environmental impact report.

» Public Notice. Every registered voter in the City must be mailed a notice of time, place, and date of the public
meetings and hearings before the Planning Commission and City Council. The notice must include a
summary of the SPA proposal with the full proposal and associated environmental review available for public
review at the City Clerk’s office, at all Folsom public libraries, and on the City’s Web site.

» Implementation. All existing City plans, policies, ordinances, and other legislative acts must be amended as
necessary, as soon as possible, and in the time and manner required by state law, including CEQA, to ensure
consistency between the Charter Amendment and those plans, policies, and other provisions.

2.3.3 CITY VISIONING PROCESS

In 2004, the City launched a visioning process to seek community input about the future plans for the City’s
sphere of influence area. Approximately 200 residents of the City and nearby El Dorado County attended a series
of meetings facilitated by a professional planning consultant. At those meetings, the participants addressed a
range of issues including land use, open space, transportation, and financing. Their recommendations resulted in a
series of five possible development scenarios, which were reviewed by the Folsom City Council at its January 25,
2005 meeting. Since that time, the land use plan for the SPA has continued to undergo refinements, and has
evolved into the Proposed Project Alternative shown in Exhibit 2-3 in Chapter 2, “Alternatives” of the
DEIR/DEIS. The Proposed Project Alternative, along with four alternative land use development plans and a No
Project Alternative (development under the existing Sacramento County land use and zoning designations), are
evaluated at a similar level of detail, as required under NEPA in this EIR/EIS.

As described in Section 3.1.2 of the DEIR/DEIS, because the off-site water facilities are different from
development of the SPA and would occur in locations that are further removed spatially and temporally from the
SPA, and due to the complexity and number of alternatives available for conveying water to the SPA, the
DEIR/DEIS evaluates two components of the project: the “Land” component and the “Water” component.
Throughout Chapter 3 of the DEIR/DEIS, the impacts and pages dealing with the “Land” portion are indicated
with an “A.” while those dealing with the “Water” portion are indicated with a “B.” DEIR/DEIS Chapter 4,
“Other Statutory Requirements” incorporates both the “Land” and “Water” discussions under each topic heading
(see DEIR/DEIS page 4-1). However, the “project” as a whole consists of both development of the SPA and off-
site facilities necessary to provide water in support of SPA development. Thus, when considering impacts of the
“project” as a whole, it is necessary to consider both the 3A and 3B impacts taken together.

24 PROJECT OBJECTIVES

The Proposed Project Alternative has been formulated to achieve the objectives summarized below. The State
CEQA Guidelines Section 15124(b) requires that the project description contain a clear statement of the project
objectives, including the underlying purpose of the project. The statement of objectives is important under CEQA
in helping the City (state lead agency under CEQA) to develop a reasonable range of alternatives to the Proposed
Project Alternative for evaluation in the EIR/EIS.

241 PROJECT OBJECTIVES

Section 15124 of the Guidelines requires that an EIR include a statement of project objectives. The following
objectives were presented on pages 1-7 and 1-8 of the DEIR/DEIS.
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LAND

Outlined below are the main objectives defined by the project applicant(s) for the Proposed Project presented on
pages 1-7 and 1-8 of the DEIR/DEIS. These objectives are specific to the “Land” portion of the project, and are
important for the selection and consideration of CEQA alternatives.

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

» 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.

» 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.

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

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

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

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

» Provide the appropriate number and size of on-site community and neighborhood parks sufficient to meet the
needs of the project.

» Generate positive fiscal impacts for the City through development within the project site.
WATER
The project objectives for the “Water” portion of the project consist of the following:

1. 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; and

2. 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 SPA.

2.5 PROPOSED PROJECT

The South Folsom Property Owners Group, the project applicant(s), are seeking adoption by the City of the
proposed Folsom Plan Area Specific Plan, hereinafter referred to as the “Folsom South of U.S. 50 Specific Plan
Project” and associated entitlements discussed in greater detail below. The project would be a mixed-use
development on approximately 3,510 acres in the Folsom sphere of influence, immediately south of the Folsom
city limits. The total area that would be annexed into the City would be 3,584 acres, and also includes portions of
the U.S. 50 right-of-way. The area to be annexed into the City is referred to throughout the EIR/EIS as the SPA.
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The project applicant(s) are also seeking authorization and permit(s) from USACE to place dredged or fill
material into waters of the U.S.

2.6 ALTERNATIVES

CEQA requires that an EIR describe and analyze the relative environmental impacts of alternatives to the
proposed project and evaluate their comparative impacts and merits (see State CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6
[a-c]). The EIR must consider a range of reasonable alternatives that can feasibly attain most of the basic project
objectives and avoid or substantially lessen one or more significant impacts. Alternatives that would impede to
some degree the attainment of the project objectives or would be more costly may also be considered. The
environmentally superior alternative must be identified among the alternatives considered.

The alternatives analysis must identify the potential alternatives, and include sufficient information about each to
allow meaningful evaluation, analysis, and comparison with the proposed project. The discussion must focus on
potentially feasible alternatives that can avoid or substantially reduce the significant impacts of the proposed
project.

Qualitative and quantitative measures of alternative feasibility may include site suitability, economic viability,
availability of infrastructure, general plan consistency, consistency or conflict with other plans or regulatory
limitations, jurisdictional boundaries, and whether the project applicant can reasonably acquire, control, or
otherwise have access to an alternative site. Similarly, if an alternative would cause one or more significant
impacts, in addition to those that would be caused by the project, the significant impacts of the alternative must be
discussed, but in less detail than the project analysis.

As required by CEQA, the alternatives analysis must include evaluation of the “no project” alternative. “No
project” is defined as what would occur within the project site if the project were not to be approved. The “no
project” alternative “would be reasonably expected to occur in the foreseeable future if the project were not
approved, based on current plans and consistent with available infrastructure and community services.” CEQA
also requires that an EIR identify an “environmentally superior alternative” from among the range of reasonable
alternatives that are evaluated.

Chapter 2, “Alternatives,” of the DEIR/DEIS, provides a comparative analysis between the Proposed Project
Alternative and four “Land” alternatives, as well as comparative analysis of ten “Water” alternatives. The “Land”
alternatives describe a range of alternative land use plans for the SPA, and the “Water” alternatives describe a
range of potential water facility options which could be used to convey the necessary water supply to the SPA.

The City finds that that a good faith effort was made to evaluate all feasible alternatives in the EIR/EIS that are
reasonable alternatives to the project and could feasibly obtain the basic objectives of the project, even when the
alternatives might impede the attainment of the project objectives or might be more costly. The City also finds
that all reasonable alternatives were reviewed, analyzed, and discussed in the review process of the EIR/EIS and
the ultimate decision on the project.

2.7 “LAND” ALTERNATIVES

2.71 “LAND”’ ALTERNATIVES CONSIDERED AND ELIMINATED FROM FURTHER
ANALYSIS

Alternatives which were considered and eliminated from further detailed analysis in the EIR/EIS include
alternatives discussed and rejected as part of the alternatives evaluated pursuant to Section 404(b)(1) of the
Federal Clean Water Act (attached to the DEIR/DEIS in Appendix L) and an off-site alternative.
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There are six additional Section 404(b)(1) on-site alternatives. These alternatives are all based on the Proposed
Project Alternative, with each of the six alternatives addressing additional avoidance of waters of the U.S.,
including wetlands. The Additional Avoidance Alternative includes all of the proposed additional avoidance
areas; the remaining alternatives each include a smaller portion of the proposed additional avoidance areas from
the Additional Avoidance Alternative. Section 404(b)(1) alternatives that were considered but not carried forward
for further analysis in the EIR/EIS are described in greater detail below.

ADDITIONAL AVOIDANCE ALTERNATIVE

The Additional Avoidance Alternative would include the following additional areas where waters of the U.S.,
including wetlands, would be avoided:

» an intermittent drainage and seasonal swale on the north-central portion of the SPA, in regional commercial,
general commercial, and single family high density areas on both sides of Scott Road at Easton Valley
Parkway; and

» an artificially-constructed ditch on the western portion of the SPA, in a Single Family area south of Easton
Valley Parkway and west of the electrical transmission line easement.

Implementation of the Additional Avoidance Alternative would reduce the acreage of affected waters of the U.S.,
including wetlands, by 3.19 acres. However, this alternative would also remove the frontage for the Regional
Commercial parcel along both Scott Road and Easton Valley Parkway. The loss of street frontage and the changes
to the shape of the parcel would render the primary retail component of the project infeasible. Without a feasible
regional commercial project component, this alternative would not meet Objective 7 (provide neighborhood- and
regional-serving retail areas within the SPA) and potentially would not meet Objective 11 (generate positive fiscal
impacts for the City through development within the SPA).

Because development of this alternative would not be reasonable or practicable due to costs and logistics, this
alternative was rejected from consideration under NEPA (please refer to Appendix L of the DEIR/DEIS, which
contains the Section 404[b][1] Alternatives Analysis, for a more detailed description of the practicality of this
alternative).

CARPENTER RANCH AVOIDANCE ALTERNATIVE

The Carpenter Ranch Avoidance Alternative would include the following additional area where wetlands would
be avoided:

» an intermittent drainage and seasonal swale on the north-central portion of the SPA, in regional commercial,
general commercial, and single family high density areas on both sides of Scott Road at Easton Valley
Parkway.

Implementation of the Carpenter Ranch Avoidance Alternative would reduce the acreage of affected wetlands and
waters by 2.88 acres. In addition, implementation of this alternative would result in similar cost and logistic
constraints as the Additional Avoidance Alternative, as described above. Without a feasible regional commercial
project component, this alternative would not meet Objective 7 (provide neighborhood- and regional-serving
retail areas within the SPA) and potentially would not meet Objective 11 (generate positive fiscal impacts for the
City through development within the SPA).

Because development of this alternative would not be feasible due to costs and logistics, this alternative was
eliminated from further detailed study under CEQA because it would not achieve some of the key basic objectives
of the project.
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REGIONAL COMMERCIAL AVOIDANCE ALTERNATIVE

The Regional Commercial Avoidance Alternative would include the following additional area where wetlands
would be avoided:

» aseasonal swale on the north-central portion of the SPA, in regional commercial and single family high
density areas on both sides of Scott Road at Easton Valley Parkway.

The Regional Commercial Avoidance Alternative would reduce the acreage of affected wetlands and waters by
2.50 acres. In addition, this alternative would result in similar cost and logistic constraints as the Additional
Avoidance Alternative, as described above. Without a feasible regional commercial project component, this
alternative would not meet Objective 7 (provide neighborhood- and regional-serving retail areas within the SPA)
and potentially would not meet Objective 11 (generate positive fiscal impacts for the City through development
within the SPA).

Because development of this alternative would not be feasible due to costs and logistics, this alternative was
rejected from consideration under CEQA because it would not achieve some of the basic objectives of the project.

WESTERN RESIDENTIAL AVOIDANCE ALTERNATIVE

The Western Residential Avoidance Alternative would include the following additional area where wetlands
would be avoided:

» an artificially-constructed ditch on the western portion of the SPA, in a single family residential area south of
Easton Valley Parkway and west of the electrical transmission line easement.

Implementation of the Western Residential Avoidance Alternative would reduce the acreage of affected wetlands
and waters by 0.31 acres, and would reduce the developable area by 14.3 acres. Due to the hilly terrain of the site,
implementation of this alternative would result in the creation of an isolated portion of the development which, in
turn, would require the construction of a sanitary sewer pump station and force main. Construction of a pump
station would increase costs and would increase potential environmental impacts that could result from a pump
system failure. This alternative would require the construction of an additional street access to allow for a
connection to Oak Avenue Parkway, as at least two points of access to a development area are required by City
Ordinance for emergency vehicle and evacuation routes. Construction of this additional street would affect the
open space area and result in the removal of oak woodland habitat. In addition, under this alternative, the
construction of homes surrounded by a preserve area would result in adverse impacts on the preserved waters,
reducing and potentially eliminating the functions of the surrounding waters.

Because implementation of this alternative would result in additional impacts to sensitive oak woodland habitat
while only preserving 0.311 acres of man-made ditch and intermittent stream which would still be indirectly
affected, this alternative was rejected from further detailed study under CEQA.

OFF-SITE “LAND” ALTERNATIVES

Under CEQA, off-site alternatives must be considered in environmental documents when one or more of the
significant impacts of the project could be avoided or substantially reduced in magnitude through the
implementation of a feasible alternative in a different location. To be considered feasible, development on
potential off-site locations must be able to attain most of the basic objectives of the Folsom South of U.S. 50
Specific Plan project must meet the definition of feasibility in light of the factors identified in State CEQA
Guidelines Section 15126.6(f)(1). These factors include: site suitability, economic viability, availability of
infrastructure, general plan consistency, other plans or regulatory limitations, jurisdictional boundaries (projects
with a regionally significant impact should consider the regional context), and whether the proponent can
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reasonably acquire, control or otherwise have access to the alternative site (or the site is already owned by the
proponent). To satisfy the project applicant(s)’ and the City’s project objectives under CEQA, a large
undeveloped site within the City of Folsom, or within the City’s sphere of influence, would be needed. State
CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6(f)(2)(b) states that “[i]f the lead agency concludes that no feasible alternative
locations exist, it must disclose the reasons for this conclusion, and should include the reasons in the EIR.”

Policy LU 81 of the Sacramento County General Plan provides very limited conditions under which the County
can expand the Urban Service Boundary (USB), which would be necessary if the Proposed Project Alternative
were constructed in an off-site location in unincorporated Sacramento County, south of Jackson Highway/State
Route (SR) 16 or west of Grant Line Road. When considering such a proposal, the County must make several
findings, including a finding that there is insufficient land within the USB to accommodate the project’s 20-year
demand for urban uses. If all of the criteria are not met, the County Board of Supervisors may still approve
expansion of the USB, but must do so by a 4/5 vote. Since enactment of this policy in 1993, the board has not
approved an application for any substantially-sized projects outside the USB.

The identification of off-site alternative locations was limited to those locations that could satisfy certain criteria,
as described below. First, as discussed above, the geographic area for off-site alternatives was limited to areas
within the Sacramento County USB. In addition to the policy reasons discussed above, the USB was chosen as an
appropriate geographic boundary because locating the project outside of the existing USB would require massive
expansion of infrastructure that is not currently planned.

Next, proximity of off-site alternatives to major transportation corridors was a consideration of site selection. This
criterion was established to implement key project needs and objectives, including a large retail center. A location
along a major arterial, preferably adjacent to a freeway, is preferable for a retail project of this size; however,
suitable available sites meeting this criterion were not identified because no undeveloped, uncommitted sites are
currently available that meet this criterion. However, other off-site locations not meeting this criterion have been
identified, although not preferable.

Areas encompassing a size similar to the proposed development footprint of the SPA (i.e., approximately 2,500
acres) were considered preferable to provide similar residential and commercial use capacities. Although the SPA
is approximately 3,500 acres, approximately 1,050 acres would be set aside as open space and therefore project
development would occur on approximately 2,450 acres. However, to satisfy the NEPA objectives, smaller sites
in eastern Sacramento County were considered as long as they were deemed appropriate to accommodate a
“large-scale” mixed-use development including both residential and commercial components. Although smaller
sites (as small as 1,500 acres) were considered, these sites would not be preferred because they would not
accommodate the same volume and density of residential and commercial uses as the proposed development
footprint. Furthermore, while these smaller sites might meet the USACE’s NEPA purpose and need, they would
not meet the City of Folsom’s CEQA objectives.

The primary obstacle in identifying an off-site alternative that would meet the feasibility criteria discussed above
is aggregating enough parcels to create a project of an adequate size. The City determined that there were no
available sites that met the criteria, and that it would be infeasible to aggregate numerous small, contiguous
parcels to create a project of sufficient size. Furthermore, all of the undeveloped parcels within the City of Folsom
combined do not amount to more than 100 acres of developable land. Therefore, the only available uncommitted
land that is of sufficient size to accommodate the proposed development is located outside of the City’s current
boundaries or sphere of influence and, therefore does not meet the City’s project objectives. Identifying parcels in
eastern Sacramento County would be extremely difficult for the City’s because those parcels would be outside of
the City’s Sphere of Influence.

The majority of undeveloped land in eastern Sacramento County and within the USB is within the City of Rancho
Cordova and unincorporated portions of Sacramento County east of Grant line Road. Several large, undeveloped
tracts of land were identified in these areas but were ultimately eliminated as potential off-site alternative
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locations because they are currently subject to project-level planning for separate projects (e.g., Sunrise Douglas
Community Plan area, Mather Field Redevelopment, Easton Planning Area, SunCreek Specific Plan area). These
projects include Arboretum, Cordova Hills, Excelsior Estates, Glenborough at Easton and Easton Place, Mather
East and Mather Field, Rio del Oro, the Ranch at Sunridge, and Vineyard Springs, all of which currently have (or
will soon have [i.e., reasonably foreseeable]) development applications filed with the applicable jurisdiction.
Thus, the City determined that there were no sites that could be reasonably acquired, controlled, or that were
otherwise accessible to the project sponsor other than the proposed site.

The SPA represents the only available major undeveloped land area in Folsom’s Sphere of Influence that is
capable of providing substantial job opportunities and a mix of uses, and that would fulfill the project
applicant(s)’ and the City’s project purpose and attain most of the basic project objectives. The majority of
undeveloped yet potentially developable land in the project vicinity is currently undergoing project-level planning
for separate projects (e.g., Sunrise Douglas Community Plan area, Mather Field Redevelopment, Easton Planning
Area, SunCreek Specific Plan area). These areas are not available to accommodate the project because they are
committed to future development, are outside the City’s jurisdictional boundaries, and are outside the control of
the project applicant.

There is one area in eastern Sacramento County within the USB that could potentially meet the project’s purpose
under NEPA, but would not meet the City CEQA objectives because it would be located outside of the City’s
jurisdictional boundaries. However, because this site may meet the USACE defined purpose and need, it was

further evaluated in the EIR/EIS to determine if the site is practicable for development, would impact fewer acres
of waters of the U.S. than the Proposed Project Alternative, and if it is available.

2.7.2 PROPOSED PROJECT ALTERNATIVE

As described below, the Proposed Project Alternative would include a range of housing types, employment
centers, open space, and recreation opportunities, as well as support services such as roadway improvements,
support infrastructure, and utilities. Land uses are described below and shown in Table 2-1 (Table 2-1 on page 2-

14 of the DEIR/DEIS).

Buildout of the Proposed Project Alternative would be split into four development phases, is anticipated to occur
over an approximately 20-year period, and would include the elements described below.

Residential and Mixed-Use

The Proposed Project Alternative provides for the construction of approximately 10,210 dwelling units in five
residential land use classifications on 1,477.2 acres. The proposed densities are as follows:

» Single Family, with a permitted density range of 1-4 dwelling units per acre (du/ac) and a desired density of
3 du/ac;

» Single Family High Density, with a permitted density range of 4—7 du/ac and a desired density of 5 du/ac;
» Multi-Family Low Density, with a permitted density range of 7—12 du/ac and a desired density of 9 du/ac;

» Multi-Family Medium Density, with a permitted density range of 12—20 du/ac and a desired density of
18 du/ac; and

» Multi-Family High Density, with a permitted density range of 20-30 du/ac and a desired density of 25 du/ac.
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Acres of Proposed Folsom Southz?‘bl.JI?SZ. ;0 Specific Plan Project Land Uses
Land Use Dwelling Units/Acre Total Acres

Single Family 14 557.8
Single Family High Density 4-7 532.5
Multi-Family Low Density 7-12 266.7
Multi-Family Medium Density 1220 67.0
Multi-Family High Density 20-30 49.9
Mixed-Use District 9-30 59.1
Office Park 89.2
Community Commercial 38.8
General Commercial 212.9
Regional Commercial 110.8
Parks — Community West 44.5
Parks — Community East 26.1
Parks — Neighborhood 47.6
Parks — Local 3.5
High School-Middle School 79.6
Elementary School 51.0
Country Day School 48.7
Circulation Improvements 171.6
Open Space 1,053.1
Specific Plan Area Total 3,510.4
Other Areas Proposed for Annexation 73.6
“Land” Project Total 3,584
Source: Torrance Planning 2009

A total of 1,477.2 acres are proposed for residential development. In addition, 59.1 acres are proposed for a
Mixed-Use District, which would include both residential and commercial uses. This district’s proposed density
range is 9-30 du/ac, with a desired density of 12 du/ac.

Commercial/lndustrial

The Proposed Project Alternative includes 451.7 acres of land designated for commercial/industrial use, under the
commercial land use classifications of Office Park, Community Commercial, General Commercial, and Regional
Commercial. Three office park areas are proposed along U.S. 50. Community Commercial sites, covering a total
of 38.8 acres, are proposed for the intersection of Prairie City and White Rock Roads, and at two locations along
Scott Road. 212.9 acres of General Commercial uses are proposed in the central and eastern portion of the SPA
along U.S. 50, and on Scott Road in the northern portion of the SPA. A Regional Commercial district (shopping
centers) is proposed for 110.8 acres at the southwest corner of Scott Road and U.S. 50.
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Parks and Recreation

The Proposed Project Alternative includes a total of 121.7 acres of parks. With 10,210 dwelling units proposed,
and a projected population of 24,335 (based on people-per-unit ratios of 2.92 for single-family residences and
1.94 for multi-family residences), this represents 5 acres of parkland per 1,000 residents. Two community parks,
totaling 70.6 acres, would provide communitywide recreational facilities serving multiple neighborhoods. An
additional 47.6 acres of neighborhood parks are proposed. These parks would be smaller than the community
parks, ranging in size between three and ten acres, and would be linked to neighborhoods and services by trails
and bicycle facilities. Each of the proposed school sites is located adjacent a proposed neighborhood park in order
to provide joint use opportunities. An additional 3.5 acres of local parks would be designated within residential
areas as tentative maps are approved. These local parks would serve the recreational needs of the immediately
surrounding areas. In addition to the proposed park area, multi-use trails would be appropriate within some open
space areas of the SPA, as discussed in “Open Space,” below.

Open Space

The Proposed Project Alternative includes 1,053.1 acres of land designated as open space. Measure W, passed by
Folsom voters in 2004, amended the Folsom City Charter to require that 30% of the plan area be maintained as
natural open space.

Alder Creek, which flows in a northwesterly direction across the western half of the SPA, is entirely encompassed
within open space in the plan area. Multi-use trails connect the plan area’s proposed residential and commercial
areas to services and schools, and provide an alternative to automobile use. The proposed specific plan highlights
the importance of visual connections to open space areas; roadways are to be placed along the boundaries of open
space areas where possible, with clear visibility at access points to trails.

Stormwater Management

Project implementation would include development of about 3,500 acres of land, most of which has not been
previously developed. Drainage watercourses are needed to effectively drain the site, control flooding, and
provide recreation and water quality benefits to the proposed development. Exhibit 2-5 on page 2-21 of the
DEIR/DEIS shows the proposed pattern of stormwater drainage in the SPA at buildout. A network of conveyance
pipes, inlets, manholes, and regulating structures would deliver runoff to the aforementioned system components.

Alder Creek and several tributaries flow across the SPA, along with several additional intermittent and ephemeral
drainage watercourses on-site. The SPA lies within the Lower American and Upper Cosumnes Watersheds.
Although most of the SPA has not been mapped for flood risk by the Federal Emergency Management Agency
(FEMA), the SPA has been studied by the California Department of Water Resources (DWR) under its
Awareness Flood Mapping Program, and the area along Alder Creek has been designated as Awareness
Floodplain by DWR. The area along Alder Creek as it flows through the SPA has been designated by the
Sacramento County Department of Water Resources as lying within a 100-year (0.01 Annual Exceedance
Probability [AEP]) floodplain.

The SPA includes portions of the Alder Creek, Buffalo Creek, Coyote Creek, and Carson Creek Watersheds.
Water currently flows off-site via Alder Creek, three outfalls to Buffalo Creek on the western boundary of the
SPA, one outfall to Coyote Creek on the southern boundary of the SPA, and three outfalls to Carson Creek on the
southern and eastern boundaries of the SPA. Water flows onto the SPA from three oftf-site developments north of
U.S. 50, and from undeveloped properties to the south of the SPA.

Alder Creek originates outside and to the south of the SPA and flows across the SPA in a northwesterly direction.
Downstream of the SPA, the Alder Creek and Buffalo Creek Watersheds flow west into areas of undeveloped
vernal pool grassland and oak woodland with some scattered industrial development with roadways, utilities, and
drainage conveyance systems. The Buffalo Creek and Coyote Creek Watersheds originate in the SPA in the
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southwest corner. The Coyote Creek Watershed flows south from the SPA into undeveloped grazing lands with
vernal pools. The Carson Creek Watershed flows through the eastern portion of the SPA and flows off the site
into undeveloped grazing lands to the south and residential development to the east. The Alder Creek Watershed
drains into Lake Natoma and the American River. Buffalo Creek is also part of the Lower American River
Watershed. Carson Creek and Coyote Creek both ultimately flow into the Cosumnes River.

The Buffalo Creek and Coyote Creek Watersheds consist primarily of gently rolling terrain with slopes ranging
from 0% to 15% and ground elevations ranging from approximately 300 to 380 feet above mean sea level in the
SPA. The Alder Creek Watershed consists of gently rolling and hilly terrain with slopes from 0% to 30% and
ground elevations ranging from 240 feet above mean sea level in the northwest to 770 feet in the northeast.

The Carson Creek Watershed consists of hilly terrain with slopes ranging from 5% to 30% and ground elevations
from approximately 440 to 800 feet above mean sea level in the eastern portion of the SPA.

A preliminary grading plan has been developed that accommodates needs for on-site stormwater detention,
incorporates preferred alignments for roadways, and joins with existing conditions at the project boundaries.

A stormwater system consisting of surface swales, catch basins, drainage inlets, underground pipes, and detention
basins has been developed for the Proposed Project Alternative. These stormwater facilities would be constructed
along the natural drainage courses within the SPA to mimic natural drainage patterns. The stormwater system has
been designed to collect and convey 100-year (0.01 AEP) storm events. The proposed drainage and detention
facilities would detain flows exiting the site such that 10-year (0.1 AEP) and 100-year (0.01 AEP) flow events
would remain at or below existing conditions flows.

The Proposed Project Alternative would employ a Low Impact Development (LID) stormwater management
system that would increase infiltration potential, evaporation, and surface storage while reducing excess
stormwater runoff. A LID stormwater management system treats stormwater at its source rather than at a
centralized collection site or pond. LID systems reduce runoff volume and rate by maximizing infiltration
capacity through the use of undisturbed areas, on-site water management facilities, and functional landscaping to
capture runoff at its source. Decentralizing stormwater collection can reduce pollutants because as stormwater
travels from its source, it can pick up pollutants that can reduce water quality in receiving bodies. By allowing
stormwater infiltration at its source, it does not have the opportunity to pick up pollutants as it travels to a
centralized and distant collection system. Pollutant reduction is also achieved by minimizing paved surfaces in the
SPA. The following elements may be included as part of the Proposed Project Alternative LID system:
bioretention facilities, infiltration trenches, dry wells, landscape/buffer strips, and swales (grassed, bio retention,
and/or wet). Specific features to be included would be determined between the project applicant(s) and the City.

The majority of the Alder Creek streambed through the SPA would be preserved in the open space land use
designation as part of the site development plan, as would many of the other drainage channels and swales.
Grading would be required in some of the open-space tract to contain seasonal flows to an active channel and
more reliably define the extent of the 100-year (0.01 AEP) floodplain in this area. Construction of several
roadway crossings are proposed over Alder Creek, however, and detention basins would be constructed in on-site
drainage watercourses. During smaller events, runoff would be conveyed within the creek banks while larger
flows would utilize up to the design depth of the detention basins. Sixteen detention and water quality basins are
proposed throughout the SPA. These basins are sized to hold both the required detention volume, and an
additional water quality volume. Exhibit 2-5 on page 2-21 of the DEIR/DEIS illustrates the locations of detention
basins. As shown on Exhibit 2-5 on page 2-21 of the DEIR/DEIS, one detention basin is proposed to be located
off-site, immediately west of Prairie City Road.

The City’s Public Works Department provides stormwater services in Folsom. The SPA is not currently served
with stormwater infrastructure. The Proposed Project Alternative would include stormwater infrastructure
designed to collect and convey 100-year (0.01 AEP) storm events. The proposed infrastructure includes surface
swales, catch basins, drainage inlets, underground pipes, and detention basins. Stormwater runoff would be
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collected in the proposed system, and discharged into Alder Creek, Buffalo Creek, Carson Creek, and Coyote
Creek. Exhibit 2-5 on page 2-21 of the DEIR/DEIS illustrates the conceptual stormwater system for the SPA.

Waters of the U.S., Including Wetland Impacts and Avoidance

A total of 84.94 acres of waters of the U.S. are located within the SPA. Additionally, 1.30 acres of waters were
identified on the site that USACE determined to be nonnavigable, isolated, and intrastate waters with no apparent
interstate commerce connection. Table 2-2 below (Table 2-2 on page 2-23 of the DEIR/DEIS) presents acreage of
waters of the U.S., with detail shown for vernal pools, seasonal wetland swales, seasonal wetlands, freshwater
marsh, freshwater seeps, ponds, stream channels, intermittent drainage channels, and ditches.

Table 2-2
Waters of the U.S., Including Wetlands in the SPA

Acres Filled By Proposed Acres Avoided by Acres Fragmented by Proposed

Wetland Type EX'::;ZQ Projec? Implementation  Proposed Prqject Projectllmplementation
(Direct Impact) Implementation (Indirect Impact)
Vernal pool 4.64 2.92 1.72 0.00
Seasonal wetland 4.66 3.87 0.78 0.00
Seasonal swale 25.48 17.63 7.85 0.00
Seep 10.80 4.48 6.33 0.17
Marsh 0.21 0.07 0.14 0.016
Ponds 6.87 1.17 5.71 0.088
Stream channel 17.19 3.38 13.81 0.012
Drainage channel 11.72 4.47 7.25 0.00
Ditch 1.96 1.40 0.55 0.00
Willow Scrub 0.11 0.11 0.00 0.00
Total Waters of the U.S. 83.64 39.50 44.14 0.29
Isolated Waters 1.30 1.25 0.05 0.00
Grand Total 84.94 40.75 44.19 0.29

Source: ECORP Consulting, Inc. 2009 and 2010

The Proposed Project Alternative includes 1,050 acres of open space that would contain preserve areas intended
to preserve and protect aquatic features, sensitive habitat areas, and cultural resources. Development impacts on
wetland habitats and other waters of the U.S. within the preserve areas would be avoided. The boundaries of the
preserve areas would be determined during the wetland permitting process. The open space would be distributed
throughout the SPA, but concentrated primarily in the western portion of the site where oak woodlands and Alder
Creek are present. Most of the stream channels and intermittent drainage channels are included in proposed open
space corridors. As shown in Table 2-2 above, a total of 44.19 acres of waters of the U.S. and wetlands would be
preserved in the SPA, including most of Alder Creek.

In addition to the waters of the U.S. that would be avoided, preserved, and protected (described above) in the open
space areas, additional acreage of wetland habitat would be created within the open space areas as compensatory
mitigation for impacts elsewhere in the SPA.

The open space designation includes oak woodlands, riparian corridors, landscape parkways 30 feet in width or
greater, slope areas, and wetland and stream and drainage channel habitats. Buffers of at least 75 feet are included
in the open space design to protect preserved habitats from adjacent development. No grading, trails, or
improvements would be allowed within the first 25 feet of buffer, but temporary disturbance associated with
contour grading, mitigation planting, trails, benches, and other passive recreational amenities may occur in the
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outer 50 feet of buffer. Allowed uses within designated open space are designed to be consistent with the
preservation and enhancement of natural open space and habitat features. These uses include passive outdoor
recreation, such as hiking, walking, horseback riding, and bicycling on designated walkways and trails.
Trailheads, restroom facilities, educational and interpretive signage, and similar facilities to enhance public
enjoyment of the open space would also be allowed, as well as maintenance of stormwater systems and other
utilities.

Wetland Preserve Mitigation and Monitoring Plan

A draft mitigation and monitoring plan (MMP) for the wetland preserve and additional mitigation areas has been
developed by ECORP Consulting, Inc. (ECORP) on behalf of the project applicant(s) and is attached as
Appendix N to the DEIR/DEIS. An updated MMP is attached to the FEIR/FEIS as Appendix Q. An operations
and management plan (O&M plan) was also prepared for the project by ECORP on behalf of the project
applicant(s) and is attached to the FEIR/FEIS as Appendix P. Both the MMP and the O&M plan would need to be
reviewed and approved by USACE before implementation or work in waters of the U.S. The MMP outlines the
monitoring methods and success criteria of compensatory wetland and riparian habitat while the O&M plan lists
the responsibilities of the preserve steward, as well as the tasks required to ensure the long-term viability of the
functions and values of the preserve.

Schools

The Proposed Project Alternative also includes approximately 130.6 acres designated for schools, including five
elementary school sites, and one middle and high school site. Each elementary school site consists of 10.0 acres,
with 79.0 acres for the middle and high school site. In addition to the public school sites, an approximately 50-
acre parcel is planned for either a private or public school.

All of the public school sites would be part of the Folsom Cordova Unified School District (FCUSD). The
proposed schools, along with adjacent community parks, would be jointly used by FCUSD and the Folsom Parks
and Recreation Department. Funding would be provided through state bonds and local bonds and developer fees.

Buildout of the Folsom South of 50 Specific Plan development would generate approximately 4,999 pupils in
grades K—12. Of this total, 2,807 pupils would be in grades K-5; 1,017 would be in grades 6—8; and 1,073 would
be in grades 9—12 and continuation high school. An additional 102 pupils in grades K—12 would be enrolled in
special education programs. FCUSD based these projections on the proposed land use designations and yield rates
generated from similar types of development.

The timeline for construction of the proposed schools would coincide with the project applicant(s)’ buildout
schedule, which is dependent upon market trends for new homes.

Public Utilities and Services

Public services, utilities, and other infrastructure improvements would be needed to support the Proposed Project
Alternative as outlined in the proposed specific plan. The project applicant(s) have initiated coordination with the
various service providers regarding provision of these services on an as-needed basis. Table 2-3 below (Table 2-3
on page 2-25 of the DEIR/DEIS) provides details on the necessary off-site improvements.

A municipal services facility is proposed for the SPA. This facility would provide a range of services to residents
of the SPA and of the City of Folsom as a whole, including “city hall” type facilities such as meeting rooms and
offices, and could also provide space for a branch library facility. Two fire stations are also proposed in the SPA.

AECOM Folsom South of U.S. Highway 50 Specific Plan
Findings of Fact and Statement of Overriding Considerations 16 City of Folsom and USACE



Folsom South of U.S. 50 Specific-ll-::::legf?-site Infrastructure Improvements
Improvement Approved/Existing CEQA Coverage?

Off-site water conveyance No
Sewer force main connection underground from SPA to interceptor on Iron Point No
Road North of U.S. 50
EID Sewer connections to existing facilities in El Dorado Hills No
Detention basin (west of Prairie City Road) No
Prairie City Road improvements No
White Rock Road improvements No
Prairie City Road/U.S. 50 Interchange improvements (North of U.S. 50) Yes
Oak Avenue/U.S. 50 Interchange No
Rowberry Drive Overcrossing No
Scott Road/U.S. 50 Interchange improvements (North of U.S. 50) Yes
Empire Ranch Road/U.S. 50 Interchange improvements (North of U.S. 50) Yes
Roadway connections from Folsom Heights property into EI Dorado Hills No
Sewer force main connections within roadway connections from Folsom Heights No
property into El Dorado Hills
Sources: MacKay & Somps 2008; data compiled by AECOM in 2009

Fire and Police Protection

Fire protection services would be provided by the City of Folsom’s Fire Department. The majority of the SPA is
currently in the jurisdiction of the Sacramento Metro Fire District, but the City would seek detachment from the
District in conjunction with its annexation proposal. An approximately 178-acre area in the northeastern portion
of the SPA is currently served by the El Dorado Hills Fire Department. The City of Folsom and the El Dorado
Hills Fire Department are negotiating whether this area will be transferred to the jurisdiction of the Folsom Fire
Department. Two fire stations are included as part of the Proposed Project Alternative. The final size and location
of these fire stations will be determined following response time analysis studies, but the conceptual locations for
these facilities are near the intersection of Oak Avenue and Street “A,” and east of the intersection of Scott Road
and Street “B.” A fire training facility may be paired with one of the two fire stations; the size and location of
these facilities would be determined during the development phase of the project. (See Exhibit 2-3 on page 2-15
of the DEIR/DEIS.)

Police protection would be handled by the City’s Police Department. The facilities needs for law enforcement and
protection would be determined by that department. An on-site police station is conceptually located north of
Street “B” and east of Scott Road, with a conceptual police service center in the regional mall. (See Exhibit 2-3 on
page 2-15 of the DEIR/DEIS.)

On-site Water

The City of Folsom Utilities Department, Water Division would provide water service to the majority of the SPA.
In the EID service area (illustrated in Exhibit 2-6 on page 2-27 of the DEIR/DEIS), EID would provide water
service. No water infrastructure is currently present in the SPA; a conceptual diagram of water distribution
infrastructure is presented on Exhibit 2-7 on page 2-29 of the DEIR/DEIS. Under the terms of Measure W,
adopted by Folsom voters in 2004 and incorporated into the City’s Charter as Section 7.08, a new water source for
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the project area must be identified and provided at no cost to existing Folsom residents, so that the existing water
supply currently serving users to the north of U.S. 50 is not reduced. Section 2.8 below provides a detailed
description of the “Water” portion of the project, including information on the source of the water, and off-site
conveyance improvements.

The Proposed Project Alternative includes installation of a non-potable water distribution system (“purple pipe”
system). This system would be used to route non-potable water to parks and landscaped areas, reducing the use of
drinking water for irrigation in the SPA. There currently is no recycled water supply to use within the SPA, but
installation of the distribution system would expedite implementation of such a supply when it is available.

The project would conform to the 2007 requirements of Best Management Practices (BMPs) from the California
Urban Water Conservation Memorandum of Understanding (or later edition if applicable). These BMPs could
include: performing site-specific landscape and interior water surveys; conducting public information campaigns
and school education programs; adopting a water waste ordinance; and identifying opportunities for installation of
dedicated irrigation meters, monitoring progress through billing, and providing site-specific assistance for
accounts 20% over budget. The California Urban Water Conservation BMPs would have a long-term affect on the
City’s ability to manage water use throughout the SPA. To the extent that the City requires installation of
dedicated irrigation meters in the SPA, a monitoring and survey program would provide an opportunity to ensure
that landscape water demands are achieving desired water conservation targets. The City’s water conservation
coordinator would be assigned to manage water conservation programs and City staff will be authorized to
enforce the water waste ordinance. Through targeted outreach, the City can encourage continued customer use of
highly efficient appliances and irrigation systems, emphasize the need to retain efficient landscape plantings, and
minimize otherwise wasteful uses.

Sewer

Sanitary sewer service for the SPA would be provided by the City of Folsom Wastewater Division. The
Wastewater Division discharges its wastewater into the Sacramento Regional County Sanitation District (SRCSD)
interceptor system for conveyance and treatment at the SRCSD’s regional facility. An approximately 189-acre
portion of the SPA east of Empire Ranch Road is in the El Dorado Irrigation District service area. Sanitary sewer
service in this area would be provided by EID, through connection with the existing EID system in El Dorado
Hills, with wastewater being conveyed to the El Dorado Hills WWTP. Exhibit 2-6 on page 2-27 of the
DEIR/DEIS illustrates the location of the EID service area.

No sanitary sewer facilities are currently present in the SPA. Exhibit 2-8 on page 2-31 of the DEIR/DEIS presents
a conceptual diagram of on-site sewer facilities. Sewer facilities would include both gravity-fed mains and force-
mains, as well as several pump stations. Connection to the City’s existing wastewater system would proceed off-site
along Oak Avenue, joining the existing system on Iron Point Road west of Oak Avenue.

Electricity

Electrical service would be provided by Sacramento Municipal Utility District (SMUD). All electrical lines under
69 kilovolts (kV) would be routed underground within the rights-of-way of streets in the SPA. SMUD has
indicated that backbone electrical improvements necessary to support the project would include construction of
three electric substations. The exact locations for these substations have not been defined; however, the
approximate locations would be near the intersection of Easton Valley Parkway and Rowberry Drive, near the
intersection of White Rock and Scott Roads, and along Placerville Road north of Easton Valley Parkway. The
number of electric substations and the aforementioned locations are based on preliminary information provided to
SMUD and are subject to change if the electrical demands and/or land uses are revised. These substations would
be served by extensions of existing 69-kV overhead lines. At minimum, new 69 kV overhead lines would be
required along White Rock Road from Prairie City Road to Placerville Road and along Placerville Road from
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White Rock Road to Highway 50. Additional overhead 69 kV routes would be required, based on the locations of
the distribution substation sites.

The project applicant(s) are currently working with SMUD to develop detailed design plans for electrical service
to the SPA.

Natural Gas

Natural gas service would be provided by Pacific Gas & Electric Company (PG&E), and would be routed
underground within the rights-of-way of streets in the SPA. The project applicant(s) is currently working with
PG&E to develop detailed design plans for natural-gas service to the SPA, but one or more transmission pipelines
and two natural gas regulator stations would be constructed in the SPA to serve buildout of the project.

Telephone

AT&T has existing underground and overhead telephone service in the vicinity of the SPA. AT&T would extend
lines and construct facilities to serve the SPA concurrently with development phases.

Solid Waste Disposal
The City’s Solid Waste Division would provide pickup and disposal of solid waste in the SPA.
Circulation Improvements

As shown in Exhibit 2-9 on page 2-35 of the DEIR/DEIS, the Proposed Project Alternative includes the
development of an estimated 171.6 acres of major roadways and associated landscaping within the SPA. Access
and circulation within the SPA would be provided through the construction of the following primary roadways:

» White Rock Road is a regional connector which forms the southern boundary of the SPA, and provides an
alternative travel route parallel to U.S. 50. White Rock Road would be a 5-lane roadway with a 28-foot wide
median to accommodate a future sixth traffic lane, if needed. A 50-foot-wide landscape parkway (including a
12-foot Class I bicycle trail) would buffer development in the SPA from White Rock Road.

» Easton Valley Parkway would be a regional roadway and transit corridor parallel to U.S. 50. The street
section for Easton Valley Parkway would vary from two- to six-lanes, with a median of 16 to 38 feet. Four
lanes (with Class II bicycle lanes on both sides of the road, a 6-foot wide meandering sidewalk on the south
side of the street, and a Class I bike path on the north side of the street. No sidewalk will be provided on the
north side of Easton Valley Parkway from Rowberry Road to Prairie City Road) are proposed from Prairie
City Road to the western end of the proposed Regional Commercial center. Six lanes are proposed from the
Regional Commercial center to Placerville Road (with eight-foot sidewalks on each side of the road), and two
lanes east of Placerville Road (with 5-foot wide Class II bicycle lanes on both sides of the road, a separate
12-foot-wide class I bike path on the south side of the road, and a six-foot sidewalk on the north side). A
Class II bicycle lane would run the length of Easton Valley Parkway in the SPA. Right of way for two lanes is
reserved for dedicated transit service at the level of bus rapid transit, and eventually for light rail when
demand justifies the service.

» Prairie City Road is a local arterial connecting U.S. 50 and White Rock Road along the western boundary of
the SPA. Prairie City Road would be a 4 to 6 lane major arterial with 16-foot-wide center median. Class II
bicycle lanes would be provided in each direction, with six-foot-wide sidewalks along both sides of the
roadway. Six lanes are proposed from U.S. 50 to Easton Valley Parkway, with a four-lane roadway
continuing from Easton Valley Parkway to White Rock Road. Empire Ranch Road would be extended from
U.S. 50 to White Rock Road on the eastern portion of the SPA. Six lanes are proposed from U.S. 50 to Easton
Valley Parkway, with four lanes proposed from Easton Valley Parkway to White Rock Road. The Empire

Folsom South of U.S. Highway 50 Specific Plan AECOM
City of Folsom and USACE 19 Findings of Fact and Statement of Overriding Considerations



Ranch Road corridor would include Class II bicycle lanes in each direction, and six-foot sidewalks on both
sides of the road.

» Oak Avenue would extend from U.S. 50 to White Rock Road, providing an alternative to existing north-south
routes. Four lanes are proposed for Oak Avenue, with a 16-foot-wide center median. Class II bicycle lanes are
proposed in each direction, with six-foot-wide sidewalks proposed on both sides of the road.

» Scott Road would be extended from U.S. 50 south to White Rock Road. Six lanes are proposed between U.S.
50 and Street B, with four lanes proposed between Street B and White Rock Road. Class II bicycle lanes and
six-foot-wide sidewalks are proposed in each direction.

» Street B would connect Placerville Road to White Rock Road with two travel lanes, Class II bicycle lanes in
each direction, and 15-foot-wide sidewalks on each side of the road. The corridor would contain a 38-foot-
wide center median for limited left-turn movements and future transit use east of Scott Road.

» Placerville Road would extend from a U.S. 50 undercrossing to White Rock Road. The roadway would range
from two to four lanes, with Class II bicycle lanes in each direction. A 38-foot-wide median is proposed from
Easton Valley Parkway to Street B to accommodate future transit use. Sidewalk widths would be 15-feet
south of Easton Valley Parkway, with six-foot sidewalk and 12-foot wide Class I bike paths constructed on
other portions of the route.

» Rowberry Drive would extend from a U.S. 50 overpass to Easton Valley Parkway, with four travel lanes,
Class II bicycle lanes in both directions, and six-foot-wide sidewalks on both sides of the road.

» Street A would connect Prairie City Road on the west with Empire Ranch Road on the east. Two travel lanes,
with Class II bicycle lanes in both directions, six-foot-wide sidewalks on both sides of the road are proposed
for Street A.

In addition to the principal roadways, a number of different types of local roadways are proposed. In the Town
Center area, roads would be two-lanes with either parallel or angle parking on both sides and 10-foot-wide
sidewalks. Alleys in the Town Center would be 20 feet wide, with no parking permitted.

In residential areas, entry roads would include two travel lanes, Class Il bicycle lanes in both directions, and
5-foot-wide sidewalks. Internal roadways would have two travel lanes, with 5-foot-wide parking lanes on both
sides, and five foot sidewalks on both sides. In hillside neighborhoods, local streets would have two travel lanes,
with no parking or sidewalks. One-way roads with one travel lane and a parking lane and sidewalk on one side
may be permitted in hillside neighborhoods.

In addition to on-site transportation improvements, the project applicant(s) would be required to pay their fair
share of various regional and local roadway improvements, which are discussed in Chapter 3A.15, “Traffic and
Transportation — Land,” of the DEIR/DEIS.

As shown in Exhibit 2-10 on page 2-39 of the DEIR/DEIS, the Proposed Project Alternative would include the
development of bicycle and pedestrian trails within the SPA. In addition to sidewalks and recreational trails in the
open space areas, Class I paved off-street bike paths would be provided along White Rock Road, and 5-foot-wide
Class 11 bicycle lanes would be provided on major roadways as described above. 12-foot-wide multi-use trails
would be provided along portions of several roadways, including Easton Valley Parkway, Prairie City Road, Oak
Avenue, and Street A.

The Proposed Project Alternative would also include a proposed “transit corridor,” which would connect with
proposed Bus Rapid Transit (BRT) service to the west of the SPA along Easton Valley Parkway. As shown on
Exhibit 2-10 on page 2-39 of the DEIR/DEIS, the proposed transit corridor would extend from the western project
boundary along Easton Valley Parkway, turning south on Placerville Road, and then turning east and south onto
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Street B, terminating at White Rock Road. Proposed roadways along this transit corridor would include 38-foot-
wide medians to permit later addition of dedicated bus lanes.

OFF-SITE “LAND” IMPROVEMENTS

Several off-site land development improvements (in addition to the off-site water facilities discussed in Section
2.8 of this document) would be necessary to serve development in the SPA under the Proposed Project
Alternative. These improvements would include:

» asewer pipeline connection extending from the SPA to an existing SRCSD pump station on Iron Point Road;

» improvements to the existing interchange at U.S. 50 and Prairie City Road (improvements for traffic from the
south only);

» anew interchange at U.S. 50 and Oak Avenue (Proposed Project includes improvements for traffic from the
south only);

» anew overcrossing of U.S. 50 at Rowberry Drive;

» improvements to the existing interchange at U.S. 50 and Scott Road/East Bidwell Street (improvements for
traffic from the south only);

» anew interchange at U.S. 50 and Empire Ranch Road (improvements for traffic from the south only); and
» Construction of a detention basin on the west side of Prairie City Road.

Exhibit 2-11 on page 2-41 of the DEIR/DEIS illustrates the locations of proposed off-site land development
improvements associated with development of the SPA. Analysis of these improvements is addressed under “On-
site and Off-site Elements” in the impact discussions contained within the 3A “Land” sections of Chapter 3,
“Affected Environment, Environmental Consequences, and Mitigation Measures” of the DEIR/DEIS.

PROJECT PHASING

Both LAFCo Resolution 1196 and the City’s Measure W require the SPA project applicants to develop phasing
plans for certain improvements. In conjunction with their development of those plans, the SPA project applicants
have developed an estimate of a schedule on which units within the SPA would be developed. This estimated
schedule has five increments of units is discussed in the Public Facilities Financing Plan and the Water Supply
Assessment (WSA). While that schedule is currently the project applicants’ best estimate of the pace of
development within the SPA, that schedule is subject to change depending on market conditions and individual
applicants’ preferences for how to develop their respective properties.

This estimated schedule of development, however, does not indicate where specific units will be developed
geographically at specific times. As Exhibit 2-12 on page 2-43 of the DEIR/DEIS illustrates, the SPA project
applicants have developed a generalized geographic depiction of four phases of construction (north, east, south
and west). At the time of writing of the DEIR/DEIS, however, information on the order in which development of
these geographic phases of SPA would occur was not available. It therefore would be speculative for the
DEIR/DEIS to analyze development of any particular phase of the SPA as occurring before or separate from any
other particular phase.
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2.7.3 No PROJECT ALTERNATIVE

Under this alternative, the project as a whole would not be developed or implemented—meaning that none of the
development proposed for the SPA would be constructed and no off-site water facilities would be constructed.
The No Project Alternative assumes that existing land uses in the SPA would continue, including 80-acre
agricultural development as permitted under the adopted Sacramento County General Plan designations and
zoning, which would permit the construction of up to 44 individual rural residences on 80-acre parcels zoned for
agricultural use. This analysis uses existing site conditions at the time that the NOP was published (September
2008) as the “existing conditions” portion of the “no project” scenario (see State CEQA Guidelines Section
15126.6[¢][2]) to allow consideration of a full range of alternatives. Remediation of contaminated soil and
groundwater on the Aerojet General Corporation parcel along the western property boundary is a separate action
that will continue either with or without project implementation.

Under the No Project Alternative, the SPA would not be annexed into the City of Folsom. Instead, it would
remain within and under the jurisdiction of Sacramento County. Although Chapter 3.0, “Affected Environment,
Environmental Consequences, and Mitigation Measures,” of the DEIR/DEIS discusses the impacts related to the
No Project Alternative, it is not appropriate in the EIR/EIS to propose mitigation measures for the No Project
Alternative, because the City of Folsom has no authority or jurisdiction over any actions which would occur in the
SPA under this alternative. In addition, this alternative would result in no impacts to wetlands or other waters of
the U.S. (as compared to a total of 39.5 acres filled for the “Land” portion of the project and 6.8 acres filled for
the “Water” portion of the project for a grand total of 46.3 acres filled by the project as a whole). Because no
impacts would occur, the USACE would have no authority over any actions that would occur in the SPA under
this alternative.

Although the Sacramento County General Plan contains goals and policies intended to protect many sensitive
resources, such as cultural and biological resources, most of those goals and policies do not apply to land that is
zoned and designated for agricultural use, because continued agricultural activities and agricultural land is a valuable
resource in and of itself that is encouraged and protected by Sacramento County. The goal of Sacramento County’s
Agricultural Element as stated in its General Plan is to “maintain the County’s agricultural lands, and (their)
agricultural productivity...” and “disruption of one resource value for another is an historic pattern of land
development in the County,” which the County is now trying to avoid. As further discussed in the Sacramento
County General Plan, the County recognizes that while all resources are valuable, it is not always possible to achieve
a balance between protecting agricultural land owners’ right to farm, and protecting other sensitive resources. The
analysis of the No Project/No Action Alternative in the DEIR/DEIS assumes that “normal agricultural activities”
would continue in the SPA; based on the soil types in the SPA, those activities would consist of dryland farming
(i.e., livestock grazing), which is consistent with the historic use of the SPA over the last 100 years.

The No Project Alternative would not meet the CEQA project purpose, need, or objectives of the proposed
Folsom South of U.S. 50 Specific Plan project as described in Chapter 1, “Introduction and Statement of Purpose
and Need,” of the DEIR/DEIS.

2.74 No USACE PERMIT ALTERNATIVE

This alternative was designed to avoid the placement of dredged or fill material into waters of the United States
(including wetlands) from both the “Land” and “Water” portions of the project, thus eliminating the need for a
USACE Section 404 CWA permit. As a result, there would be no fill of waters of the U.S. under this alternative,
compared to 46.3 combined acres of fill under the total Proposed Project Alternative (i.e., including both land
development and off-site water facilities). This alternative would likely still require that the applicants consult
with the USFWS and the National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS) to ensure compliance with Section 9 of the
Endangered Species Act. A conceptual land use map showing development areas and jurisdictional wetlands with
a 50-foot-wide avoidance buffer in the SPA is provided in Exhibit 2-13 of the DEIR/DEIS. Proposed backbone
infrastructure improvements in this alternative are illustrated in Exhibit 2-14 of the DEIR/DEIS. Under this
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alternative, 1,506.1 acres of the SPA would be designated as open space, compared to 1,057 acres under the
Proposed Project Alternative. This alternative also would require more expensive/time-consuming, methods of
construction for roadways and utilities. Under this alternative, approximately 3,837 fewer residential housing
units would be constructed, and approximately 131 fewer acres would be used for commercial/industrial
development, than under the Proposed Project Alternative See Tables 2-4 and 2-5 (Tables 2-4 and 2-5,
respectively, on page 2-45 of the DEIR/DEIS). The acreage proposed for park use is reduced to 84.8 acres in this
alternative. The off-site water facilities in this alternative would avoid fill of waters of the U.S. by using
horizontal directional drilling (i.e., jack-and-bore) construction methods along the pipeline alignment and by
siting the water treatment plant in a location that would avoid fill of waters of the U.S.

Table 2-4
Summary Comparison of Residential Development under the No USACE Permit Alternative
and the Proposed Project Alternative

Land Use Type No USACE Permit Alternative Proposed Project Alternative
Acres du/ac! Units Acres du/ac? Units

Single Family 795.8 3 2,388 557.8 3 1,687
Single Family High Density 204.9 5.5 1,127 532.5 5.5 2,933
Multi-Family Low Density 147.0 9 1,323 266.7 9 2,434
Multi-Family Medium Density 54.5 18 981 67.0 18 1,224
Multi-Family High Density 8.4 25 210 49.9 25 1,251
Mixed Use 28.7 12 344 59.1 12 681
Total 1,239.3 6,373 1,533 10,210

Notes:
'du/ac = dwelling units per acre
Source: MacKay & Somps 2008, Torrance Planning 2009

Table 2-5
Summary Comparison of Commercial and Industrial Development
under the No USACE Permit Alternative and the Proposed Project Alternative

Land Use Type No USACE Permit Alternative Acres Proposed Project Alternative Acres
Office Park 73.9 89.2
Community Commercial 7.2 38.8
General Commercial 177.6 212.9
Regional Commercial 131.7 110.8
Total 390.4 451.7

Source: MacKay & Somps 2008, Torrance Planning 2009

2.7.5 RESOURCE IMPACT MINIMIZATION ALTERNATIVE

This alternative would include a larger area of high-quality biological habitat in the proposed preserve area than
under the Proposed Project Alternative, and would also preserve many of the on-site-cultural resources that would
be eligible for listing on the California Register of Historical Resources and National Register of Historic Places.
Within the DEIR/DEIS, Exhibit 2-15 on page 2-51 illustrates the conceptual land use plan for the Resource
Impact Minimization Alternative, and Exhibit 2-16 on page 2-53 illustrates proposed backbone infrastructure
improvements. A summary comparison of the long-term environmental benefits to be gained, or adverse impacts
to be avoided, among all alternatives is provided in the DEIR/DEIS.

Under the Resource Impact Minimization Alternative, project components would be reconfigured to avoid many
of the impacts on waters of the U.S., including wetlands and high-quality biological habitat, and the level of
development would be decreased to reduce the amount of project-generated traffic, air quality emissions, and
noise. A permit for fill of waters of the U.S., including wetlands, would still be required under this alternative;
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26.47 acres of waters of the U.S. would be filled, 13.03 fewer acres than would be filled under the Proposed
Project Alternative. An additional 375 acres of land across the SPA would be designated as open space.

A total of 1,429 acres, approximately 40% of the SPA, would become a protected wetland preserve. Areas of the
SPA with higher concentrations of cultural resources, including areas on the northwestern portion of the SPA
would also remain in open space in this alternative. The total acreage of residential development would be
reduced by approximately 205 acres and approximately 2,245 fewer residential units would be constructed.
Overall density would decrease (average density across the residentially designated area would be approximately
6 du/ac, compared to 6.65 du/ac under the Proposed Project Alternative). Commercial and industrial development
sites would be reduced by approximately 113 acres. Development of park land would be reduced to 105.7 acres.
The types of land uses and general on- and off-site infrastructure improvements would remain the same as under
the Proposed Project Alternative. Tables 2-6 and 2-7 below (Tables 2-6 and 2-7 on page 2-46 of the DEIR/DEIS)
list the total estimated residential, commercial, and industrial development under this alternative.

Table 2-6
Summary Comparison of Residential Development under the Resource Impact Minimization Alternative
and the Proposed Project Alternative

Resource Impact Minimization Alternative Proposed Project Alternative
Land Use Type - -

Acres du/ac? Units Acres du/ac? Units
Single Family 504.5 3 1,513 557.8 3 1,687
Single Family High Density 491.5 55 2,703 532.5 55 2,933
Multi-Family Low Density 245.9 9 2,213 266.7 9 2,434
Multi-Family Medium Density 52.3 18 942 67.0 18 1,224
Multi-Family High Density 11.5 25 287 49.9 25 1,251
Mixed Use 25.6 12 307 59.1 12 681
Total 1,331.3 7,965 1,533 10,210

Notes:
'du/ac = dwelling units per acre
Sources: MacKay & Somps 2008, Torrance Planning 2009

Table 2-7
Summary Comparison of Commercial and Industrial Development
under the Resource Impact Minimization Alternative and the Proposed Project Alternative

Land Use Type Resource Impa!ct Minimization Propose_d Project
Alternative Acres Alternative Acres
Office Park 52.1 89.2
Community Commercial 15.4 38.8
General Commercial 161.3 2129
Regional Commercial 110.7 110.8
Total 339.5 451.7

Source: MacKay & Somps 2008, Torrance Planning 2009

2.7.6 CENTRALIZED DEVELOPMENT ALTERNATIVE

This alternative would preserve approximately 75% of the eastern part of the SPA, which lies within the Sierra
Nevada foothills, in its current undeveloped state. Commercial development would still occur along the south side
of U.S. 50 within the foothills. It would also entail about 1,000 fewer equivalent dwelling units (EDUs) than the
Proposed Project Alternative. This alternative would reduce potential impacts to biological, cultural, and visual
resources. Within the DEIR/DEIS, Exhibit 2-17 on page 2-57 illustrates the conceptual land use plan for the
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Centralized Development Alternative, and Exhibit 2-18 on page 2-59 illustrates proposed backbone infrastructure
improvements. This alternative would fill 37.06 acres of waters of the U.S., 2.48 acres fewer than would be filled
under the Proposed Project Alternative.

The Centralized Development Alternative envisions a higher density of residential development on a smaller
footprint compared to the Proposed Project Alternative, resulting in more dwelling units per acre. The total
acreage of residential development would be reduced by approximately 387 acres, but total number of residential
units would be reduced by only 1,186 units, resulting in a higher overall density per acre (7.85 du/ac in the
Centralized Development Alternative compared to 6.65 du/ac in the Proposed Project Alternative). The acreage of
commercial and industrial development would be similar in this alternative compared to the Proposed Project.
The acreage proposed for park use is reduced to 118.7 acres in this alternative, including local parks which are
included in acreage totals for residential and mixed-use designations. The types of land uses and general on- and
off-site infrastructure improvements under the Centralized Development Alternative would remain the same as
under the Proposed Project Alternative. A 1,464.4-acre area would be dedicated to open space (approximately 407
acres more than under the Proposed Project Alternative) is also designated under the Centralized Development
Alternative. Tables 2-8 and 2-9 (Tables 2-8 and 2-9 on pages 2-55 and 2-56, respectively, of the DEIR/DEIS) list
the total estimated development under this alternative.

Table 2-8
Summary Comparison of Residential Development under the Centralized Development Alternative
and the Proposed Project Alternative

Land Use T Centralized Development Alternative Proposed Project Alternative

andtse Type Acres du/ac? Units Acres du/ac? Units
Single Family 213.7 3 641 557.8 3 1,687
Single Family High Density 473.1 5.5 2,602 532.5 5.5 2,933
Multi-Family Low Density 282.4 9 2,542 266.7 9 2,434
Multi-Family Medium Density 113.6 18 2,044 67.0 18 1,224
Multi-Family High Density 30.5 25 764 49.9 25 1,251
Mixed Use 36.1 12 433 59.1 12 681
Total 1,149.4 9,026 1,533 10,210

Notes:
'du/ac = dwelling units per acre
Source: MacKay & Somps 2008, Torrance Planning 2009

Table 2-9
Summary Comparison of Commercial and Industrial Development under the
Centralized Development Alternative and the Proposed Project Alternative

Land Use Type Centralized Pevelopment Propose_d Project
Alternative Acres Alternative Acres
Office Park 112.8 89.2
Community Commercial 15.4 38.8
General Commercial 186.6 212.9
Regional Commercial 133.6 110.8
Total 448.4 451.7

Source: MacKay & Somps 2008, Torrance Planning 2009
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2.7.7 REDUCED HILLSIDE DEVELOPMENT ALTERNATIVE

This alternative would reduce the developed area on the eastern portion of the SPA, which lies within the Sierra
Nevada foothills, leaving more of this area in its current undeveloped state for aesthetic, biological, and cultural
resource purposes. It would also entail about 1,343 additional EDUs compared to the Proposed Project
Alternative, with a much higher density of development within the central portion of the SPA, thus reducing
potential impacts related to traffic and air quality. Within the DEIR/DEIS, Exhibit 2-19 on page 2-61 illustrates
the proposed land use plan for the Reduced Hillside Development Alternative, and proposed backbone
infrastructure improvements are illustrated in Exhibit 2-20 on page 2-63. The Reduced Hillside Development
Alternative would fill 42.69 acres of waters of the U.S., 3.19 acres more than would be filled under the Proposed
Project Alternative.

Although low density on a particular property may reduce the levels of impacts occurring on or emanating from
the property, low densities can be considered an inefficient use of finite land resources. In areas with growing
populations, low-density development coupled with increasing market demand can result in development being
pushed outward toward other areas on the urban periphery, with the long-term consequence of more overall loss
of habitat, open space, and farmland. In this alternative, the land use mix includes more residential areas at higher
densities, and relatively less low-density single-family residential development. Although these higher densities
may result in greater localized impacts on resources, the overall area of disturbance is reduced by concentrating
development in particular locations. Sacramento County has experienced demographic pressure reflecting an
increasing statewide population and intrastate migration from the San Francisco Bay Area and southern
California, and the City is interested in furthering its goals and objectives of providing a mix of affordable
housing and new jobs to its residents; therefore, developing the site with a higher density, centralized land use
pattern would focus market demand for development into an area near existing development, infrastructure, and
services while increasing the amount of land which remains as open space. Traffic modeling also shows that
higher density development results in a reduction in vehicle miles traveled and associated greenhouse gas
emissions.

The Reduced Hillside Development Alternative envisions a greater density of residential development on a
slightly smaller footprint compared to the Proposed Project Alternative, resulting in more dwelling units per acre.
The total acreage of residential development would be reduced by approximately 64 acres, but the density would
be increased such that approximately 1,343 additional residential units would be constructed. The acreage of
commercial and industrial development would be increased by less than 20 acres. The acreage proposed for park
use (including local parks which are included in acreage totals for residential and mixed-use designations) is
increased to 170.9 acres in this alternative. The types of land uses and general on- and off-site infrastructure
improvements under the Reduced Hillside Development Alternative would remain the same as under the
Proposed Project Alternative. A 1,057-acre area would be dedicated to open space (the same size as under the
Proposed Project Alternative) is also designated under the Reduced Hillside Development Alternative. Tables
2-10 and 2-11 (Tables 2-10 and 2-11 on page 2-65 of the DEIR/DEIS) list the total estimated development under
this alternative.

This alternative would include policies to reduce water use, including indoor water use and reduced-water
landscapes. The other “Land” alternatives already assume water use reductions near the state of the art. The
additional water conservation policies in this alternative are feasible because the increased number of units in this
alternative generate more funding and fees for water conservation improvements. Fewer landscaped areas would
be irrigated, and more native plantings and low-water demand plantings (including natural non-irrigated
groundcover) would be used. A 50% reduction in irrigated landscape area would be required compared to the
Proposed Project Alternative.
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Table 2-10
Summary Comparison of Residential Development under the Reduced Hillside Development Alternative
and the Proposed Project Alternative

Reduced Hillside Development Alternative Proposed Project Alternative
Land Use Type - -

Acres du/ac! Units Acres du/ac! Units
Single Family 370.7 2.7 989 557.8 3 1,687
Single Family High Density 331.0 4.9 1,619 532.5 5.5 2,933
Multi-Family Low Density 483.2 8 3,866 266.7 9 2,434
Multi-Family Medium Density 144.6 16 2,314 67.0 18 1,224
Multi-Family High Density 107.1 22.2 2,380 49.9 25 1,251
Mixed Use 36.1 10.7 385 59.1 12 681
Total 1,472.7 11,553 1,533 10,210

Notes:
" du/ac = dwelling units per acre
Source: MacKay & Somps 2008, Torrance Planning 2009

Table 2-11
Summary Comparison of Commercial and Industrial Development under the
Reduced Hillside Development Alternative and the Proposed Project Alternative

Land Use Type Reduced HiIIsit_Je Development Propose_d Project
Alternative Acres Alternative Acres
Office Park 111.8 89.2
Community Commercial 15.4 38.8
General Commercial 210.1 212.9
Regional Commercial 133.6 110.8
Total 470.9 451.7

Source: MacKay & Somps 2008, Torrance Planning 2009

2.8 “WATER” ALTERNATIVES

All of the “Water” alternatives considered in this DEIR/DEIS involve construction and operation of new off-site
conveyance and/or treatment infrastructure within east-central portions of Sacramento County to support new
development within the SPA. The City formulated a series of “Water” alternatives, referred to in the DEIR/DEIS
as Off-site Water Facility Alternatives, which would involve the connection of this new water infrastructure to the
Freeport Regional Water Project (Freeport Project) to enable for diversion of Central Valley Project (CVP) water
at the Sacramento River.

To capture all the components associated with the Off-site Water Facility Alternatives, the “Water” Study Area
encompasses approximately 40,000-acres within the lower Sacramento Valley, east of the Sacramento River. As
shown in Exhibit 2-23 and 2-24, pages 2-76 and 2-77 of the DEIR/DEIS, the Natomas Central Mutual Water
Company (NCMWC) service area is located east of the Sacramento River and north of the City of Sacramento in
the northern section of the “Water” Study Area. The City and the SPA are located along U.S. 50 and situated near
the eastern Sacramento County line, approximately 25 miles east of the Sacramento River, and within the eastern-
most portion of the “Water” Study Area.
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Exhibits 2-23 and 2-24 of the DEIR/DEIS illustrate the western and eastern portions of the “Water” Study Area,
respectively, which for the purposes of discussion in the DEIR/DEIS analysis, is divided into four smaller zones.
Each of these four zones is described below:

» Zone 1 includes the approximately 37,160-acre NCMWC service area, which depicts the northern extent of
the “Water” Study Area. Zone 1 is included in the “Water” Study Area to cover potential operational changes
within NCMWC’s service area. No facility improvements are proposed in Zone 1 as part of the Off-site Water
Facility Alternatives.

» Zone 2 is the section of the Sacramento River between River Miles 48 and 66; an approximately 1,200-acre
area. Under the “Water” project alternatives, surface water would not be diverted by the NCMWC and rather
would continue to flow south along this section of the river prior to diversion at the Freeport Project intake
facility. Zone 2 is included in the “Water” Study Area to cover changes in river hydrology as a result of the
Off-site Water Facility Alternatives. No facility improvements are proposed in Zone 2 as part of the Off-site
Water Facility Alternatives.

» Zone 3 corresponds with the existing Freeport Project, which encompasses an approximately 155-acre linear
area. The Freeport Project begins on the eastern bank of the Sacramento River, near the Town of Freeport.
As shown in Exhibit 2-25, the western extent of the Freeport Project starts in the Town of Freeport, west of
Interstate 5 (I-5) and extends from the intake facility to the north on Freeport Boulevard and then east/
southeast on Meadowview Road. At the Mack/Power Inn Road intersection, the Freeport Project continues
east on Elsie Road for a short distance and then north on Wilbur to the Gerber Road/Wilbur Way intersection.
At Gerber Road, the Freeport Project extends east to the Folsom South Canal (FSC). Zone 3 of the “Water”
Study Area is included to cover potential operational changes to the Freeport Project as a result of the Off-site
Water Facility alternatives. No physical changes to Zone 3 are contemplated.

» Zone 4 contains the new conveyance facilities that would be constructed as part of the Off-site Water Facility
Alternatives, and extends from at or near the Freeport Project’s bifurcation' point at an area that roughly
corresponds with the intersection of Vineyard Road and Gerber Road on the southwest (Latitude—38° 28’
53.94” N, Longitude 121° 18’ 57.82” W) to the northeast to the intersection of White Rock and Prairie City
Roads on the northeast (Latitude—38° 36° 52.71” N, Longitude—121° 8’ 57.97” W). Zone 4 covers a total area
of approximately 1,377-acres.

2.8.1 COMPONENTS COMMON TO ALL “WATER” ALTERNATIVES

This section describes the conveyance facilities and water supply components that are common to all the Off-site
Water Facility Alternatives analyzed in the EIR/EIS. These common components include the source water supply
from NCMWC, integration with the Freeport Project, the need for new pumping facilities, and the provision of
sufficient water treatment capacity and distribution facilities within the SPA. Additionally, each of Off-site Water
Facility Alternatives assumes the absence of any non-potable supplies. These topics are described in further
below.

SOURCE WATER

The City is proposing to acquire not more than 8,000 AFY of CVP contract entitlement water from the NCMWC,
which would be put to beneficial use within the SPA. This water supply consists of a long-term, CVP water
entitlement from the NCMWC under Contract No. 14-06-200-885A-R-1 (NCMWC CVP Contract) with the U.S.
Bureau of Reclamation (Reclamation). The City is an existing CVP contractor within the American River Unit

' The Freeport Regional Water Project provides water to both the Sacramento County Water Agency (SCWA) and East Bay
Municipal Utility District (EBMUD). “Bifurcation” refers to the point in the Freeport Project where the joint facilities end
and SCWA’s dedicated pipeline and EBMUD’s dedicated pipeline begin.
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and, upon annexation into the City, the SPA would be within the CVP water rights place of use (POU).
NCMWC’s CVP contract supply originates from the Shasta/Trinity River Division of the CVP and is currently
diverted and applied to agricultural lands in northern Sacramento County and southern Sutter County. The project
applicant(s) are proposing to enter into an agreement with the NCMWC whereby the CVP contract entitlement
water would be permanently assigned to the City and this water supply would be provided by Reclamation for
diversion from the Sacramento River. NCMWC'’s current CVP contract provides surface water during the months
of July and August and includes a shortage provision of up to 25% during critically-dry years.

The City is proposing to modify the existing delivery schedule with Reclamation to a year-round municipal and
industrial (M&I) schedule to allow for a more consistent diversion of 6,000 AFY of the 8,000 AFY over the
course of a given year. The contract water would be made available by NCMWC reducing its surface water
diversions/pumping during the irrigation season by approximately 33 to 465 cubic feet per second (cfs) at the
Riverside Pumping Plant. This water supply would then remain in the Sacramento River and flow approximately
20 miles downstream for diversion by the City at the existing Freeport Project diversion facility, which is
described below.

The CVP contract supplies acquired by the City as part of the Off-site Water Facility Alternatives would more
than meet demands associated with all phases of development within the SPA during normal and dry years. This
higher quantity of water is required to factor in the 25% reduction that could occur in dry years thereby reducing
the quantity delivered to 6,000 AFY. This shortage provision could leave a margin of only 400 AFY between the
demands of the SPA at build-out and the available surface water supply. In recognition of this surplus, which
ranges from 400 AFY in dry years up to 2,400 AFY, the City intends to make these supplies available to the
NCMWC for diversion for irrigation. Any additional water not required by NCMWC would be put to beneficial
use according to the provisions of the CVP water service contract and Central Valley Project Improvement Act
(CVPIA), House Resolution (HR) 429, Public Law 102-575.

Natomas Central Mutual Water Company

NCMWC currently serves about 33,200 acres in Sacramento and Sutter Counties. Exhibit 2-22 on page 2-73 in
the DEIR/DEIS illustrates the boundaries of the NCMWC service area. NCMWC maintains appropriative water
rights to the Sacramento River pursuant to Water Right Licenses 1050, 2814, 3109, 3110, and 9794 and Permit
19400. NCMWC and Reclamation signed Settlement Contract No. 14-06-200-885A-R-1 to address the CVP’s
effect on those licenses and that permit under that contract. NCMWC diverts base supply' and CVP water® from
the Sacramento River. This contract is effective through March 31, 2045. This contract obligates Reclamation to
deliver the base supply of 98,000 AFY and “Project” water supply of 22,000 AFY for a combined total of
120,200 AFY. The City’s assigned water supply from NCWMC would consist of 8,000 AFY of “Project” water,
with no assignment or rescheduling of base supply proposed. “Project” water and base supply are defined in
Article 1 of NCMWC’s CVP settlement contract.

NCMWC’s Renewal Contract, among many other CVP contracts, was recently challenged in Natural Resources
Defense Council v. Kempthorne, Case No. 05-CV-01207 (Eastern District of California). In that case, the U.S.
District Court for the Eastern District of California (United States District Court) upheld NCMWC’s Renewal
Contract and found that Reclamation had no discretion to reduce NCMWC’s water supplies in executing the
Renewal Contract. NCMWC’s current contract includes a shortage provision of up to 25%?. Given that the
NCMWC’s renewed CVP contract contains an up to 25% shortage provision during dry years and the fact that
these supplies would be diverted north of the Sacramento-San Joaquin Delta (Delta), the City has assumed that no
additional reductions in the amount of water delivered would occur even with factoring in climate change.

A study prepared by Wagner and Bonsignore (2007) indicates that based on existing 2007 cropping patterns

* The Sacramento River Index is the sum of the unimpaired runoff of four rivers: the Sacramento River above Bend Bridge

near Red Bluff (Station SBB), Feather River inflow to Oroville Reservoir (station FTO), Yuba River at Smartville (Station
YRS) and American River inflow to Folsom reservoir (Wtation AMF). In applying the Sacramento Valley 40-30-30 Index,
a water-year with an Index equal to or less than 5.4 MAF is classified as “critical.”
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within NCMWC'’s service area, NCMWC has sufficient surface water supplies to transfer up to 8,000 AFY
without adversely affecting NCMWC'’s ability to meet irrigation demands with surface water. Based on this
finding, it is reasonable to expect that no supplemental groundwater pumping would be required by landowners
within the NCMWC to augment the surface supplies assigned to the City. The complete Wagner and Bonsignore
report is included in Appendix M2 of the DEIR/DEIS.

Integration with Freeport Project Facilities

The City has identified the existing Freeport Project as the proposed point of diversion (POD) on the Sacramento
River for the Off-site Water Facility Alternatives. The Freeport Project is a facility jointly owned by Sacramento
County Water Agency (SCWA) and the East Bay Municipal Utilities District (EBMUD) and is permitted to divert
and convey up to 185 mgd of surface water to their respective service areas. SCWA has a dedicated capacity
within the Freeport Project of 85 mgd with EBMUD owning the remaining 100 mgd of capacity. The City and
SCWA have entered into a MOU (See Appendix M3 of the DEIR/DEIS) for the City to acquire the right to use
6.5 mgd on average of dedicated capacity in the SCWA’s 85 mgd portion of the Freeport Project. This MOU
would also allow for additional capacity to accommodate limited peaking conditions. To provide a basis for the
assessment of worst-case conditions, the analysis provided in this EIR/EIS assumes peaking operations of up to
10 mgd.

As part of the Off-site Water Facility Alternatives and pursuant to Section 4.3 of the Second Amended Joint
Exercise of Powers Agreement Concerning the Freeport Regional Water Authority, the City would enter into an
Agreement for Delivery of Water (Delivery Agreement) with SCWA for the right to use up to an average of

6.5 mgd of SCWA’s Freeport Project dedicated capacity. Under the Delivery Agreement, SCWA would wheel’
the NCMWC’s CVP contract supplies from the Sacramento River through the Freeport Project and to the
bifurcation point where SCWA’s and EBMUD’s joint facilities end. Execution of the Delivery Agreement also
would entail review and compliance with all applicable agreements related to operation of the Freeport Project. Of
the Freeport Project’s major facilities, the Off-site Water Facility Alternatives would use capacity within one or
more of the following;:

» Freeport Intake Facility — The intake facility is located near the Town of Freeport. It includes a pumping plant
that contains eight separate pumps capable of diverting water from a well located behind a 180-foot long fish
screen, designed to comply with criteria developed by the California Department of Fish and Game (DFG)
and NMFS in order to allow migrating Delta smelt, Chinook salmon, steelhead, and other native fish species
to pass by the intake diversion without the risk of entrainment. The intake facility connects to a pipeline that
conveys water to SCWA and EBMUD; and

» Raw Water Pipelines — Raw water pipelines carrying water from the intake facility to the Vineyard Surface
WTP (SWTP) or FSC:

* Pipeline Segments 1 and 2, 185 mgd capacity (84-inch) pipelines from the intake facility to the turnout to
the Zone 40 Surface WTP or bifurcation,

* Pipeline Segment 4, an 85 mgd capacity (66-inch) pipeline from the bifurcation to the Vineyard SWTP.

The EIR/EIS for the Freeport Project analyzed impacts associated with the construction and operation of the
Sacramento River diversion/intake structure and associated raw or untreated water conveyance pipelines. The
Freeport Project EIR/EIS is incorporated by reference into this EIR/EIS and documents the environmental
impacts of diverting of up to 185 mgd (or 568 AF) of surface water from the Sacramento River during all river
hydraulic conditions. Pursuant to State Water Resources Control Board (SWRCB) Application No. 30454,
SCWA’s total diversions at Freeport are permitted for up to 286 cfs, but not to exceed 71,000 AFY. On average,
however, SCWA’s diversions are initially estimated more on the order of 21,700 AFY in 2010. The Off-site
Water Facilities would operate within SCWA’s permitted diversion rates and would not require any increase in
the Freeport Project’s currently permitted diversion capacity. For this reason, no physical changes to the Freeport
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Project’s diversion and pump structure and conveyance pipeline are contemplated as part of the “Water” portion
of the project.

Pump Station

One raw or treated-water booster pumping station would need to be constructed at the City’s Off-site Water
Facility’s connection with the Freeport Project to provide sufficient operating pressure within the transmission
main. Under a treated-water transmission main scenario, the connection point would occur at the Vineyard
SWTP, some point along SCWA’s proposed North Service Area (NSA) pipeline, or the existing Douglas Treated-
Water Storage Tanks (Douglas Tanks) within the North Douglas II development. The pumping station would
consist of a concrete facility that would operate via electricity. The ultimate horsepower (HP) requirements are
currently estimated at 1,700 HP for the longest routes. The number and type of pumps will depend on detailed
design criteria, which is currently unavailable. At times, the pumps may operate 24-hours a day, seven days a
week. The pump station structure(s) would be designed so that additional pumps can be installed. A standby
generator would be installed in an enclosure to operate up to two pumps during a power outage. At this time, a
precise location for the pump station has not been selected. However, the City anticipates that this facility would
be in close proximity to the associated connection point to the Freeport Project facilities under of the Off-site
Water Facility Alternatives.

Water Treatment and Treated-Water Transmission Facilities

Water treatment would be provided for the Off-site Water Facilities through the construction of a new Water
Treatment Plant (WTP) or the purchasing of capacity within SCWA’s Vineyard SWTP. Details regarding these
water treatment options are provided under the respective Off-site Water Facility Alternatives for which they
would be developed. In relation to the construction of new water treatment facilities, two alternative site locations
have been identified outside the SPA as part of the City’s preliminary investigation and analyzed in separate
alternatives. In addition to these two off-site locations, the City has determined its preferred location for the WTP
1s within the SPA as shown in Exhibit 2-7 of the DEIR/DEIS. If located within the SPA, the WTP would be
constructed at a location immediately northeast of the intersection of Oak Avenue and Street “A”. Environmental
impacts resulting from new development within the SPA are analyzed in the “Land” sections of Chapter 3 of the
DEIR/DEIS. At the time of writing the DEIR/DEIS, the City considered a range of treatment options ranging
from conventional to advanced treatment. Additionally, the exact placement of the WTP on each of the off-site
properties under consideration has not been determined and, therefore, the City has considered full-build-out of
the WTP sites as part of its analysis.

Depending on the conveyance alignment and WTP site location ultimately chosen, the Off-site Water Facilities
would enter the SPA along Prairie City Road either from White Rock Road to the south or from an unnamed, dirt
road that bisects the northern section of the Aerojet property, immediately west of the SPA and south of U.S. 50.
This existing dirt roadway corresponds with the planned alignment for the Easton Valley Parkway. The treated-
water transmission infrastructure proposed for areas within the SPA is described in the “Land” sections of the
DEIR/DEIS.

Non-Potable Water Facilities

The proposed Folsom South of U.S. Specific Plan includes policies that encourage the installation of non-potable
water infrastructure for new development within the SPA (see Section 12.5). In conjunction with the “Water”
portion of the project, the City is actively seeking sources of non-potable water supplies for use in non-potable
applications (i.e., landscape irrigation) within the SPA. Potential sources of non-potable water include local
groundwater, recycled water from EID, and/or treated groundwater from Aerojet, among others. However, at the
time of the preparation of the DEIR/DEIS, details regarding these sources and any associated facilities were
insufficient to facilitate analysis within the DEIR/DEIS. The City expects to prepare separate, subsequent

Folsom South of U.S. Highway 50 Specific Plan AECOM
City of Folsom and USACE 31 Findings of Fact and Statement of Overriding Considerations



environmental documentation for actions and improvements associated with future non-potable water
improvements for the SPA.

2.8.2 “WATER” ALTERNATIVES CONSIDERED BUT REJECTED FROM FURTHER
CONSIDERATION

The City has considered numerous potential water supplies and conveyance alternatives that are consistent with
the requirements of Measure W as part of the “Water” project to support planned development within the SPA.
The State CEQA Guidelines (CCR Section 15126.6[d]) require the identification of a range of reasonable
alternatives and an adequate assessment of these alternatives to allow for meaningful consideration by the
decision makers. The “B,” or “Water,” sections of Chapter 3 in the DEIR/DEIS analyze the potential impacts of
constructing and operating the “Water” portion of the project under one of ten of the Off-site Water Facility
Alternatives at a similar level of detail as required by NEPA. Each of the Off-site Water Facility Alternatives
would involve the use of CVP water purchased from the NCMWC, use of the Freeport Project diversion/intake
facility, and conveyance capacity within multiple reaches of the Freeport Project.

In this instance, to meet the requirements of both CEQA and NEPA for the analysis of alternatives, the City has
used a three-tiered methodology in its evaluation of the numerous of water supply and conveyance alternatives for
the Folsom South of U.S. 50 Specific Plan project. At the first tier, the City considered a wide range of water
supply and conveyance alternatives with the premise that the supply needed to demonstrate a firm yield of 5,600
AFY to meet all water demands within the SPA. Several of these “Water” alternatives were eliminated from
further consideration since they were not considered sufficiently developed at the time of the writing of the
DEIR/DEIS. The alternatives were also eliminated from further consideration based on feasibility factors, such as
institutional concerns, technical short-comings, and concerns regarding long-term reliability.

“Water” alternatives carried beyond this initial alternatives screening are analyzed in Chapters 3 and 4 of the
DEIR/DEIS. The second tier “Water” alternatives are identified as Water Supply Options in the DEIR/DEIS and
specifically discussed in Section 3A.18, “Water Supply — Land” of the DEIR/DEIS. The Water Supply Options
considered at this intermediate tier are analyzed as required under CEQA, but were not carried forward for equal-
level of analysis under NEPA, and are, thus, not analyzed in Chapter 3 of the DEIR/DEIS.

The third tier of alternatives analyses under the City’s methodology provides similar level analysis as required
under NEPA for the Off-site Water Facility Alternatives. The “B,” or “Water” sections of Chapter 3 of the
DEIR/DEIS analyze the potential construction and operational effects of the Off-site Water Facility Alternatives.
The primary reasoning for carrying the NCMWC’s CVP supply forward into the third tier of analysis is based on
the findings of the WSA, provided in Appendix M1 of the DEIR/DEIS, which identified this supply as the most
reliable of the all supplies evaluated.

SCREENING PROCESS AND RESULTS FOR “WATER” ALTERNATIVES

The selection of “Water” alternatives, including optional water supply sources, to support the Folsom South of
U.S. 50 Specific Plan development was based on several factors including their ability to meet the project
objectives identified in Chapter 1, “Introduction,” of the DEIR/DEIS, current and projected reliability under a
variety of water years, and their proximity to the SPA. The alternatives screening process consisted of two major
steps:

Step 1: Define the range of water supplies and conveyance facilities along with their availability to facilitate
comparative evaluation under the first tier of the alternatives analysis.

Step 2: Evaluate each alternative water supply in consideration of the following criteria:
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Technical and Engineering and Feasibility. An alternative must be technically and physically feasible. An
alternative must be based on existing and accepted state-of-the-art engineering concepts and cannot be based
on experimental technologies. Also, an alternative must not be dependent upon either the availability or
acquisition of site locations that cannot be reasonably assured.

Raw-Water Quality. An alternative must provide a water supply or, have the capability of providing a water
supply that protects water quality and meets or exceeds State and Federal water quality standards or other
applicable water quality standards associated with its use.

Environmental Fatal Flaw. An alternative cannot have environmental impacts that are so significant as to
negate the positive attributes of the alternative or, simply transfer potential environmental impacts from one
location to another.

Economic Feasibility. An alternative cannot be economically impractical or infeasible. An alternative should
be economically attractive such that the total direct costs to the customers and purveyors are minimized and
do not significantly exceed the costs of alternatives with similar benefits. Similarly, an alternative cannot
result in excessive operation and maintenance costs.

Long-term Reliability. An alternative must be capable of supplying raw-water reliably year round and on a
long-term basis.

Public Health and Safety. An alternative should be able to meet all existing and anticipated future State and
Federal health and safety requirements.

Timing. An alternative must be capable of being implemented within a reasonable timeframe such that the
benefits and needs of the project are not unduly delayed.

Institutional. An alternative cannot possess significant uncertainty that all permits, licenses, or other
logistical requirements can be reasonably obtained.

Beyond the Off-site Water Facility Alternatives, which and would involve the use of CVP water from NCMWC,
ten potential “Water” alternatives were reviewed against the criteria listed under Step 2. The range of other
“Water” alternatives considered as part of the first tier of analysis under the City’s alternatives analysis
methodology included the following:

vV VYV VvV VY VY VY VY VY VvYYy

Groundwater from the Central Sacramento Groundwater Basin
Diversion of Un-Appropriated American River Water

Conservation of Existing Entitlements and Water System Retrofit

Water Supply and Delivery from the El Dorado Irrigation District

Other Senior Sacramento River Water Right Holders

Non-Potable Water Supplies

Water Supply Exchange with Sacramento Municipal Utilities District
New Sacramento River Diversion and Water Rights

Use of East Bay Municipal Utility District’s Capacity in Freeport Project
Higher CVP Allocation From NCMWC

POTENTIAL “WATER” ALTERNATIVES NOT CONSIDERED FURTHER IN THE EIR/EIS

A number of “Water” alternatives were initially considered but eliminated based on further evaluation in
conjunction with Step 2. Those “Water” alternatives that were found to be technically feasible and consistent with
the City’s objectives were carried forward either as potential Off-site Water Facility Alternatives as described in
Section 2.13 of the DEIR/DEIS, or as Water Supply Options under CEQA, which are described and qualitatively
assessed in Section 3B.18, “Water Supply” of the DEIR/DEIS. Those “Water” alternatives eliminated from

Folsom South of U.S. Highway 50 Specific Plan AECOM
City of Folsom and USACE 33 Findings of Fact and Statement of Overriding Considerations



additional analysis are identified below along with the City’s reasons of why the potential alternative was not
carried forward for additional analysis in the DEIR/DEIS.

New Sacramento River Diversion and Water Rights

A new Sacramento River diversion and water rights application was determined to be infeasible based on a
number of critical reasons. First and most importantly, a new diversion structure on the Sacramento River would
no longer take advantage of the existing Freeport diversion facility thereby resulting in direct impacts to the
Sacramento River. Construction of a new diversion facility would result in greater environmental impacts to
biological resources along the Sacramento River, fisheries, and water quality within the river as compared to the
Off-site Water Facility Alternatives. Additionally, the operation of an additional diversion structure could
contribute to greater cumulative impacts to Delta inflows and water quality as compared to the Off-site Water
Facility Alternatives. Based on these considerations, the City concluded that this “Water” alternative would result
in greater environmental impacts when compared to the Off-site Water Facility Alternatives.

Beyond the operational and physical impacts of a new diversion, a new diversion facility and the additional length
of conveyance pipeline(s) would add substantially to the cost of this alternative. Based on the added structural
facilities, the additional cost would render the project cost-prohibitive.

Further, the completion of the application process for securing new water rights to the Sacramento River would
not guarantee the City a secured water supply within the timeframe required for approval of the Folsom South of
U.S. 50 Specific Plan project. The water rights application process can take several years to complete and there is
no level of certainty in terms of whether the SWRCB would approve the application. Based on these
circumstances, a new Sacramento River water right would be less certain when compared to the NCMWC’s CVP
water supply proposed under the Off-site Water Facility Alternatives. For these collective reasons, this “Water”
alternative was not carried forward for additional consideration in the EIR/EIS.

Diversion of Unappropriated American River Water

This “Water” alternative would involve the application to the SWRCB for new a new water right permit to
appropriate surface water from the American River for diversion at Lake Natoma using the City’s existing turnout
on the FSC. This alternative was ultimately determined infeasible for a variety of reasons. First, the level of
certainty for acquiring newly appropriated American River water supplies was considered low given other
pending applications along the American River which, if approved by the SWRCB, could have priority over any
newly filed water rights application under this alternative. With the recent revocation of Reclamation’s Water
Right Permits 16209 and 16212 for the Auburn-Folsom South Unit of the CVP (or the Auburn Dam Project;
SWRCB Order WR 2008-0045), it is reasonable for the City to recognize the possibility of appropriating a
fraction of this supply and putting it to beneficial use. Water right permits 16209 for up to 100 cfs and 16212 for
up to 900 cfs included municipal supply as a beneficial use. However, even though the water supply required for
the SPA represents a fraction of this supply, it would take several years for completion of the application process
with SWRCB in order to secure this water supply and, therefore, the availability of this water supply within the
timeframe necessary for the overall project is unlikely.

Unlike the Off-site Water Facility Alternatives, this alternative would involve the direct diversion of up to 6,000
AFY of surface water from the Lower American River through the FSC. Although this represents a relatively
small proportion of total daily flows within the Lower American River, it is possible that the additional diversion
under this option could affect flows within the Lower American River and water temperatures, especially during
times of low flow. A number of fish species of primary management concern use the Lower American River
during one or more of their life stages and include fall-run Chinook salmon, steelhead, splittail, American shad,
and striped bass.

Water temperatures within the Lower American River already exceed regulatory standards during the months of
August through October in most years. The biological opinion (BO) for Reclamation’s Operations Criteria and
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Plan (OCAP) for Long-Term CVP/California State Water Project (SWP) Operations indicates that effects on
steelhead are pronounced due to the inability to consistently provide suitable temperatures for various life stages
and flow-related effects caused by operations. The BO’s Reasonable and Prudent Alternative (RPA) prescribes a
flow management standard, a temperature management plan, additional technological fixes to temperature control
structures, and, in the long term, a passage at Nimbus and Folsom Dams to restore steelhead to native habitat
(OCAP BO 2009). However, based on this existing condition combined with the fact that these improvements
would likely not be in operation in time for this alternative’s operation, it is reasonable to conclude that with
incrementally less water, these exceedances could be more severe or last for longer durations under this “Water”
alternative.

Given these circumstances combined with the City’s voluntarily participation in the Water Forum Agreement
(WFA), the City decided not to pursue this “Water” alternative due potential conflicts with the WFA. More
specifically, the WFA specifically discourages new diversions along the Lower American River, if an agency can
reasonably demonstrate an alternate location. Given that the City has identified the Off-site Water Facility
Alternatives, which involve diversion of surface water from the Sacramento River, and the City’s desire to
continue to be an active member in the Water Forum, this “Water” alternative was considered too uncertain to be
carried forward for additional analysis.

Water Supply and Delivery from El Dorado Irrigation District

A small portion of the SPA is located within the EID service area. For this reason, the City initially considered
water supplies from EID as a potential source of potable water for the SPA. EID has two contracts with
Reclamation for supplies from Folsom Reservoir. These contracts total 24,550 AFY and consist of a 7,550 AF
CVP water service contract, and a 40-year Warren Act Contract that allows EID to convey 17,000 AF subject to
EID’s water-right permit through Reclamation facilities from the South Fork of the American River, along with
an application submitted for a Fazio Water® contract. EID also maintains a Western/Eastern Area supply of 36,000
AF, consisting of 15,080 AF from the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission Project 184 and approximately
20,920 AF from Sly Park’s Jenkinson Lake (EID 2009).

Based on information contained in El Dorado County’s General Plan Update EIR (2004), existing water demand
for EID is estimated to range from 37,000-38,000 AFY. EID currently has a system firm yield* of 43,280 AFY.
However, current projections for build-out of the recently adopted general plan suggest that demands within
EID’s service area could increase up to 80,000 AFY thereby potentially resulting in major surface water shortages
within EID’s service area and the need to develop additional surface water supplies. This water supply impact was
identified as a significant in El Dorado County’s General Plan EIR (2004).

In response to this anticipated shortfall in water supply, the El Dorado County Water Agency (EDCWA), with the
assistance of EID and the other water purveyors in the county, has prepared the EDCWA Water Plan, which is
intended to provide a blueprint for actions and facilities needed to address El Dorado County’s projected water
shortages into the future. One source under consideration in EDCWA’s Plan is 15,000 AFY of new CVP M&lI
contract water for El Dorado County allocated under Fazio Water contract. This new CVP water would be taken
directly from Folsom Reservoir, or exchanged for non-CVP water to be diverted from the American River
upstream of Folsom Reservoir.

However, this additional water is intended to serve areas within El Dorado County and not areas within
Sacramento County as Public Law 101-514 separately allocates new CVP water to SCWA. This water supply is
still undergoing environmental review and has not been sufficiently developed to a point where it could be

? Fazio Water - Public Law 101-514 (Section 206), of the Water Resources Development Act of 1990 authorized and
directed the Secretary of the Interior to enter into a M&I water service contract with local public water purveys including
the City, SCWA, EID and others. Specific allocations of Fazio Water are discussed in Sections 3.2B and 3.3B.

* EID defines its firm yield as the amount of water that is available for it to use from a source in 95 out of 100 years with
existing facilities, while incurring shortages of no more than 20% annually in 5 out of 100 years (EDCWA 2003a).
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considered reliable to support development within the SPA. Additionally, the development of new CVP water
supplies within El Dorado County will require the construction of the necessary supporting infrastructure (e.g.,
dams) to facilitate the capture and storage of these new supplies. These facilities could result in physical
environmental impacts that would likely be greater in extent and severity when compared to those associated
within the Off-site Water Facility Alternatives.

For these reasons, a water supply and delivery alternative involving EID was not carried forward for further
consideration in this EIR/EIS due to uncertainty whether EID would have enough supply to serve the entire SPA.

Non-Potable Water Supplies

In its pursuit of water supplies for the Folsom South of U.S. 50 Specific Plan development, the City considered
several non-potable sources including process water from Granite’s proposed Walltown Quarry, Groundwater
Extraction and Treatment (GET) water from Aerojet, and recycled water from SRCSD and EID. At the time of
writing of this EIR/EIS, none of these sources has materialized to a point where they could be considered for the
purposes of environmental analysis based on existing institutional issues. Further, the use of non-potable water
supplies would only address one sector of demand within the Folsom South of U.S. 50 Specific Plan and would
not address the potable water supply demand component of the proposed development.

Beyond these institutional issues, the use of recycled water within the SPA would require the construction of
necessary conveyance infrastructure to facilitate delivery. At this time, the location and capacity for these
conveyance facilities has not been determined. While it can be reasonably assumed that the pipelines would be
installed within existing road utility easements, there may also be a need to construct additional facilities at the
SCRSD Regional Wastewater Treatment Plant, or an additional scalping plant’ at another, undetermined location.
A scalping plant option would require several miles of easements for pipelines, while modifications at SCRSD’s
existing treatment plant could require up to ten of miles of easements.

The securing of these easements and construction of associated pipeline facilities would have physical
environmental impacts similar to those of the Off-site Water Facility Alternatives. However, without a conceptual
alignment and operational understanding for these facilities, a comparative analysis under CEQA and NEPA is
not feasible at this time. As a result, separate environmental analysis would be required for any non-potable water
infrastructure intended to serve the SPA.

East Bay Municipal Utilities District’s Capacity within the Freeport Project

Under this “Water” alternative, the City would wheel its CVP water through the Freeport Project using a portion
(e.g., 6.5 mgd) of EBMUD'’s allocated capacity. In concept, an alternative using EBMUD’s allocated supply
within the Freeport Project would look similar to the Proposed Off-site Water Facility Alternative or Off-site
Water Facility Alternative 1. However, rather than constructing a pump facility at the bifurcation point, the City
would construct the pumping facility at the FSC. The alignment from this location would then resemble that of
Proposed Off-site Water Facility Alternative or Off-site Water Facility Alternative 1 by following Grant Line
Road north to the On-site WTP or White Rock WTP immediately south of the SPA.

This “Water” alternative was rejected from further consideration for two primary reasons. First, based on
information contained in the Freeport Project EIR, EBMUD’s operations at Freeport require full use of the its
allocated capacity three out of every ten years. This would eliminate capacity for the City during these three years
and would create, for the City, an infeasible need to secure sufficient storage capacity, either above or below
ground, to enable for continued service during these three years when capacity within the Freeport Project would
otherwise be unavailable. The need to store up to 25,500 AF for three years, especially if the facility were above-

> Satellite reclaimed water production plants that withdraw wastewater from trunk sewers and produce reclaimed water,
usually returning the biosolids and any excess water produced back to the sewer.
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ground, would result in a substantially greater footprint when compared to the Off-site Water Facility
Alternatives.

Secondly, in preliminary negotiations with EBMUD, EBMUD has been adamant that any capacity allocated to the
City within the Freeport Project must be replaced or augmented throughout the remainder of EBMUD’s portion of
the Freeport Project, which extends south to the Mokelumne River. This arrangement would be required to ensure
that EBMUD’s service area is not adversely affected by a loss in conveyance capacity. Based on the City’s initial
investigation, the level of improvements necessary to augment the capacity purchased by the City would render
this alternative cost prohibitive. For these reasons, this “Water” alternative was not carried forward for further
analysis in this EIR/EIS.

Water Supply Exchange with Sacramento Municipal Utility District

Under this alternative, the City would purchase up to 8,000 AFY of CVP Water from NCMWC and exchange this
water supply with SMUD for up to 8,000 AFY of their CVP Water from the American River. SMUD has an

existing water service contract with Reclamation that expires in 2012 for delivery of a maximum of 75,000 AFY
via the FSC.

SMUD currently has two primary water uses: (1) decommissioning Rancho Seco Nuclear Plant; and (2) cooling
requirements at the Cosumnes Power Plant. At the Rancho Seco Nuclear Plant, water is currently diverted from
the FSC for dilution of treated-radioactive wastewater, which is subsequently discharged to Clay Creek. The
current NPDES Permit (R5-2007-0016) indicates that over time the reduction in the volume of radioactive liquid
waste will also result in a corresponding reduction in the quantity of dilution water. The actual reduction in water
use resulting from this activity is unknown.

For the Cosumnes Power Plant, SMUD uses approximately 5,300 AFY to meet both phases of the Power Plant’s
cooling and process water requirements (SMUD 2002). Based on these operational considerations, the City has
assumed that SMUD would be capable of exchanging up to 8,000 AFY of its existing CVP water from the
American River.

Under this alternative, the City would construct raw and treated water facilities similar to those described for
Water Supply Option 2, as described in more detail in Section 3B.18, “Water Supply” of the DEIR/DEIS, to
facilitate diversion of the exchanged water from the FSC at the City’s existing turnout. The City would then
purchase capacity within EBMUD’s dedicated portion of the Freeport Project to wheel up to 8,000 AFY of
NCMWC water supply into the FSC. SMUD would then take delivery of the water from its existing intake
downstream on the FSC.

In addition to the agreements identified for the Off-site Water Facility Alternatives, this alternative would require
an additional agreement with SMUD to facilitate the exchange beyond that described for the Off-site Water
Facilities Alternatives. In addition, capacity within EBMUD’s portion of the Freeport Project would be required
instead of SCWA’s. Given that negotiations between the City and SMUD and EBMUD regarding any exchange
option remain preliminary at the time of the preparation of this EIR/EIS, this alternative was not considered
sufficiently developed to enable for analysis within the DEIR/DEIS.

Higher Central Valley Project Allocation from Natomas Central Mutual Water Company

The City considered allocations of CVP Water of up to 15,000 AFY from NCMWC during the course of its
evaluation. After completing intensive water demand analysis for the SPA, the City determined that 8,000 AFY
would be sufficient to serve the SPA development when considering the potential for reductions during dry years.
Acquiring any additional supplies could have potential growth implications and, therefore, were not pursued.
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2.8.3 PROPOSED OFF-SITE WATER FACILITY ALTERNATIVE — GERBER/GRANT LINE
ROAD ALIGNMENT AND ON-SITE WTP

Under the Proposed Off-site Water Facility Alternative, the City would integrate its water supply conveyance
facilities with SCWA by purchasing an average of 6.5 mgd, plus an appropriate peaking factor, of dedicated
capacity within the Freeport Project and wheeling raw water through Pipeline Segments 1 and 2 of the Freeport
Project. As previously indicated and for purposes of analyses, the City has assumed that this capacity could be
temporarily increased up to 10 mgd to accommodate periods of peak demands.

Under the Proposed Off-site Water Facility Alternative, the City would construct a new 30-inch, raw-water
conveyance pipeline that would connect with the pump station located in an area just northeast of the bifurcation.
The raw-water pipeline would extend northeast approximately 16.5 miles from the bifurcation to the SPA. This
pipeline length would result in a corridor under consideration of approximately 401-acres. An exact alignment has
not been selected and, therefore, this alternative considers a 200-foot-wide corridor or a 100-foot-wide buffer off
the roadway centerline along the alignment. In reality, a temporary construction easement would be more on the
order of 60 feet with a permanent easement of approximately 10 feet to facilitate access by maintenance vehicles.
Construction of the pipeline may involve two methods of pipeline construction: open-cut trenching and trenchless
construction. Trenchless construction could be used to traverse creeks or waterways, drainages, major roadway
intersections, or railroad rights-of-way.

Near the bifurcation, at the intersection of Vineyard and Gerber Roads, the City would construct a 10-mgd
capacity, raw water pump station to create the necessary operating pressure within the conveyance pipeline.

As previously indicated, the pump station would operate on electricity with a total rated capacity of 1,700 HP.
From the pump station, the conveyance pipeline under this alternative would parallel Pipeline Segment 4 of the
Freeport Project along Gerber Road to Excelsior Road and from there traverse cross country to the FSC. The
pipeline would then cross the FSC where it would intersect with Grant Line Road. The method of crossing the
FSC will be determined in coordination with Reclamation. At Grant Line Road, the conveyance pipeline would
transition to the north before intersecting White Rock Road. Once on White Rock Road, the alignment follows the
roadway east to a newly constructed extension of Oak Avenue. At Oak Avenue, the conveyance pipeline would
extend into the SPA to a new, approximately 10-acre On-site WTP.

The On-site WTP would be constructed within the SPA at the approximate location shown in Exhibits 2-7 and 2-
26. A treated-water main would be constructed from the On-site WTP to connect with the backbone water
infrastructure within the SPA. Under this alternative, the On-site WTP would have an ultimate capacity of
approximately 10 mgd.

Water Treatment Processes. The WTP would use conventional and/or advanced treatment technologies to treat
water supplies from the Sacramento River that meet the drinking water quality objectives specified in Title 22 of
the California Code of Regulations (CCR). These regulations specify drinking water quality standards (e.g.,
maximum contaminant levels (MCLs) for biological contaminants, disinfection by-products, lead, copper,
radioactivity, and inorganic and organic chemicals (e.g., pesticides and herbicides). In addition, a residual
disinfectant level would be maintained in the water supply to insure that the water remains free of pathogens. The
residual disinfection level would be maintained in compliance with applicable drinking water regulations.

The following components may be used at the WTP:

chemical oxidation system;

rapid mixing system;

pre-treatment system (flocculation/sedimentation);
filtration system;

chemical storage and feed systems;

filter backwash water supply system;
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wash-water recovery and sludge thickening system;
sludge dewatering system;

operations and maintenance building;

site electrical and control systems improvements; and
site/civil improvements.

vV vy vYyYVvYyy

Exhibit 2-27, page 2-87 of the DEIR/DEIS, shows a conceptual layout of the On-site WTP facility, including
anticipated major physical features. The WTP facilities would be constructed of concrete and the exterior painted.
The grit basins, flow split, flocculation and sedimentation basins, filters, equalization basins, and backwash
clarification would be open-water areas. Membrane filtration may be considered as an alternative to the
conventional treatment process. The administration/operations building, maintenance building, chemical building,
electrical building, and treated water pump station(s) would be enclosed structures, constructed of concrete
masonry units or steel. Buildings would be faced with materials such as stucco or split-face block. Steel structures
would be painted to blend with the existing environment.

Waste from the water treatment process would include grit from the grit basins, sludge removed from the
sedimentation basins, filter backwash water, filter-to-waste water, sampling water, and sludge lagoon decant
water. This waste would be treated with a polymer and then stored in an equalization basin. Solids from the grit
and equalization basins and sludge from the sedimentation basin would be sent to sludge lagoons for drying.
Lagoons would be constructed to allow for cycling and settling periods. Dried sludge would be transported to a
locally-certified landfill or other suitable location for ultimate disposal. The lagoons would be routinely cleaned,
and the dried sludge removed as needed.

2.84 No USACE PerMIT OFF-SITE WATER FACILITY ALTERNATIVE

The No USACE Permit Off-site Water Facility Alternative would involve the same facilities described under the
Proposed Off-site Water Facility Alternative above, and the conveyance pipeline would follow a similar route.
However, the No USACE Permit Off-site Water Facility Alternative would avoid all direct impacts (i.e., fill) of
waters of the U.S., which include wetlands, through the incorporation of trenchless construction technologies.
Construction staging areas and the entry/exits for all trenchless construction activities would also be sited within
non-sensitive areas and a minimum of 50 feet from waters of the U.S. At each location where trenchless construction
would occur, the City would use a single or combination of trenchless technologies, including but not limited to,
microtunneling, horizontal directional drilling (HDD), or jack-in-bore, to avoid these jurisdictional features. The
new water treatment plant, regardless of its location, would not be placed within 50 feet of any waters of the U.S.,
including wetlands. Similar to the other “Water” Alternatives, all construction activities would occur within the 200-
foot corridor under consideration for northeastern portions of Zone 4 of the “Water” Study Area.

2.8.5 OFF-SITE WATER FACILITY ALTERNATIVE 1. RAW WATER CONVEYANCE —
GERBER/GRANT LINE ROAD ALIGNMENT AND WHITE RocCK WTP

Under Off-site Water Facility Alternative 1, the City would construct facilities similar to those proposed under the
Proposed Off-site Water Facility Alternative and described in Section 2.13.3 of the DEIR/DEIS. The City would
integrate its water supply conveyance facilities with the Freeport Project and wheel raw water through Pipeline
Segments 1 and 2 of the Freeport Project. Under Off-site Water Facility Alternative 1, the City would construct a
new 30-inch, raw-water conveyance pipeline that would connect with the pump station located in an area just
northeast of the bifurcation. As shown in Exhibit 2-26, the raw-water pipeline would extend northeast
approximately 15.3 miles from the bifurcation to a new WTP south of the SPA. This pipeline length would result
in a corridor under consideration of approximately 372 acres. Similar to the Proposed Off-site Water Facility
Alternative, an exact alignment has not been selected for this alternative and, therefore, this alternative considers a
200-foot-wide corridor or a 100-foot-wide buffer off the roadway centerline along the alignment.
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Similar to the Proposed Off-site Water Facility Alternative, a 10-mgd capacity, raw water pump station would be
constructed near the Freeport Project bifurcation and would include a rated horsepower of 1,700 HP. From the
pump station, the conveyance pipeline under this alternative would follow the same alignment as the Preferred
Alternative up to a new WTP located southeast of the intersection of White Rock Road and Prairie City Road, at a
City-proposed Corporation Yard. The White Rock WTP would be constructed on a 10-acre portion of a 68-acre
parcel, Assessor’s Parcel Number (APN) 072-006-0052, and to the south of the City’s proposed Corporation
Yard. A treated-water main would be constructed from the White Rock WTP to connect with the backbone water
infrastructure within the SPA. Under this alternative, the White Rock WTP would have an ultimate capacity of
approximately 10 mgd.

Treatment process and facilities under this alternative would be similar to those described for the Proposed Off-
site Water Facility Alternative. At this time, the City has not determined whether it would annex the WTP site
into its jurisdiction or whether it would seek development entitlements through Sacramento County and,
therefore, the environmental analysis considers both options.

2.8.6 OFF-SITE WATER FACILITY ALTERNATIVE 1A. RAW WATER CONVEYANCE —
GERBER/GRANT LINE ROAD ALIGNMENT VARIATION AND WHITE RocK WTP

Off-site Water Facility Alternative 1A consists of a variation in the conveyance pipeline alignment for Off-site
Water Facility Alternative 1. All other features of this alternative, including the WTP and pump station, would be
similar to that of Off-site Water Facility Alternative 1. Off-site Water Facility Alternative 1A would realign the
conveyance pipeline alignment so that it deviates from White Rock Road prior to the first curve north of the
intersection of White Rock Road and Grant Line Road. The pipeline would travel north-northeast along a property
line boundary, prior to re-intersecting with the Off-site Water Facility Alternative 1 alignment on the current
White Rock Road right-of-way. Off-site Water Facility Alternative 1A would reduce the length of pipeline by
approximately a quarter of a mile when compared to Off-site Water Facility Alternative 1. This pipeline length of
15.2 miles would result in a corridor under consideration of approximately 364 acres. Similar to the Proposed Oft-
site Water Facility Alternative, an exact alignment has not been selected for this alternative and, therefore, this
alternative considers a 200-foot-wide corridor or a 100-foot-wide buffer off the roadway centerline along the
alignment.

2.8.7 OFF-SITE WATER FACILITY ALTERNATIVE 2. TREATED WATER CONVEYANCE —
DouGLAS ROAD ALIGNMENT AND VINEYARD SWTP

Under Off-site Water Facility Alternative 2, the City would purchase 6.5 mgd, on average, of capacity within the
Freeport Project and Vineyard SWTP.® This capacity would be augmented with additional peaking capacity of up
to 10 mgd within the Freeport Project and Vineyard SWTP, which is located on an 80-acre site on Florin Road
between Bradshaw and Excelsior Roads, instead of constructing a new WTP. SCWA is nearing the completion of
the Vineyard SWTP, which is initially designed to treat up to 50 mgd for SCWA’s Zone 40 Northern Service
Area, and expected to start operation in fall 2011.

In addition to purchasing capacity within the Vineyard SWTP, this alternative would involve the construction of a
new pumping facility and treated-water conveyance pipeline approximately 17.4 miles in length. This pipeline
length results in a corridor under consideration of approximately 423 acres. Similar to the Proposed Off-site
Water Facility Alternative, an exact alignment has not been selected for this alternative and, therefore, this
alternative considers a 200-foot-wide corridor or a 100-foot-wide buffer off the roadway centerline along the
alignment. The pumping facility would be constructed according to the parameters identified for the Proposed
Off-site Water Facility Alternative and located on-site at the Vineyard SWTP. From the Vineyard SWTP, the

® For the purposes of differentiating between the City’s proposed WTP under several of the Off-site Water Facility
Alternatives and SCWA’s existing Vineyard SWTP, separate acronyms are used to clearly distinguish between these
facilities.
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alignment would extend from Florin Road east to Eagles Nest Road, at which point, the alignment would extend
north to Douglas Road. Once at Grant Line road, the alignment would follow the same route as Off-site Water
Facility Alternative 1. At the terminus of the conveyance alignment, this alternative would connect to new
equalization facilities sited within the SPA instead of a new WTP as described for Off-site Water Facility
Alternative 1. The equalization facilities are described below.

Equalization Facilities

As part of Off-site Water Facility Alternative 2, the City may construct a 4-million-gallon (MG) ground-based
storage tank within the SPA and an associated pumping station on approximately 1-acre. The equalization tanks
would be sited with the storage tanks identified to the northeast of the intersection of Road A and Oak Avenue
within the SPA and would consist of pre-stressed concrete similar to existing City-owned tanks. The tank height
would be no more than three stories or approximately 30 feet.

Pumping and backup power generation would be part of the on-site water distribution infrastructure constructed in
conjunction with new development within the SPA. Chemical re-treatment facilities may also be constructed, if
determined necessary. To achieve the tank foundation elevation, the existing ground surface at the site may
require excavations of up to 10 feet beneath the ground surface. The exterior wall facing would be painted or
other architectural treatment administered as desired for aesthetic purposes.

2.8.8 OFF-SITE WATER FACILITY ALTERNATIVE 2A. TREATED WATER CONVEYANCE
— EXCELSIOR ROAD ALIGNMENT VARIATION AND VINEYARD SWTP

Off-site Water Facility Alternative 2A involves a variation in the conveyance route alignment for Off-site Water
Facility Alternative 2. All other features associated within this alternative would be the same as Off-site Water
Facility Alternative 2. Under Off-site Water Facility Alternative 2A, the conveyance pipeline alignment would
deviate from the Off-site Water Facility Alternative 2 route at the intersection of Florin and Excelsior Roads and
travel north along Excelsior Road to Mather Boulevard. At the intersection with Douglas Road, this alignment
would travel back to the east and follow the Off-site Water Facility Alternative 2 alignment east to Grant Line
Road where it would then travel north to White Rock Road. Unlike Off-site Water Facility Alternative 2, this
alternative would follow the Off-site Water Facility Alternative 1A alignment north of the intersection of Grant
Line Road and White Rock Road and follow it to the SPA where it would directly connect with the equalization
facility. The length of this alignment would be approximately 16.3 miles thereby resulting in a corridor under
consideration of approximately 390 acres. Similar to the Proposed Off-site Water Facility Alternative, an exact
alignment has not been selected for this alternative and, therefore, this alternative considers a 200-foot-wide
corridor or a 100-foot-wide buffer off the roadway centerline along the alignment. Equalization facilities
constructed under this alternative would be similar to those described for Off-site Water Facility Alternative 2.

2.8.9 OFF-SITE WATER FACILITY ALTERNATIVE 2B. TREATED WATER CONVEYANCE
— NORTH DOUGLAS TANKS VARIATION AND VINEYARD SWTP

Off-site Water Facility Alternative 2B involves a shortened variation in the conveyance alignment as described
for Off-site Water Facility Alternative 2 and would connect to the North Douglas Water Tanks (North Douglas
Tanks), which were constructed by SCWA to serve areas within Sunrise Douglas Community Plan area, and
extend south along Ivan Way to Douglas Road . The alignment would then follow the same route as Off-site
Water Facility Alternative 2 to the SPA. All other features associated with this alternative would be the similar to
those described for Off-site Water Facility Alternative 2 with treatment provided at the Vineyard SWTP and
equalization facilities within the SPA. By constructing the conveyance alignment from the North Douglas Tanks,
the length of the pipeline is reduced to approximately 6 miles, thereby resulting in a corridor under consideration
of approximately 157 acres. Similar to the Proposed Off-site Water Facility Alternative, an exact alignment has
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not been selected for this alternative and, therefore, this alternative considers a 200-foot-wide corridor or a 100-
foot-wide buffer off the roadway centerline along the alignment.

Under this alternative, construction of the pumping facility would occur according to the parameters identified for
Off-site Water Facility Alternative 1 and located on the existing North Douglas Tanks site. The electrical load
requirements for the pumping facility under this alternative are currently estimated at 1,100 HP. Similar to Off-
site Water Facility Alternative 2, the conveyance alignment under this alternative would directly connect with the
Equalization Tanks within the specific land area.

2.8.10 OFF-SITE WATER FACILITY ALTERNATIVE 3. TREATED WATER CONVEYANCE —
NORTH DOUGLAS TANKS VARIATION AND VINEYARD SWTP

Off-site Water Facility Alternative 3 involves the construction of a raw-water conveyance pipeline from the
bifurcation point to the White Rock WTP site south of the intersection of White Rock and Prairie City Roads.

As shown in Exhibit 2-29, the Off-site Water Facility Alternative 3 raw water conveyance alignment would
follow the same alignment as described for the treated-water pipeline in Off-site Water Facility Alternative 2.
This would result in a pipeline length of 17.4 miles and a corridor under consideration of approximately 423
acres. Similar to the Proposed Off-site Water Facility Alternative, an exact alignment has not been selected for
this alternative and, therefore, this alternative considers a 200-foot-wide corridor or a 100-foot-wide buffer off the
roadway centerline along the alignment.

The pump station would be constructed at the same site location and according to the same parameters as
identified for Oft-site Water Facility Alternative 1. The main difference under Off-site Water Facility Alternative
3 would be that, rather than connecting directly to the equalization facilities within the SPA, this alternative would
involve the construction of a new, 10-acre White Rock WTP at the same location as described in Off-site Water
Facility Alternative 1. The treatment process under this alternative would be the same as those described for Off-
site Water Facility Alternative 1. In addition, similar to Off-site Water Facility Alternative 1, a new treated water
pipeline would be constructed from the WTP, which would connect with water backbone infrastructure within the
SPA.

2.8.11 OFF-SITE WATER FACILITY ALTERNATIVE 3A. RAW WATER CONVEYANCE —
EXCELSIOR ROAD ALIGNMENT VARIATION AND WHITE ROCK WTP

Off-site Water Facility Alternative 3A is only differentiated from Off-site Water Facility Alternative 3 by an
alternate raw-water conveyance alignment. The main difference under this alternative would be that the raw water
conveyance alignment would follow the same alignment as described for Off-site Water Facility Alternative 2A.
Under this alternative, the City would construct a new, 10-acre White Rock WTP, similar to that described for
Off-site Water Facility Alternative 1. This would result in a pipeline length of 16.3 miles and a corridor under
consideration of approximately 389 acres. Similar to the Proposed Off-site Water Facility Alternative, an exact
alignment has not been selected for this alternative and, therefore, this alternative considers a 200-foot-wide
corridor or 100-foot-wide buffer off the roadway centerline along the alignment.

2.8.12 OFF-SITE WATER FACILITY ALTERNATIVE 4. RAW WATER CONVEYANCE —
EASTON VALLEY PARKWAY ALIGNMENT AND FoLsom BOULEVARD WTP

Off-site Water Facility Alternative 4 would entail the construction of a raw water conveyance pipeline from the
bifurcation pump station north to a new WTP located south of Folsom Boulevard — or the Folsom Boulevard
WTP — and east of Sunrise Boulevard. The raw-water pump station would be constructed according to the same
parameters as described for the Proposed Off-site Water Facility Alternative. This would result in a total pipeline
length of 19.4 miles and a corridor under consideration of approximately 469.6 acres. Similar to the Proposed
Off-site Water Facility Alternative, an exact alignment has not been selected for this alternative and, therefore,
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this alternative considers a 200-foot-wide corridor or 100-foot-wide buffer off the roadway centerline along the
alignment.

The raw water pipeline would follow the same alignment as Off-site Water Facility Alternative 3 alignment north
to Douglas Road and travel east. Along Douglas Road, the Off-site Water Facility Alternative 4 alignment would
deviate from Off-site Water Facility Alternative 3 and transition back to the north at Sunrise Boulevard. From
Sunrise Boulevard, the alignment extends north in a cross-country alignment along the western boundary of the
Rio del Oro Specific Plan area to White Rock Road. At White Rock Road, the alignment would travel east for a
short distance to the southwestern corner of the Aerojet Property. The alignment is currently planned to conform
to the planned Rancho Cordova Parkway, which will serve as main arterial roadway through the proposed
Westborough at Easton project.

Just south of the FSC, the raw water conveyance pipeline would turn back to the east along an existing dirt road to
the Folsom Boulevard WTP. Under this alternative, the City would construct the Folsom Boulevard WTP with an
ultimate capacity of approximately 10 mgd on a 10-acre portion of a 118-acre parcel (APN 072-025-1075) south
of Folsom Boulevard. Water treatment processes proposed under this alternative would be the same as those
described for the Proposed Off-site Water Facility Alternative. At this time, the City has not determined whether
it would annex the WTP site into its jurisdiction or whether it would seek development entitlements through the
City of Rancho Cordova or Sacramento County depending on timing and, therefore, the environmental analysis
considers both options.

From the Folsom Boulevard WTP, the City would construct a new treated-water conveyance pipeline that would
travel east along an existing dirt road south of Folsom Boulevard. The treated water alignment would follow the
existing dirt road, which parallels U.S. 50 to the south, to Prairie City Road. At Prairie City Road, the treated-
water alignment would connect with an equalization facility or directly with water backbone infrastructure within
the SPA. The existing direct road conforms to the planned roadway alignment for the Easton Valley Parkway.

2.8.13 OFF-SITE WATER FACILITY ALTERNATIVE 4A. RAW WATER CONVEYANCE —
EASTON VALLEY PARKWAY ALIGNMENT VARIATION AND FOLSOM BOULEVARD
WTP

Alternative 4A would include a minor variation to the raw-water pipeline route described for Off-site Water
Facility Alternative 4. Similar to Off-site Water Facility Alternative 3A, this alternative would deviate from the
Off-site Water Facility Alternative 4 route at the intersection of Florin and Excelsior Roads and travel north along
Excelsior Road and Mather Boulevard. At the intersection with Douglas Road, this alignment would travel back
to the east and rejoin the Off-site Water Facility Alternative 4 raw-water alignment east of Eagles Nest Road. The
remainder of this alignment and the associated facilities would be identical to those described for Off-site Water
Facility Alternative 4. This would result in a total pipeline length of 18.3 miles and a corridor under consideration
of approximately 444 acres. Similar to the Proposed Off-site Water Facility Alternative, an exact alignment has
not been selected for this alternative and, therefore, this alternative considers a 200-foot-wide corridor or a 100-
foot-wide buffer off the roadway centerline along the alignment.

3 FINDINGS REQUIRED UNDER CEQA

3.1 PROCEDURAL FINDINGS
The City Council of the City of Folsom finds as follows:
Based on the nature and scope of the Folsom South of U.S. 50 Specific Plan Project, State Clearinghouse

Number #2008092051, the City of Folsom determined, based on substantial evidence, that the project may
have a significant impact on the environment and prepared a program environmental impact report (EIR) for
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the project. The EIR was prepared as a joint EIR/EIS pursuant to Section 15170 of the State CEQA
Guidelines. The EIR was prepared, noticed, published, circulated, reviewed, and completed in full compliance
with CEQA (PRC Sections 21000 et seq.) (CEQA) and the State CEQA Guidelines (14 CCR Sections 15000
et. seq.), as follows:

» A NOP of the DEIR/DEIS was filed with the Office of Planning and Research and each responsible and
trustee agency and was circulated for public comments from September 12, 2008 through October 27,
2008.

» A notice of completion (NOC) and copies of the DEIR/DEIS were distributed to the Office of Planning
and Research on June 28, 2010, to those public agencies that have jurisdiction by law with respect to the
project, or which exercise authority over resources that may be affected by the project, and to other
interested parties and agencies as required by law. A 45-day public comment period for the DEIR/DEIS,
between June 28, 2010 and September 3, 2010, was established by the Office of Planning and Research.
The City provided a longer comment period than required in order to allow more extensive public review
and comment. The public comment period began on June 28, 2010 and ended on September 10, 2010.

» A notice of availability (NOA) of the DEIR was mailed to all interested groups, organizations, and
individuals who had previously requested notice in writing on June 28, 2010. The NOA stated that the
City had completed the DEIR/DEIS and that copies were available at the City of Folsom Community
Development Department, 50 Natoma Street, Folsom, or at the Folsom Public Library, 411 Stafford
Street, Folsom.

» A public notice was placed in the Sacramento Bee and Folsom Telegraph on June 28, 2010, which stated
that the DEIR/DEIS was available for public review and comment.

» A public notice was posted in the office of the City of Folsom Community Development Department on
June 28, 2010.

» Following closure of the public comment period, all comments received on the DEIR/DEIS during the
comment period, the City’s written responses to the significant environmental points raised in those
comments, and additional information added by the City were added to the DEIR/DEIS to produce the
FEIR/FEIS.

» Following preparation of the FEIR/FEIS, the City determined that additional changes in the EIR were
required, and the Errata, dated May 6, 2011, was prepared.

3.2 RECORD OF PROCEEDINGS

The FEIR/FEIS is incorporated into these findings in its entirety. Without limitation, this incorporation is intended
to elaborate on the scope and nature of mitigation measures, the basis for determining the significance of impacts,
the comparative analysis of alternatives, and the reasons for approving the Proposed Project Alternative in spite of
the potential for associated significant and unavoidable adverse impacts.

Various documents and other materials constitute the record upon which the City Council bases these findings
and the approvals contained herein. The location and custodian of these documents and materials is David Miller,
City of Folsom, Community Development Director, 50 Natoma Street, Folsom, CA 95630.
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3.3 FINDINGS

3.3.1 SIGNIFICANT IMPACTS

The project has potentially significant environmental impacts in the areas discussed below. The DEIR/DEIS
identified feasible mitigation measures to avoid or substantially reduce some or all of the environmental impacts
in these areas, although some impacts remain significant even with implementation of all feasible mitigation.

AESTHETICS — LAND

IMPACT Substantial Adverse Effect on a Scenic Vista. Project implementation would result in the degradation of the
3A1-1  visual quality of a scenic vista.

Mitigation
Mitigation Measure 3A.1-1: Construct and Maintain a Landscape Corridor Adjacent to U.S. 50.

The project applicant(s) for any particular discretionary development application adjacent to U.S. 50 shall
fund, construct, and maintain a landscaped corridor within the SPA, south of U.S. 50. This corridor shall
be 50 feet wide, except that the landscaped corridor width shall be reduced to 25 feet adjacent to the
proposed regional mall. Landscaping plans and specifications shall be approved by Caltrans and the City
of Folsom, and constructed by the project applicant(s) before the start of earthmoving activities associated
with residential or commercial units. Landscaped areas would not be required within the preserved oak
woodlands. As practicable, landscaping shall primarily contain native and/or drought tolerant plants.
Landscaped corridors shall be maintained in perpetuity to the satisfaction of the City of Folsom.

Implementation: Project applicant(s) for any particular discretionary development application adjacent
to U.S. 50.

Timing: 1. Plans and specifications: before approval of grading plans and building permits.

2. Construction: before the approval of occupancy permits associated with
residential and commercial units.

3. Maintenance: in perpetuity.
Enforcement: City of Folsom Community Development Department.
Finding

Specific economic, legal, social, technological, or other considerations, including provision of
employment opportunities for highly trained workers, make infeasible the mitigation measures or
project alternatives identified in the FEIR/FEIS.

A scenic vista is generally considered a view of an area that has remarkable scenery or of a resource that is
endemic to the area. The SPA is located on approximately 3,500 acres of undeveloped open space. The scenery
consists of grasslands on rolling hills and narrow valleys, waterways, and oak woodlands. Existing development
is generally limited to the perimeter, and includes agricultural fencing, electrical transmission lines, and radio
towers. Because the SPA contains high levels of vividness, intactness, and unity, and due to its location along
U.S. 50 where it is seen by thousands of motorists, viewer sensitivity is considered to be high. This region is part
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of the Sierra Nevada foothills and the Central Valley, and is exemplary of those landscapes and of resources that
are endemic to the area.

Project implementation would substantially degrade this scenic vista. The compositional harmony of this area
relies upon the flow of oak woodlands, to gently rolling grasslands, to steep vegetation-covered hillsides. The
Proposed Project Alternative would include a minimum of 30% open space pursuant to the LAFCo Resolution,
which would therefore provide preservation of the existing scenic qualities on over 1,000 acres of the SPA.
However, the scenic qualities of the SPA are reliant on coherence between the different landscape types (see
Viewpoint 21, Exhibit 3A.1-1 on page 3A.1-4 of the DEIR/DEIS.) Views along nearby roadways would change
to housing developments, schools, and general commercial endeavors. In addition, viewsheds that include the
SPA 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.

Because the project-related alterations would have a substantial adverse effect on a scenic vista, this direct impact
is significant. No indirect impacts would occur.

Implementation of the Proposed Project Alternative would permanently and substantially alter the scenic vista at
the SPA. Implementation of Mitigation Measure 3A.1-1 would reduce the impact of substantial alteration of a
scenic vista, but not to a less-than-significant level. Therefore, this impact remains significant and unavoidable.
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 because it is technically infeasible to allow new
development without permanently and substantially altering existing scenic vistas. The project’s objectives
include providing a large-scale mixed-use and mixed-density residential housing development within the City of
Folsom, south of U.S. 50.

Therefore, mitigation to a less-than-significant level is not possible while still allowing for implementation of the
specific plan. Thus, because it is impossible to allow new development without impacting scenic vistas,
mitigation of this impact to a less-than-significant level would be facially infeasible and this impact is significant
and unavoidable. As explained in Section 4, “Statement of Overriding Considerations”, the environmental,
economic, legal, social, technological, and other benefits outweigh and override the remaining significant impacts
related to scenic vistas.

IMPACT Damage to Scenic Resources Within a Designated Scenic Corridor. Project implementation could damage
3A.1-2  the character of the viewshed from a County-designated scenic corridor.

Mitigation

In light of known economic, legal, social, technological, or other considerations, no feasible or potentially feasible
measures to mitigate this impact were identified in the FEIR/FEIS.

Finding

Specific economic, legal, social, technological, or other considerations, including provision of
employment opportunities for highly trained workers, make infeasible the mitigation measures or
project alternatives identified in the FEIR/FEIS.

Implementation of the Proposed Project Alternative would permanently and substantially alter the scenic
character of the SPA from open space to urban development, and would therefore substantially damage the
viewshed from the northern portion of Scott Road. These changes are inherent to the change from a rural to urban
development pattern, and no feasible mitigation measures are available to reduce impacts associated with the
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damage of scenic resources within a County-designated scenic corridor. Therefore, this impact remains significant
and unavoidable.

No feasible mitigation measures are available to reduce impacts on scenic resources within a scenic corridor from
project development to a less-than-significant level because it is technically infeasible to allow new development
without permanently and substantially altering existing scenic resources. The project’s objectives include
providing a large-scale mixed-use and mixed-density residential housing development within the City of Folsom,
south of U.S. 50. Therefore, mitigation to a less-than-significant level is not possible while still allowing for
implementation of the specific plan. Thus, because it is impossible to allow new development without impacting
scenic resources, mitigation of this impact to a less-than-significant level would be facially infeasible and this
impact is significant and unavoidable. As explained in Section 4, “Statement of Overriding Considerations”, the
environmental, economic, legal, social, technological, and other benefits outweigh and override the remaining
significant impacts related to scenic resources within a scenic corridor.

IMPACT Substantial Degradation of Existing Visual Character or Quality of the Site and its Surroundings. Project
3A.1-3  implementation would substantially degrade the visual character of the SPA through conversion of rolling hills
and oak woodland to developed urban uses.

Mitigation
Implement Mitigation Measures 3A.1-1 and 3A.7-4a.
Finding

Specific economic, legal, social, technological, or other considerations, including provision of
employment opportunities for highly trained workers, make infeasible the mitigation measures or
project alternatives identified in the FEIR/FEIS.

On-Site Elements

The SPA consists of approximately 3,500 acres of grasslands and oak woodlands set on undeveloped rolling hills.
Under the Proposed Project Alternative, substantial alterations would occur to all landscape areas within the SPA.
At full buildout, the visual character of the SPA would consist of developed urban land uses with small areas of
open space and parks. The majority of the existing oak woodlands in the central portion of the SPA would also be
retained.

SPA development, upon annexation to the City of Folsom, is required to preserve at least 30% as natural open
space. Implementation of the Proposed Project Alternative 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.

Reasonable people may differ as to the aesthetic value of undeveloped grasslands and oak woodlands, and
whether development of urban uses in the SPA would constitute a substantial degradation of the existing visual
character or quality of the site and its surroundings. However, given the large scale of this urban development and
the rural nature of its setting, a conservative approach has been taken for this analysis, and the degradation of
visual character at the SPA is considered to be substantial, and impacts on visual resources from project
implementation are considered to be direct and significant. No indirect impacts would occur.

Implementation of Mitigation Measures 3A.1-1 and 3A.7-4 would reduce significant impacts associated with
substantial adverse effects on a scenic vista under the Proposed Project Alternative by reducing the extent of
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grading within the SPA and providing a 50-foot-wide landscaped corridor between U.S. 50 and the SPA.
However, views of new housing developments, schools, and general commercial endeavors would only be
slightly obstructed and hillside grading would remain pronounced. Once open space is converted to urban land
uses, it is a permanent change in land use and to the visual character. Project implementation would still
substantially alter a scenic vista. Therefore, this direct impact is considered significant and unavoidable.

Off-Site Elements

The landscape at the proposed detention basin site is similar to the western lowlands with the exception of an
approximately 8-foot-high chain link fence. The detention basin would be constructed with bermed sides, and
would therefore appear as a steeply graded hill. The basin would be highly visible to motorists traveling on White
Rock Road and Prairie City Road, and would result in a direct, significant impact from degradation of the existing
visual character. No indirect impacts would occur.

Implementation of Mitigation Measures 3A.1-1 and 3A.7-4 would reduce significant impacts associated with
substantial adverse effects on a scenic vista under the No USACE Permit, Proposed Project, Resource Impact
Minimization, and Reduced Hillside Development Alternatives by reducing the extent of grading within the SPA
and providing a 50-foot-wide landscaped corridor between U.S. 50 and the SPA. However, views of new housing
developments, schools, and general commercial endeavors would only be slightly obstructed and hillside grading
would remain pronounced. Once open space is converted to urban land uses, it is a permanent change in land use
and to the visual character. Project implementation would still substantially alter a scenic vista. Therefore, this
direct is considered significant and unavoidable.

No other feasible mitigation measures are available to reduce impacts associated with the degradation of existing
visual character from project development to a less-than-significant level because it is technically infeasible to
allow new development without permanently altering the existing visual character or qualities. The project’s
objectives include providing a large-scale mixed-use and mixed-density residential housing development within
the City of Folsom, south of U.S. 50. Therefore, mitigation to a less-than-significant level is not possible while
still allowing for implementation of the specific plan. Thus, because it is impossible to allow new development
without impacting the existing visual character, mitigation of this impact to a less-than-significant level would be
facially infeasible and this impact is significant and unavoidable. As explained in Section 4, “Statement of
Overriding Considerations”, the environmental, economic, legal, social, technological, and other benefits
outweigh and override the remaining significant impacts related to degradation of the existing visual character.

IMPACT  Temporary, Short-Term Degradation of Visual Character for Developed Project Land Uses During
3A1-4  Construction. Project implementation would involve four phases of construction over a 20-year-buildout
period. Construction activity would involve the temporary and short-term use of staging areas for construction
equipment and materials, which would be visible to adjacent project land uses that have already been
developed.

Mitigation
Mitigation Measure 3A.1-4: Screen Construction Staging Areas.

The project applicant(s) for any particular discretionary development application shall locate staging and
material storage areas as far away from sensitive biological resources and sensitive land uses (e.g.,
residential areas, schools, parks) as feasible. Staging and material storage areas shall be approved by the
appropriate agency (identified below) before the approval of grading plans for all project phases and shall
be screened from adjacent occupied land uses in earlier development phases to the maximum extent
practicable. Screens may include, but are not limited to, the use of such visual barriers such as berms or
fences. The screen design shall be approved by the appropriate agency to further reduce visual effects to
the extent possible.
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Mitigation for the off-site elements outside of the City of Folsom’s jurisdictional boundaries shall be
developed by the project applicant(s) of each applicable project phase in consultation with the affected
oversight agency(ies) (i.e., El Dorado and/or Sacramento Counties, and Caltrans) to reduce to the extent
feasible the visual effects of construction activities on adjacent project land uses that have already been
developed..

Implementation: Project applicant(s) for any particular discretionary development application.
Timing: Before approval of grading plans and during construction for all project phases.

Enforcement: 1. For those improvements that would be located within the City of Folsom: City of
Folsom Neighborhood Services Department and City of Folsom Community
Development Department.

2. For the two local roadway connections from Folsom Heights into El Dorado
Hills: El Dorado County Community Services Department.

3. For the U.S. 50 interchange improvements: Caltrans.
Finding

Specific economic, legal, social, technological, or other considerations, including provision of
employment opportunities for highly trained workers, make infeasible the mitigation measures or
project alternatives identified in the FEIR/FEIS.

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 under the Proposed
Project Alternative by providing visual screening. However, because screening may not always be feasible

(i.e., projects covering a large area or tall buildings); this temporary, short-term impact is considered potentially
significant and unavoidable. Additionally, some of the off-site elements fall under the jurisdiction of El Dorado
County or Caltrans; therefore, neither the City nor the project applicant(s) would have control over their timing or
implementation.

No other feasible mitigation measures are available to reduce impacts associated with the temporary, short-term
degradation of existing visual character during construction to a less-than-significant level because it is
technically infeasible to allow new development without temporary, short-term degradation of existing visual
character. The project’s objectives include providing a large-scale mixed-use and mixed-density residential
housing development within the City of Folsom, south of U.S. 50. Therefore, mitigation to a less-than-significant
level is not possible while still allowing for implementation of the specific plan. Thus, because it is impossible to
engage in construction activities without temporary, short-term degradation of existing visual character,
mitigation of this impact to on-site elements and some off-site elements to a less-than-significant level would be
facially infeasible and this impact is significant and unavoidable. As explained in Section 4, “Statement of
Overriding Considerations”, the environmental, economic, legal, social, technological, and other benefits
outweigh and override the remaining significant impacts related to temporary, short-term degradation of existing
visual character.
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IMPACT Creation of a New Source of Substantial Light or Glare that would Adversely Affect Day or Nighttime

3A.1-5

Mitigation

Views in the Area. Project implementation would require lighting of new development, which would cause new
and increased light and glare.

Mitigation Measure 3A.1-5: Establish and Require Conformance to Lighting Standards and Prepare and Implement a
Lighting Plan.

To reduce impacts associated with light and glare, the City shall:

>

Establish standards for on-site outdoor lighting to reduce high-intensity nighttime lighting and glare
as part of the Folsom Specific Plan design guidelines/standards. Consideration shall be given to
design features, namely directional shielding for street lighting, parking lot lighting, and other
substantial light sources, that would reduce effects of nighttime lighting. In addition, consideration
shall be given to the use of automatic shutoffs or motion sensors for lighting features to further reduce
excess nighttime light.

Use shielded or screened public lighting fixtures to prevent the light from shining off of the surface
intended to be illuminated.

To reduce impacts associated with light and glare, the project applicant(s) of all project phases shall:

|

Shield or screen lighting fixtures to direct the light downward and prevent light spill on adjacent
properties.

Flood and area lighting needed for construction activities, nighttime sporting activities, and/or
security shall be screened or aimed no higher than 45 degrees above straight down (half-way between
straight down and straight to the side) when the source is visible from any off-site residential property
or public roadway.

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

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

Design exterior on-site lighting as an integral part of the building and landscape design in the Folsom
Specific Plan area. Lighting fixtures shall be architecturally consistent with the overall site design.

Lighting of off-site facilities within the City of Folsom shall be consistent with the City’s General
Plan standards.

Lighting of the off-site detention basin shall be consistent with Sacramento County General Plan
standards.

Lighting of the two local roadway connections from Folsom Heights off-site into E1 Dorado Hills
shall be consistent with El Dorado County General Plan standards.
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A lighting plan for all on- and off-site elements within the each agency’s jurisdictional boundaries
(specified below) shall be submitted to the relevant jurisdictional agency for review and approval, which
shall include the above elements. The lighting plan may be submitted concurrently with other
improvement plans, and shall be submitted before the installation of any lighting or the approval of
building permits for each phase. The project applicant(s) for any particular discretionary development
application shall implement the approved lighting plan.

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).

Implementation: Project applicant(s) for any particular discretionary development application.
Timing: Before approval of building permits.

Enforcement: 1. For all on-site and off-site facilities that would be located within the City of
Folsom: City of Folsom Neighborhood Services Department and City of Folsom
Community Development Department.

2. For the off-site detention basin: Sacramento County Planning Department.

3. For the two local roadways off-site into El Dorado Hills: El Dorado County
Community Services Department.

Finding for Elements within the City of Folsom’s Jurisdiction

Changes or alterations have been required in, or incorporated into, the Proposed Project Alternative
which would avoid or substantially lessen this potentially significant environmental effect as identified
in the FEIR/FEIS.

Because of the scale of proposed development and because project implementation would introduce a substantial
quantity of light into a rural landscape, overall light and glare effects are considered significant and direct. No
indirect impacts would occur. Implementation of Mitigation Measure 3A.1-5 by the City of Folsom would reduce
significant impacts associated with effects from new sources of light and glare to a less-than-significant level
under the Proposed Project Alternative by establishing on-site lighting standards in the specific plan, requiring
conformance with established general plan standards, and requiring the project applicant(s) of all project phases to
prepare and implement a lighting plan.

Finding for Elements Outside the City of Folsom’s Jurisdiction

Changes or alterations which avoid or substantially lessen the significant environmental effect as
identified in the FEIR/FEILS are within the responsibility and jurisdiction of another public agency and
not the agency making the finding. Such changes have been adopted by such other agency or can and
should be adopted by such other agency.

For the on-site elements and off-site elements within the City’s jurisdiction, changes or alterations have been
required in, or incorporated into, the Proposed Project Alternative which would avoid or substantially lessen this
potentially significant environmental effect as identified in the FEIR/FEIS. However, some of the off-site
elements (two roadway connections in El Dorado County and detention basin in Sacramento County) fall under
the jurisdiction of El Dorado and Sacramento Counties; therefore, the City of Folsom would not have control or
authority over the timing or implementation of Mitigation Measure 3A.1-5. The agency(ies) with jurisdiction over
these off-site elements can and should implement Mitigation Measure 3A.1-5, which would mitigate this potential
impact to a less than significant level.
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IMPACT New Skyglow Effects. Project implementation would require lighting of new development that would result in
3A.1-6  the generation of new and increased skyglow effects, obscuring views of stars, constellations, and other
features of the night sky.

Mitigation
Implement Mitigation Measure 3A.1-5.
Finding

Specific economic, legal, social, technological, or other considerations, including provision of
employment opportunities for highly trained workers, make infeasible the mitigation measures or
project alternatives identified in the FEIR/FEIS.

Implementation of Mitigation Measure 3A.1-5 would partially reduce significant impacts associated with effects
from skyglow under the Proposed Project Alternative. Mitigation Measure 3A.1-5 would require the development
and implementation of an on-site lighting plan and by requiring conformance with general plan standards for the
off-site facilities. However, because of the scale and location of the SPA and the off-site elements, screening or
shielding of light fixtures to direct light downward or the use of low-pressure sodium or other lighting would not
reduce the effects of new skyglow on the night sky to a less-than-significant level. Therefore, impacts would
remain significant and unavoidable.

No other feasible mitigation measures are available to reduce impacts associated with new skyglow to a less-than-
significant level because it is technically infeasible to allow new development without introducing new skyglow
effects. The project’s objectives include providing a large-scale mixed-use and mixed-density residential housing
development within the City of Folsom, south of U.S. 50. Therefore, mitigation to a less-than-significant level is
not possible while still allowing for implementation of the specific plan. Thus, because it is impossible to allow
new development without introducing new sources of skyglow, mitigation of this impact to a less-than-significant
level would be facially infeasible and this impact is significant and unavoidable.

AESTHETICS — WATER

IMPACT  Substantial Degradation of Existing Visual Character or Quality of the “Water” Study Area.
3B.1-2 Implementation of the Off-site Water Facility Alternatives could substantially degrade the existing visual
character or quality of the “Water” Study Area and its surroundings.
Mitigation
Mitigation Measure 3B.1-2a: Enhance Exterior Appearance of Structural Facilities.
The external appearance of above-ground facilities, including the choice of color and materials, shall seek
to reduce the visual impact of the proposed WTP, pump station, and above-ground storage tank facilities.
Bright reflective materials and colors shall be avoided. As appropriate, the exterior design of these

facilities should follow design guidelines provided in applicable land use plans. Minimum exterior design
requirements shall include, but are not limited to, the following:

» painting (with earth-colored tones) of structural fagades to blend with surrounding land uses,

» use of fencing or structural materials similar to those used by nearby land uses,
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» installation of berms and/or landscaping around the facility (see Mitigation Measure 3B.2-2b for
additional detail), and

» clustering of structural facilities to maximize open space buffering.
Implementation: City of Folsom Utilities Department.

Timing: Prior to approval of grading plans and building permits for WTP, pump stations,
and storage tank facilities.

Enforcement: 1. For structural improvements that would be located within the City of Folsom:
City of Folsom Community Development Department.

2. For structural improvements that would be located within unincorporated
Sacramento County: Sacramento County Planning and Community
Development Department.

3. For structural improvements that would be located within the City of Rancho
Cordova: City of Rancho Cordova Planning Department.

Mitigation Measure 3B.1-2b: Prepare Landscaping Plan.

The City shall develop a landscaping plan for each structural facility site that uses a combination
of native vegetation, earthen features (e.g., boulders), and, if appropriate, topographical
separations (e.g., berms) to maximize site appearance and shield the new facilities from nearby
sensitive receptors to the extent feasible. In addition to complying with local standards, the
landscaping plan shall require the following at each site:

» Vegetation shall be arranged in a hierarchy of plant groupings to enhance the visual and scenic
qualities of the site(s). To the extent practical, the design will minimize the need for supplemental
irrigation.

» New or replacement vegetation shall be compatible with surrounding vegetation and shall be
adaptable to the site with regard to rainfall, soil type, exposure, growth rate, erosion control, and
energy conservation purposes.

» Plant materials chosen shall be species which do not present any safety hazards, which allow native
flora to reestablish in the area, and which require minimal maintenance, including watering, pest
control, and clean-up of litter from fruit and droppings.

Implementation: City of Folsom Ultilities Department.

Timing: Prior to approval of grading plans and building permits for WTP, pump stations,
and storage tank facilities.

Enforcement: 1. For structural improvements that would be located within the City of Folsom:
City of Folsom Community Development Department.

2. For structural improvements that would be located within unincorporated
Sacramento County: Sacramento County Planning and Community
Development Department.
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3. For structural improvements that would be located within the City of Rancho
Cordova: City of Rancho Cordova Planning Department.
Finding

Changes or alterations have been required in, or incorporated into, the Proposed Project Alternative
which would avoid or substantially lessen this potentially significant environmental effect as identified
in the FEIR/FEIS.

Although the Off-site Water Facilities would change the visual character of the WTP site, the extent and
magnitude of this change is not considered substantial in relation to other adjacent uses, which include OHV use
and aggregate mining. However, the design of the WTP could be inconsistent with the development proposed
within the Folsom SPA. In addition, the WTP would be located outside and to the south of the delineated Urban
Services Boundary as proposed in the current Sacramento County General Plan Update and the WTP could
degrade the existing visual character of the study area in the vicinity of the urban-rural interface that will
ultimately transition through the WTP site. Therefore, the direct and indirect impacts from implementation of the
Proposed Off-site Water Facility Alternative are considered potentially significant.

Implementation of Mitigation Measures 3B.1-2a and 3B.1-2b would reduce potentially significant direct and
indirect impacts associated with visual quality degradation to a less-than-significant level by ensuring structural
elements of the WTP, pump stations, and storage tanks blend with the development patterns proposed for the
Folsom SPA and within adjacent jurisdictions through the provision of visual screening.

IMPACT  Creation of a New Source of Substantial Light or Glare that would Adversely Affect Day or Nighttime
3B.1-3 Views in the “Water” Study Area. Implementation of the Off-site Water Facility Alternatives would create new
sources of substantial light or glare, which could adversely affect day or nighttime views in the “Water” Study
Area.

Mitigation
Mitigation Measure 3B.1-3a: Conform to Construction Lighting Standards.

The City shall limit construction to daylight hours to the extent possible. If nighttime lighting or
construction is necessary, the City shall ensure that unshielded lights, reflectors, or spotlights are
not located and directed to shine toward or be directly visible from adjacent properties or streets.
To the extent possible, the City shall minimize the use of nighttime construction lighting within
500 feet of existing residences. This measure shall be identified on grading plans and in
construction contracts.

Implementation: City of Folsom Ultilities Department.

Timing: Prior to approval of grading plans and building permits for WTP, pump stations,
and storage tank facilities.

Enforcement: 1. For structural improvements that would be located within the City of Folsom:
City of Folsom Community Development Department.

2. For structural improvements that would be located within unincorporated
Sacramento County: Sacramento County Planning and Community
Development Department.

3. For structural improvements that would be located within the City of Rancho
Cordova: City of Rancho Cordova Planning Department.
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Mitigation Measure 3B.1-3b: Prepare and Submit a Lighting Master Plan.

The City shall prepare a Lighting Master Plan that covers all Off-site Water Facilities-related
outdoor light sources. The Lighting Master Plan shall include the following minimum
requirements:

» outdoor lighting shall be properly shielded and installed to prevent light trespass on adjacent
properties;

» flood or spot lamps installed as part of the Off-site Water Facilities shall be aimed no higher than 45
degrees above straight down (half-way between straight down and straight to the side) when the
source is visible from any off-site residential property or public roadway;

» prohibit the use of harsh mercury vapor, low-pressure sodium, or fluorescent bulbs for public lighting
in residential neighborhoods; and

» comply with requirements of local jurisdiction, if applicable.
Implementation: City of Folsom Ultilities Department.

Timing: Prior to approval of grading plans and building permits for WTP, pump stations,
and storage tank facilities.

Enforcement: 1. For structural improvements that would be located within the City of Folsom:
City of Folsom Community Development Department.

2. For structural improvements that would be located within unincorporated
Sacramento County: Sacramento County Planning and Community
Development Department.

3. For structural improvements that would be located within the City of Rancho
Cordova: City of Rancho Cordova Planning Department.

Finding

Changes or alterations have been required in, or incorporated into, the Proposed Project Alternative
which would avoid or substantially lessen this potentially significant environmental effect as identified
in the FEIR/FEIS.

Construction can involve numerous potential sources of nighttime lighting, including earthmoving and other
construction equipment, temporary construction trailers, employee vehicles, and flood and security lighting.
Nighttime construction along the conveyance alignments could adversely affect single-family residences along
Gerber, Florin, Excelsior, Grant Line, Eagles Nest, and Grant Line Roads and could interfere with the nighttime
vision of drivers using these roadways. Because nighttime construction lighting could adversely affect nearby
residents and drivers on adjacent roads, this direct impact would be potentially significant. No indirect impacts
would result.

The WTP under the Proposed Off-site Water Facility Alternative would be constructed in an undeveloped area
that has minimal to no existing sources of light and glare. As a result, the WTP would generate new sources of
night lighting and glare within an area that currently lacks these sources, thereby, incrementally increasing the
amount of light generated within the immediate vicinity of the WTP. Although light generated by the WTP would
be typical of similar industrial development to the south, such as existing aggregate processing, by virtue that the
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new source of illumination would originate from a different location, potentially affecting previously unaffected
residences. This direct impact would be potentially significant. No indirect impacts would result.

Implementation of Mitigation Measures 3B.1-3a and 3B.1-3b would reduce potentially significant impacts
associated with the temporary use of construction lighting to a less-than-significant level through adherence to
construction lighting standards and preparation and implementation of a lighting master plan for operational,
above-ground facilities.

AIR QUALITY — LAND

IMPACT
3A.2-1

Mitigation

Generation of Construction Emissions of NOx and PM+o. Construction activities associated with the
project would generate intermittent emissions of NOx and PM1o. Because of the large size of the project,
construction-generated emissions of NOx, an ozone precursor, and fugitive PMyo dust would exceed
SMAQMD-recommended thresholds and would substantially contribute to emissions concentrations that
exceed the NAAQS and CAAQS. Thus, project-generated, construction-related emissions of criteria air
pollutants and precursors could violate or contribute substantially to an existing or projected air quality
violation, expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant concentrations, and/or conflict with air quality
planning efforts.

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

To reduce short-term construction emissions, the project applicant(s) for any particular discretionary
development application shall require their contractors to implement SMAQMD’s list of Basic
Construction Emission Control Practices, Enhanced Fugitive PM Dust Control Practices, and Enhanced
Exhaust Control Practices (list below) in effect at the time individual portions of the site undergo
construction. In addition to SMAQMD-recommended measures, construction operations shall comply
with all applicable SMAQMD rules and regulations.

Basic Construction Emission Control Practices

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

Cover or maintain at least two feet of free board space on haul trucks transporting soil, sand, or other
loose material on the site. Any haul trucks that would be traveling along freeways or major roadways
should be covered.

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

Limit vehicle speeds on unpaved roads to 15 miles per hour (mph).
All roadways, driveways, sidewalks, parking lots to be paved should be completed as soon as
possible. In addition, building pads should be laid as soon as possible after grading unless seeding or

soil binders are used.

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

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

Enhanced Fugitive PM Dust Control Practices — Soil Disturbance Areas

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

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

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

Enhanced Fugitive PM Dust Control Practices — Unpaved Roads
» Install wheel washers for all exiting trucks, or wash off all trucks and equipment leaving the site.

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

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

Enhanced Exhaust Control Practices

» The project shall provide a plan, for approval by the City of Folsom Community Development
Department and SMAQMD, demonstrating that the heavy-duty (50 horsepower [hp] or more) off-
road vehicles to be used in the construction project, including owned, leased, and subcontractor
vehicles, will achieve a project wide fleet-average 20% NOx reduction and 45% particulate reduction
compared to the most current California Air Resources Board (ARB) fleet average that exists at the
time of construction. Acceptable options for reducing emissions may include use of late-model
engines, low-emission diesel products, alternative fuels, engine retrofit technology, after-treatment
products, and/or other options as they become available. The project applicant(s) of each project
phase or its representative shall submit to the City of Folsom Community Development Department
and SMAQMD a comprehensive inventory of all off-road construction equipment, equal to or greater
than 50 hp, that would be used an aggregate of 40 or more hours during any portion of the
construction project. The inventory shall include the horsepower rating, engine production year, and
projected hours of use for each piece of equipment. The inventory shall be updated and submitted
monthly throughout the duration of the project, except that an inventory shall not be required for any
30-day period in which no construction activity occurs. At least 48 hours prior to the use of heavy-
duty off-road equipment, the project representative shall provide SMAQMD with the anticipated
construction timeline including start date, and name and phone number of the project manager and
on-site foreman. SMAQMD’s Construction Mitigation Calculator can be used to identify an
equipment fleet that achieves this reduction (SMAQMD 2007a). The project shall ensure that
emissions from all off-road diesel powered equipment used on the SPA do not exceed 40% opacity
for more than three minutes in any one hour. Any equipment found to exceed 40 % opacity (or
Ringelmann 2.0) shall be repaired immediately, and the City and SMAQMD shall be notified within
48 hours of identification of non-compliant equipment. A visual survey of all in-operation equipment
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shall be made at least weekly, and a monthly summary of the visual survey results shall be submitted
throughout the duration of the project, except that the monthly summary shall not be required for any
30-day period in which no construction activity occurs. The monthly summary shall include the
quantity and type of vehicles surveyed as well as the dates of each survey. SMAQMD staff and/or
other officials may conduct periodic site inspections to determine compliance. Nothing in this
mitigation measure shall supersede other SMAQMD or state rules or regulations.

» If at the time of construction, SMAQMD has adopted a regulation or new guidance applicable to
construction emissions, compliance with the regulation or new guidance may completely or partially
replace this mitigation if it is equal to or more effective than the mitigation contained herein, and if
SMAQMD so permits.

Implementation: The project applicant(s) of all project phases.

Timing: Before the approval of all grading plans by the City and throughout project
construction, where applicable, for all project phases.

Enforcement: City of Folsom Community Development Department.

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

Implementation of the Proposed Project Alternative or the other four other action alternatives would result
in construction-generated NOx emissions that exceed the SMAQMD threshold of significance, even after
implementation of the SMAQMD Enhanced Exhaust Control Practices (listed in Mitigation Measure
3A.2-1a).

Therefore, the project applicant(s) shall pay SMAQMD an off-site mitigation fee for implementation of
any of the five action alternatives for the purpose of reducing NOx emissions to a less-than-significant
level (i.e., less than 85 Ib/day). All NOx emission reductions and increases associated with GHG
mitigation shall be added to or subtracted from the amount above the construction threshold to determine
off-site mitigation fees, when possible. The specific fee amounts shall be calculated when the daily
construction emissions can be more accurately determined: that is, if the City/USACE select and certify
the EIR/EIS and approves the Proposed Project Alternative or one of the other four other action
alternatives, the City and the applicants must establish the phasing by which development would occur,
and the applicants must develop a detailed construction schedule. Calculation of fees associated with each
project development phase shall be conducted by the project applicant(s) in consultation with SMAQMD
staff before the approval of grading plans by the City. The project applicant(s) for any particular
discretionary development application shall pay into SMAQMD’s off-site construction mitigation fund to
further mitigate construction-generated emissions of NOx that exceed SMAQMD’s daily emission
threshold of 85 Ib/day. The calculation of daily NOx emissions shall be based on the cost rate established
by SMAQMD at the time the calculation and payment are made. At the time of writing this EIR/EIS the
cost rate is $16,000 to reduce 1 ton of NOx plus a 5% administrative fee (SMAQMD 2008c¢). The
determination of the final mitigation fee shall be conducted in coordination with SMAQMD before any
ground disturbance occurs for any project phase. Based on information available at the time of writing
this EIR/EIS, and assuming that construction would be performed at a consistent rate over a 19-year
period (and averaging of 22 work days per month), it is estimated that the off-site construction mitigation
fees would range from $517,410 to $824,149, depending on which alternative is selected. Because the fee
is based on the mass quantity of emissions that exceed SMAQMD’s daily threshold of significance of 85
Ib/day, total fees would be substantially greater if construction activity is more intense during some
phases and less intense during other phases of the 19-year build out period, and in any event, based on the
actual cost rate applied by SMAQMD. (This fee is used by SMAQMD to purchase off-site emissions
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reductions. Such purchases are made through SMAQMD’s Heavy Duty Incentive Program, through
which select owners of heavy-duty equipment in Sacramento County can repower or retrofit their old
engines with cleaner engines or technologies.)

Implementation: The project applicant(s) of all project phases.

Timing: Before the approval of all grading plans by the City and throughout project
construction for all project phases.

Enforcement: The City of Folsom Community Development Department shall not grant any
grading permits to the respective project applicant(s) until the respective project
applicant(s) have paid the appropriate off-site mitigation fee to SMAQMD.

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

Prior to construction of each discretionary development entitlement of on-site land uses, the project
applicant shall perform a project-level CEQA analysis (e.g., supporting documentation for an exemption,
negative declaration, or project-specific EIR) that includes detailed dispersion modeling of construction-
generated PM to disclose what PM,, concentrations would be at nearby sensitive receptors. The
dispersion modeling shall be performed in accordance with applicable SMAQMD guidance that is in
place at the time the analysis is performed. At the time of writing this EIR/EIS, SMAQMD’s most current
and most detailed guidance for addressing construction-generated PM;, emissions is found in its Guide to
Air Quality Assessment in Sacramento County (SMAQMD 2009a). The project-level analysis shall
incorporate detailed parameters of the construction equipment and activities, including the year during
which construction would be performed, as well as the proximity of potentially affected receptors,
including receptors proposed by the project that exist at the time the construction activity would occur.

Implementation: All detailed, project-level analysis shall be performed and funded by the project
applicant(s) for each discretionary development entitlement. All feasible mitigation
shall be also be funded by the project applicant(s).

Timing: Before the approval of all grading plans by the City.
Enforcement: City of Folsom Community Development Department.

Mitigation Measure 3A.2-1d: Implement SMAQMD’s Basic Construction Emission Control Practices during
Construction of all Off-Site Elements located in Sacramento County.

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

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

Implementation: The project applicant(s) responsible for construction of each off-site element in
Sacramento County.

Timing: Before the approval of all grading plans from SMAQMD.
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Enforcement: 1. For all off-site improvements within Sacramento County: Sacramento County
Planning and Community Development Department.

2. For the U.S. 50 interchange improvements: Caltrans.

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

Prior to construction of each roadway extension in El Dorado County, the applicants or its contractors
shall develop a fugitive dust control plan that is approved by EDCAQMD and the applicants shall require
their contractors to implement the dust control measures identified in the EDCAQMD-approved fugitive
dust control plan. The fugitive dust control plan shall contain measures that are recommended by
EDCAQMD at the time the plan is developed, which may include, but is not limited to, the current list of
EDCAQMD-recommended dust control measures provided in Table 3A.2-5 below.

Table 3A.2-5
EDCAQMD-Recommend Fugitive Dust Control Measures

Source Mitigation Measure

Soil Piles Enclose, cover, or water twice daily all soil piles

Automatic sprinkler system installed on soil piles

Exposed Surface/Grading Water all exposed soil twice daily

Water exposed soil with adequate frequency to keep soil moist at all times

Truck Hauling Road Water all haul roads twice daily

Pave all haul roads

Truck Hauling Load Maintain at least two feet of freeboard

Cover load of all haul/dump trucks securely

Source: Table 4.12 of EDCAQMD’s Guide to Air Quality Assessment (EDCAQMD 2002).

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

Implementation: The project applicant(s) responsible for constructing the roadway connections in El
Dorado County.

Timing: Before the approval of grading plans by EDCAQMD.
Enforcement: El Dorado County Development Services Department.

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

Implement SMAQMD’s Enhanced Exhaust Control Practices, which are listed in Mitigation Measure
3A.2-1a, in order to control NOx emissions generated by construction of all off-site elements (in
Sacramento and El Dorado Counties, or Caltrans right-of-way).
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Implementation: The project applicant(s) responsible for construction of each off-site element in
Sacramento and El Dorado counties.

Timing: Before the approval of all grading plans from the respective air district (i.e.,
SMAQMD or EDCAQMD).
Enforcement: 1. For the two roadway connections in El Dorado Hills: El Dorado County

Development Services Department.

2. For the detention basin west of Prairie City Road: Sacramento County Planning
and Community Development Department.

3. For the U.S. 50 interchange improvements: Caltrans.

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

The off-site elements could result in construction-generated NOx emissions that exceed the SMAQMD
threshold of significance, even after implementation of the SMAQMD Enhanced Exhaust Control
Practices (listed in Mitigation Measure 3A.2-1a). Therefore, the responsible project applicant(s) for each
off-site element in Sacramento County shall pay SMAQMD an off-site mitigation fee for implementation
of each off-site element in Sacramento County for the purpose of reducing NOx emissions to a less-than-
significant level (i.e., less than 85 Ib/day). The specific fee amounts shall be calculated when the daily
construction emissions can be more accurately determined. This calculation shall occur if the
City/USACE certify the EIR/EIS and select and approves the Proposed Project Alternative or one of the
other four other action alternatives, the City, Sacramento County, and the applicants establish the phasing
by which construction of the off-site elements would occur, and the applicants develop a detailed
construction schedule. Calculation of fees associated with each off-site element shall be conducted by the
project applicant(s) in consultation with SMAQMD staff before ’the approval of respective grading plans
by Sacramento County. The project applicant(s) responsible for each off-site element in Sacramento
County shall pay into SMAQMD’s off-site construction mitigation fund to further mitigate construction-
generated emissions of NOx that exceed SMAQMD’s daily emission threshold of 85 1b/day. The
calculation of daily NOx emissions shall be based on the cost rate established by SMAQMD at the time
the calculation and payment are made. At the time of writing this EIR/EIS the cost rate is $16,000 to
reduce 1 ton of NOx plus a 5% administrative fee (SMAQMD 2008c). The determination of the final
mitigation fee shall be conducted in coordination with SMAQMD before any ground disturbance occurs
for any project phase. Because the fee is based on the mass quantity of emissions that exceed
SMAQMD?’s daily threshold of significance of 85 1b/day, total fees for construction of the off-site
elements would vary according to the timing and potential overlap of construction schedules for off-site
elements. This measure applies only to those off-site elements located in SMAQMD’s jurisdiction (i.e., in
Sacramento County) because EDCAQMD does not offer a similar off-set fee program for construction-
generated NOx emissions in its jurisdiction. (This fee is used by SMAQMD to purchase off-site emissions
reductions. Such purchases are made through SMAQMD’s Heavy Duty Incentive Program, through
which select owners of heavy-duty equipment in Sacramento County can repower or retrofit their old
engines with cleaner engines or technologies.)

Mitigation for the off-site elements outside of the City of Folsom’s jurisdictional boundaries must be
developed by the project applicant(s) of each applicable project phase in coordination with the affected

oversight agency(ies) (i.e., Sacramento County or Caltrans).

Implementation: The project applicant(s) of all off-site elements in Sacramento County.

Folsom South of U.S. Highway 50 Specific Plan AECOM
City of Folsom and USACE 61 Findings of Fact and Statement of Overriding Considerations



Timing: Before the approval of each grading plan for the off-site elements in Sacramento
County.

Enforcement: 1. For all off-site improvements within Sacramento County: Sacramento
County Planning and Community Development Department shall not grant
any grading permits to the respective project applicant(s) until the respective
project applicant(s) have paid the appropriate off-site mitigation fee to
SMAQMD.

2. For the U.S. 50 interchange improvements: Caltrans shall not grant any
grading permits to the respective project applicant(s) until the respective
project applicant(s) have paid the appropriate off-site mitigation fee to
SMAQMD.

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

Prior to construction of each off-site element located in Sacramento County that would involve site
grading or earth disturbance activity that would exceed 15 acres in one day, the responsible agency or its
selected consultant shall require that detailed dispersion modeling is conducted of construction-generated
PM,¢ emissions pursuant to SMAQMD guidance that is in place at the time the analysis is performed. At
the time of writing this EIR/EIS, SMAQMD’s most current and most detailed guidance for addressing
construction-generated PM,y emissions is found in its Guide to Air Quality Assessment in Sacramento
County SMAQMD 2009a). SMAQMD emphasizes that PM;, emission concentrations at nearby sensitive
receptors be disclosed in project-level CEQA analysis. Each project-level analysis shall incorporate
detailed parameters of the construction equipment and activities, including the year during which
construction would be performed, as well as the proximity of potentially affected receptors, including
receptors proposed by the project that exist at the time the construction activity would occur. If the
modeling analysis determines that construction activity would result in an exceedance or substantial
contribution to the CAAQS and NAAQS at a nearby receptor, then the project applicant(s) shall require
their respective contractors to implement additional measures for controlling construction-generated PM;,
exhaust emission and fugitive PM,, dust emissions in accordance with SMAQMD guidance,
requirements, and/or rules that apply at the time the project-level analysis is performed. It is likely that
these measures would be the same or similar to those listed as Enhanced Fugitive PM Dust Control
Practices for Soil Disturbance Areas and Unpaved Roads and Enhanced Exhaust Control Practices
included in Mitigation Measure 3A.2-1a. Dispersion modeling is not required for the two El Dorado
County roadway connections because the total amount of disturbed acreage is expected to be less than the
EDCAQMD screening level of 12 acres.

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

Implementation: All detailed, project-level analysis shall be performed by the responsible lead agency
or its selected consultant and funded by the project applicant(s). Implementation of
the project-level modeling analysis and any necessary additional mitigation shall be
fully funded by the project applicant(s) responsible for each off-site improvement.

Timing: 1. For all off-site improvements within unincorporated Sacramento County: Before
the approval of the respective grading plans from the Sacramento County
Planning and Community Development Department.

AECOM

Folsom South of U.S. Highway 50 Specific Plan

Findings of Fact and Statement of Overriding Considerations 62 City of Folsom and USACE



2. For the U.S. 50 interchange improvements: Before the approval of construction
plans from Caltrans.

Enforcement: 1. For all off-site improvements within Sacramento County: Sacramento County
Planning and Community Development Department.

2. For the U.S. 50 interchange improvements: Caltrans.
Finding Regarding NOx Emissions

Changes or alterations have been required in, or incorporated into, the Proposed Project Alternative
which would avoid or substantially lessen potential impacts from NOxemissions for both the on-site
and the off-site elements of the Proposed Project Alternative.

The maximum daily level of construction-generated NOx emissions under the Proposed Project would exceed the
SMAQMD-recommended threshold of 85 1b/day. It should be noted that the maximum daily emissions level
estimates displayed in Table 3A.2-3 on page 3A.2-29 of the DEIR/DEIS assume that the intensity of construction
activity would be the same during the 19 years of construction on the site. It is more likely, however, that some
period of construction (and associated emissions) would be more intense than other periods due to changes in
market conditions and according to preferences of the City and the project applicants. If, for instance, peak
construction activity would be as much as three times as intense as the average level of construction activity
during the 19-year build out period, then the maximum daily emission levels would be three times the levels
presented in Table 3A.2-3 (page 3A.2-29 of the DEIR/DEIS).

Because mass emissions of NOx would exceed SMAQMD’s recommended threshold of significance and because
grading activities are anticipated to be extensive, construction-generated emissions of criteria air pollutants and
precursors could violate or contribute substantially to an existing or projected air quality violation. Also,
construction emissions of criteria air pollutants and precursors could expose sensitive receptors to substantial
pollutant concentrations, particularly when grading and other ground disturbance activities occurs near land uses
that have already been developed (and where people are already living or working) on the SPA. In addition,
because the SMAQMD'’s significance thresholds approximately correlate with reductions from heavy-duty
vehicles and reduction requirements for land use project emissions in the SIP, construction-generated emissions
could also conflict with air quality planning efforts. This would be a direct significant impact. No indirect
impacts would occur.

Off-Site Elements

Emission levels associated with the construction of each of the proposed off-site elements were modeled
separately. The analysis of each off-site element is discussed separately below, followed by a discussion of
potential impacts to air quality that may result if construction of multiple off-site elements would occur
simultaneously.

Detention Basin

The off-site detention basin would be located in Sacramento County and, therefore, in SMAQMD’s jurisdiction.
Based on Exhibit 2-9 on page 2-35 of the DEIR/DEIS, construction of the detention basin would involve grading
and excavation activity on approximately 3.4 acres of undeveloped land. Maximum daily emissions of NOx
generated by this activity would be approximately 33.6 1b/day, which is less than SMAQMD’s recommended
threshold of significance of 85 1b/day.
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Prairie City Road Interchange and Rowberry Drive Crossing

The Prairie City Road Interchange and Rowberry Drive Overcrossing over U.S. Highway 50 (U.S. 50) would be
located in Sacramento County and, therefore, in SMAQMD’s jurisdiction. Based on Exhibit 2-9 on page 2-35 of
the DEIR/DEIS, construction of these two off-site elements would involve grading and construction activity in
areas of approximately 19.3 acres and 18.7 acres, respectively. Maximum daily emissions of NOx generated by
the grading of each of these areas would be approximately 40.9 1b/day. The emissions level estimated for both
elements is the same due to their similarities in size, type of improvement, and the types and number of equipment
necessary to construct both elements. Thus, the respective maximum daily emissions of NOx generated by
construction of each of these off-site elements would be less than SMAQMD’s recommended threshold of
significance of 85 Ib/day.

Oak Avenue Interchange

The Oak Avenue Interchange would be located in Sacramento County and, therefore, in SMAQMD’s jurisdiction.
Based on Exhibit 2-9 on page 2-35 of the DEIR/DEIS, construction of this interchange would involve grading and
construction activity in an area that is approximately 46.7 acres in size. Maximum daily emissions of NOx
generated by the grading of these areas would be approximately 89.8 Ib/day, which exceeds SMAQMD’s
recommended threshold of significance of 85 1b/day. Therefore, construction-generated NOx emissions could
violate or contribute substantially to an existing or projected air quality violation in the SVAB.

Sewer Force Main Connection to Existing Off-Site Pump Station

The sewer force main connection to the existing off-site pump station north of U.S. 50 would be located in
Sacramento County and, therefore, in SMAQMD’s jurisdiction. Based on Exhibit 2-9 on page 2-35 of the
DEIR/DEIS, the sewer force main connection would be approximately 2,100 feet long and, assuming a corridor
width of up to 50 feet, as much as 2.4 acres could be subject to involve grading and excavation activity.
Maximum daily emissions of NOx generated by this activity would be approximately 75.8 Ib/day, which is less
than SMAQMD’s recommended threshold of significance of 85 Ib/day.

Roadway Connections into El Dorado County

Two roadway connections would be constructed from the east side of the SPA into El Dorado County. These
roadway connections would be located in EDCAQMD’s jurisdiction. Based on Exhibit 2-9 on page 2-35 of the
DEIR/DEIS, the two roadway connections would have a combined length of 1,500 feet and, assuming a corridor
width of up 40 feet, as much as 1.4 acres could be subject to grading and excavation activity. Maximum daily
emissions of NOx and ROG generated by this activity would be approximately 46.1 1b/day and 5.8 Ib/day,
respectively, which are less than EDCAQMD’s recommended threshold of significance of 82 Ib/day.

Summary

The timing of construction of each of the off-site elements is unknown at the time of writing the EIR/EIS. If the
construction schedules of multiple off-site elements located in SMAQMD’s jurisdiction (i.e., Sacramento County)
would overlap with each other, and/or with construction of on-site elements, their combined emissions of NOx
would potentially exceed SMAQMD’s mass emission threshold of 85 1b/day. The combined effect of NOx
emissions from multiple sources is additive because NOx is a precursor to ozone, which is a pollutant of regional
concern. Even though NOx emissions associated with construction of the two roadway connections would occur
in El Dorado County, their impact would also be additive because the western portion of El Dorado County is part
of the SVAB and the SFNA.

With regard to NOx emissions associated with construction of on-site elements, implementation of SMAQMD’s
Basic Construction Emission Control Practices and Enhanced Exhaust Control Practices, as required by
Mitigation Measure 3A.2-1a, and payment of an off-site mitigation fee to off-set construction-generated NOx
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emissions, as required by Mitigation Measure 3A.2-1b, would reduce emissions of NOy associated with
construction of the on-site elements to levels that do not exceed SMAQMD’s threshold of significance of 85
Ib/day.

With regard to NOx emissions associated with construction of off-site elements, implementation of SMAQMD’s
Basic Construction Emission Control Practices and Enhanced Exhaust Control Practices, as required by
Mitigation Measure 3A.2-1d and Mitigation Measure 3A.2-1f, respectively, and payment of an off-site mitigation
fee to off-set construction-generated NOx emissions, as required by Mitigation Measure 3A.2-1g, would reduce
emissions of NOx associated with construction of the off-site elements in Sacramento County to levels that do not
exceed SMAQMD’s threshold of significance of 85 Ib/day. Consequently, emissions of NOx associated with the
construction of both on-site and off-site elements would be reduced to a less-than-significant level.

Finding Regarding PMy, Emissions

Specific economic, legal, social, technological, or other considerations, including provision of
employment opportunities for highly trained workers, make infeasible the mitigation measures or
project alternatives identified in the FEIR/FEIS.

Construction emissions are considered short term and temporary in duration, but have the potential to represent a
significant impact with respect to air quality. Respirable particulate matter (PM,,) and fine particulate matter
(PM,5) are among the pollutants of greatest concern with respect to construction activities. Particulate emissions
from construction activities can lead to adverse health effects and nuisance concerns, such as reduced visibility
and soiling of exposed surfaces. Particulate emissions can result from a variety of construction activities,
including excavation, grading, demolition, vehicle travel on paved and unpaved surfaces, and vehicle and
equipment exhaust. Construction emissions of PM;, can vary greatly depending on the level of activity, the
specific operations taking place, the number and types of equipment operated, local soil conditions, weather
conditions, and the amount of earth disturbance (e.g., site grading, excavation, cut-and-fill).

With respect to construction-generated emissions of PM;o, SMAQMD typically recommends that project-level
analyses determine the maximum concentration of PM;, emissions by performing air dispersion modeling with
the EPA’s AERMOD model if the maximum daily acreage of ground disturbance would exceed 15 acres. Given
the overall size of the SPA and the likelihood that substantial portions would undergo construction at one time, it
is assumed that more than 15 acres of ground disturbance activity would occur in one day. This is particularly the
case for the eastern hillside area of the SPA where extensive cut and fill operations would be performed. Thus, it
is concluded that ground-disturbing activities associated with site construction would result in concentrations of
PM,, that exceed the NAAQS or CAAQS. However, dispersion modeling has not been performed for this
program-level analysis because detailed information about grading activities and the locations and occupancy
timing of future planned on-site receptors is not known at the time of writing the DEIR/DEIS. A project-level
analysis that incorporates specific details of each phase of the selected alternative would be necessary to perform
accurate and meaningful dispersion modeling and properly disclose the air quality impacts associated with PM,,
emission concentrations. SMAQMD has approved this approach for this analysis because the analysis is being
performed at the program-level (Hurley, pers. comm., 2009)

Off-Site Elements

Emission levels associated with the construction of each of the proposed off-site elements were modeled
separately. The analysis of each off-site element is discussed separately below, followed by a discussion of
potential impacts to air quality that may result if construction of multiple off-site elements would occur
simultaneously.
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Detention Basin

The off-site detention basin would be located in Sacramento County and, therefore, in SMAQMD’s jurisdiction.
Based on Exhibit 2-9 on page 2-35 of the DEIR/DEIS, construction of the detention basin would involve grading
and excavation activity on approximately 3.4 acres of undeveloped land. With regard to construction-generated
PM,, emissions, SMAQMD does not recommend that dispersion modeling be performed to determine whether
construction-generated concentrations of PM;, would exceed the CAAQS and NAAQS because the maximum
daily disturbed area would not exceed SMAQMD’s screening level of 15 acres (SMAQMD 2009a, page 3-13,
3-14). Nonetheless, without implementation of SMAQMD’s Basic Construction Emission Control Practices, there
is a potential that construction-generated concentrations of PM;, would exceed or substantially contribute to the
CAAQS and NAAQS at nearby sensitive receptors.

Prairie City Road Interchange and Rowberry Drive Crossing

The Prairie City Road Interchange and Rowberry Drive Overcrossing over U.S. Highway 50 (U.S. 50) would be
located in Sacramento County and, therefore, in SMAQMD’s jurisdiction. Based on Exhibit 2-9 on page 2-35 of
the DEIR/DEIS, construction of these two off-site elements would involve grading and construction activity in
areas of approximately 19.3 acres and 18.7 acres, respectively.

With regard to construction-generated PM;, emissions, SMAQMD recommends that, if the maximum daily
disturbed area exceeds 15 acres, dispersion modeling should be performed to determine whether construction-
generated concentrations of PM,y would exceed the CAAQS and NAAQS at nearby receptors (SMAQMD 2009a,
pages 3-13, 3-14). However, this EIR/EIS contains a program-level analysis; dispersion modeling cannot be
performed to support a thorough project-level analysis of these two off-site elements because critical information
is not known at the time of writing this EIR/EIS, including detailed parameters about the construction of each off-
site element (i.e., equipment types, intensity of earth movement activity, year of construction) and the proximity
of future nearby sensitive receptors that may exist at the time the construction is performed, including on-site
receptors proposed by the project. Therefore, until a detailed analysis is performed, it is presumed that
concentrations of PM; associated with the construction of both of these improvement projects could potentially
exceed or contribute substantially to exceedances of the CAAQS and NAAQS at nearby receptors.

Oak Avenue Interchange

The Oak Avenue Interchange would be located in Sacramento County and, therefore, in SMAQMD’s jurisdiction.
Based on Exhibit 2-9 on page 2-35 of the DEIR/DEIS, construction of this interchange would involve grading and
construction activity in an area that is approximately 46.7 acres in size.

With regard to construction-generated PM,o emissions, SMAQMD recommends that if the maximum daily
disturbed area exceeds 15 acres, dispersion modeling should be performed to determine whether construction-
generated concentrations of PM;y would exceed the CAAQS and NAAQS at nearby receptors (SMAQMD 2009a,
pages 3-13, 3-14). However, the DEIR/DEIS contains a program-level analysis; dispersion modeling cannot
currently be performed to support a thorough project-level analysis of the Oak Avenue Interchange element
because critical information is not known at the time of writing the DEIR/DEIS, including detailed parameters
about the construction of each off-site element (i.e., equipment types, intensity of earth movement activity, year of
construction) and the proximity of future nearby sensitive receptors that may exist at the time the construction is
performed, including on-site receptors proposed by the project. Thus, until such a project-level analysis is
performed, it is presumed that concentrations of PM; associated with the construction of the Oak Avenue
Interchange could potentially exceed or contribute substantially to exceedances of the CAAQS and NAAQS at
nearby receptors.

Also, construction emissions of criteria air pollutants and precursors could expose sensitive receptors to
substantial pollutant concentrations, particularly when grading and other ground disturbance activities occurs near
land uses that have already been developed (and where people are already living or working) on the SPA. In
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addition, because the SMAQMD’s significance thresholds approximately correlate with reductions from heavy-
duty vehicles and reduction requirements for land use project emissions in the SIP, construction-generated
emissions could also conflict with air quality planning efforts.

Sewer Force Main Connection to Existing Off-Site Pump Station

The sewer force main connection to the existing off-site pump station north of U.S. 50 would be located in
Sacramento County and, therefore, in SMAQMD’s jurisdiction. Based on Exhibit 2-9 on page 2-35 of the
DEIR/DEIS, the sewer force main connection would be approximately 2,100 feet long and, assuming a corridor
width of up to 50 feet, as much as 2.4 acres could be subject to involve grading and excavation activity. With
regard to construction-generated PM;, emissions, SMAQMD does not recommend that dispersion modeling be
performed to determine whether construction-generated concentrations of PM,o would exceed the CAAQS and
NAAQS because the maximum daily disturbed area would not exceed SMAQMD’s screening level of 15 acres
(SMAQMD 2009a, pages 3-13, 3-14). Nonetheless, without implementation of SMAQMD’s Basic Construction
Emission Control Practices, there is a potential that construction-generated concentrations of PM;, would exceed
the CAAQS and NAAQS at nearby receptors.

Roadway Connections into El Dorado County

Two roadway connections would be constructed from the east side of the SPA into El Dorado County. These
roadway connections would be located in EDCAQMD’s jurisdiction. Based on Exhibit 2-9 on page 2-35 of the
DEIR/DEIS, the two roadway connections would have a combined length of 1,500 feet and, assuming a corridor
width of up 40 feet, as much as 1.4 acres could be subject to grading and excavation activity. With regard to
construction-generated PM;, emissions, dispersion modeling was not performed because the maximum daily
disturbed area would not exceed EDCAQMD’s screening level of 12 acres. Nonetheless, without implementation
of ECAQMD-approved fugitive dust control measures, there is a potential that construction-generated
concentrations of PM;, would exceed the CAAQS and NAAQS at nearby receptors.

Summary

The timing of construction of each of the off-site elements is unknown at the time of writing the DEIR/DEIS. If
the construction schedules of multiple off-site elements located in SMAQMD’s jurisdiction (i.e., Sacramento
County) would overlap with each other, and/or with construction of on-site elements, their combined emissions of
NOx would potentially exceed SMAQMD’s mass emission threshold of 85 Ib/day. PM; is a pollutant of localized
concern and PM;, generated by construction of the various off-site elements would not combine to form higher
concentrations of PM,, than construction of any single off-site element because the various off-site elements are
not located in close proximity to each other. Nonetheless, as discussed above, PM,y emissions generated by
grading and ground disturbance activity during construction of all of the off-site elements could exceed or
substantially contribute to local exceedances of the CAAQS and NAAQS for PM,, especially if adequate dust
control measures are not implemented. As a result, because both NOx and PM, emissions associated with the
construction of the off-site elements could exceed applicable thresholds this would be considered a direct,
significant impact. No indirect impacts would occur.

With regard to PM, emission concentrations resulting from construction of off-site elements, implementation of
SMAQMD’s Basic Construction Emission Control Practices, as required by Mitigation Measure 3A.2-1d, as well
as implementation of EDCAQMD-recommended fugitive PM,, dust control measures, would reduce PM;,
concentrations generated during the construction of the off-site elements. Nonetheless, resultant PM;,
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, PM;, emissions associated with construction of the off-site elements would
be significant and unavoidable unless the results of a detailed project-level analysis, as required by Mitigation
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Measure 3A.2-1h, support another impact conclusion. Mitigation Measure 3A.2-1h requires a detailed project-
level analysis after project phasing has been determined and tentative maps and improvement plans have been
prepared, because at the time this DEIR/DEIS was prepared, site-specific information that would allow detailed
dispersion modeling of construction-generated PM;, from construction of the off-site elements in relation to
nearby sensitive receptors was not available.

No other feasible mitigation measures are available to reduce PM;, emissions from construction activities to a
less-than-significant level because it is technically infeasible to allow construction without resulting in PM;,
emissions. The project’s objectives include providing a large-scale mixed-use and mixed-density residential
housing development within the City of Folsom, south of U.S. 50. Therefore, mitigation to a less-than-significant
level is not possible while still allowing for implementation of the specific plan. Thus, because it is impossible to
allow new construction without resulting in PM;, emissions, mitigation of this impact to a less-than-significant
level would be facially infeasible and this impact is significant and unavoidable. As explained in Section 4,
“Statement of Overriding Considerations”, the environmental, economic, legal, social, technological, and other
benefits outweigh and override the remaining significant impacts related to construction emissions of PMy,.

Additionally, some of the off-site elements fall under the jurisdiction of El Dorado and Sacramento Counties
and/or Caltrans; therefore, the City would not have control over their timing or implementation. Therefore, the
impacts related to those off-site facilities are considered potentially significant and unavoidable. These impacts
would be reduced to a less-than-significant level if El Dorado County and/or Caltrans cooperate in their
implementation.

IMPACT  Generation of Long-Term Operational (Regional) Emissions of ROG and NOx. Operational area- and
3A.2-2 mobile-source emissions from project implementation would exceed the SMAQMD-recommended threshold
of 65 Ib/day for ROG and NOy, and would result in or substantially contribute to emissions concentrations
that exceed the NAAQS or CAAQS for ozone. In addition, because of the large increase in emissions
associated with project build out and the fact that the project is not within an already approved plan (which
means that increased emissions would not already be accounted for in applicable air quality plans), project
implementation could conflict with air quality planning efforts in the SVAB.

Mitigation

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

To reduce operational emissions, the project applicant(s) for any particular discretionary development
application shall implement all measures prescribed in the SMAQMD-approved Folsom Plan Area
Specific Plan Air Quality Mitigation Plan (AQMP) (Torrence Planning 2008), a copy of which is
included in Appendix C2. The AQMP is intended to improve mobility, reduce vehicle miles traveled, and
improve air quality as required by AB 32 and SB 375. The AQMP includes, among others, measures
designed to provide bicycle parking at commercial land uses, an integrated pedestrian/bicycle path
network, transit stops with shelters, a prohibition against the use the wood-burning fireplaces, energy star
roofing materials, electric lawnmowers provided to homeowners at no charge, and on-site transportation
alternatives to passenger vehicles (including light rail) that provide connectivity with other local and
regional alternative transportation networks.

Implementation: The project applicant(s) for any particular discretionary development application.

Timing: Before issuance of subdivision maps or improvement plans.
Enforcement: City of Folsom Community Development Department.
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Finding

Specific economic, legal, social, technological, or other considerations, including provision of
employment opportunities for highly trained workers, make infeasible the mitigation measures or
project alternatives identified in the FEIR/FEIS.

Operation of the Proposed Project would result in long-term regional emissions of ROG, NOx, and PM,,
associated with area sources, such as natural gas emissions, landscaping, applications of architectural coatings, in
addition to operational vehicle-exhaust emissions. According to the traffic data used to prepare Section 3A.15,
“Traffic and Transportation — Land,” of the DEIR/DEIS, full build out of the Proposed Project Alternative would
result in approximately 247,000 additional vehicle trips per day and a regional net increase of 612,800 vehicle
miles traveled (VMT) per day (Stankiewicz, pers. comm., 2009a).

Operational emissions were modeled using the URBEMIS 2007 Version 9.2.4 computer program (Rimpo and
Associates 2008), as recommended by SMAQMD. Model defaults were adjusted to reflect project-specific data
where available including the sizes and types of proposed land uses. Modeled operational emissions for the
Proposed Project Alternative are presented in Table 3-12 below (Table 3A.2-7 on page 3A.2-44 of the
DEIR/DEIS). Refer to Appendix C1 of the DEIR/DEIS for a detailed summary of the URBEMIS modeling
assumptions, inputs, and outputs.

Summary of Modeled Long-Term Operationz?l;;?s;izons Under the Proposed Project Alternative
Emissions (Ib/day)
Source

ROG NOx PM1o PM2s
Operational Sources '
Mobile-Source Emissions 522 323 1,058 205
Area-Source Emissions 1,539 386 1,375 1,324
Total Unmitigated Operational Emissions 2,061 709 2,433 1,529
SMAQMD Significance Threshold 65 65 —? —?

Notes: CAAQS = California ambient air quality standards; Ib/day = pounds per day; pg/m3 = micrograms per cubic meter; ROG = reactive
organic gases; NOx = oxides of nitrogen; PM,, = respirable particulate matter; PM, s = fine particulate matter; SMAQMD = Sacramento
Metropolitan Air Quality Management District

See Appendix C1 for modeling assumptions and results.

' Operational emissions shown represent the maximum daily emissions during the summertime or wintertime in year 2030. Totals may not
add exactly due to rounding.

SMAQMD has not identified mass emissions thresholds for operational emissions of PM;, or PM;s. Emission levels are shown for
informational purposes only.

Source: Modeling performed by AECOM in 2010

2

Based on the modeling conducted, and as summarized in Table 3-12 above (Table 3A.2-7 on page 3A.2-44 of the
DEIR/DEIS), operation of the Proposed Project Alternative would result in a net increase in unmitigated long-
term regional emissions of approximately 2,061 lIb/day of ROG, 709 Ib/day of NOx, 2,433 lb/day of PM,, and
1,529 Ib/day of PM, 5. Operational area- and mobile-source emissions of NOx from implementation of the
Proposed Project Alternative would exceed the SMAQMD-recommended threshold of 65 Ib/day for ROG and
NOx, and would result in or substantially contribute to emissions concentrations that exceed the NAAQS or
CAAQS. In addition, because development of the SPA is not included in an existing approved general plan, and
operational emissions of ROG, NOx, PM,,, and PM, 5 associated with land use development on the site would not
already be accounted for in applicable air quality plans, implementation of the Proposed Project Alternative could
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conflict with air quality planning efforts in the SVAB. As a result, this long-term direct impact is considered
significant. No indirect impacts would occur.

Implementation of all air pollutant reduction measures contained in the SMAQMD-approved Folsom Plan Area
Specific Plan Air Quality Mitigation Plan, as required by Mitigation Measure 3A.2-2, would reduce ROG and
NOx emissions associated with operation of the project. However, for reasons described in more detail below, the
exact reduction achieved by implementation of Mitigation Measure 3A.2-2 cannot be determined for the Proposed
Project Alternative. While the AQMP was developed to achieve a 35% reduction in operational NOx emissions
from baseline levels, the baseline levels are not represented by the URBEMIS modeling output summarized in
Tables 3A.2-6 through 3A.2-10 of the DEIR/DEIS. For the purposes of developing an AQMP pursuant to
SMAQMD’s Guidance for Land Use Emission Reductions (SMAQMD 2007b) a baseline emissions level is
presumed that is based on standard default trip generation rates established by the Institution of Transportation
Engineers (ITE). The traffic modeling performed to support the analysis in Section 3A.15, “Traffic and
Transportation — Land,” of the DEIR/DEIS and the associated modeling of operational emissions summarized in
Tables 3A.2-6 through 3A.2-10 of the DEIR/DEIS, did not utilize standard ITE trip generation rates. Instead, the
traffic analysis was based on a modified version of the 2008 SACMET regional travel demand forecasting model
(Stankiewicz, pers. comm., 2009b). As explained in Section 3A.15, “Traffic and Transportation — Land,” of the
DEIR/DEIS, a traffic demand forecasting model is a tool that assigns trips generated by the various land uses to
the surrounding roadway network based on the locations of trip attractions and productions. The traffic demand
forecast model incorporates several types of data, including detailed land use; trip generation characteristics of
specific land use types; mode choice propensity based upon user and trip characteristics; roadway, pedestrian, and
transit networks; and census information. By incorporating more parameters that are unique to the region and the
SPA, the model estimates more precise (and lower) estimates of VMT than using standard default ITE trip
generation rates, which in turn results in more precise (and lower) estimates of operational air pollutant emissions.
In other words, the traffic modeling already accounts for some of the unique attributes of the proposed land use
plans (such as the proximity of residential and commercial land uses to activity centers and to transit service), for
which an emissions reduction is also included in the AQMP. Therefore, one would overestimate the reduction
achieved by the AQMP by reducing the levels of operational NOx emissions reported in Tables 3A.2-6 through
3A.2-10 of the DEIR/DEIS by 35%. The actual emission reduction benefit of the AQMP would be some amount
less than 35%. Nonetheless, even if operational emissions of ROG and NOx were 35% lower than the levels
reported in Tables 3A.2-6 through 3A.2-10 of the DEIR/DEIS, they would still exceed SMAQMD'’s significance
threshold of 65 Ib/day. As a result, this impact would be significant and unavoidable.

No other feasible mitigation measures are available to reduce impacts associated with operational emissions of
ROG and NOx to a less-than-significant level because it is technically infeasible to allow new development
without resulting in ROG and NOx emissions. The project’s objectives include providing a large-scale mixed-use
and mixed-density residential housing development within the City of Folsom, south of U.S. 50. Therefore,
complete mitigation is not possible while still allowing for implementation of the specific plan. Thus, because it is
impossible to allow new development without resulting in ROG or NOx emissions, complete mitigation of this
impact is facially infeasible.

IMPACT  Exposure of Sensitive Receptors to Short- and Long-Term Emissions of Toxic Air Contaminants.
3A.2-4 Project implementation would result in exposure of receptors to short- and long-term emissions of TACs
from on-site stationary and mobile sources and from off-site mobile sources.

Mitigation

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

The project applicant(s) for any particular discretionary development application shall develop a plan to
reduce the exposure of sensitive receptors to TACs generated by project construction activity associated
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with buildout of the selected alternative. Each plan shall be developed by the project applicant(s) in
consultation with SMAQMD. The plan shall be submitted to the City for review and approval before the
approval of any grading plans.

The plan may include such measures as scheduling activities when the residences are the least likely to be
occupied, requiring equipment to be shut off when not in use, and prohibiting heavy trucks from idling.
Applicable measures shall be included in all project plans and specifications for all project phases.

The implementation and enforcement of all measures identified in each plan shall be funded by the
project applicant(s) for the respective phase of development.

Implementation: The project applicant(s) for any particular discretionary development application.

Timing: Before the approval of all grading plans by the City and throughout project
construction, where applicable, for all project phases.

Enforcement: City of Folsom Community Development Department.

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

The following measures shall be implemented to reduce exposure of sensitive receptors to Toxic Air
Contaminants.

» 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.

» The multi-family residences planned across from the off-site corporation yard near the southwest
corner of the SPA shall be set back as far as possible from the boundary of the corporation yard
and/or relocated to another area.

» 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 TRUs, to allow diesel engines to be
completely turned off.

» Signs shall be posted in 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 in
order to reduce idling emissions. This measure is consistent with the ATCM to Limit Diesel-Fueled
Commercial Motor Vehicle Idling, which was approved by the California Office of Administrative
Law in January 2005.

» Implement the following additional guidelines, which are recommended in ARB’s Land Use
Handbook: A Community Health Perspective (ARB 2005) and are considered to be advisory and not
regulatory:

*  Sensitive receptors, such as residential units and daycare centers, shall not be located in the same
building as dry-cleaning operations that use perchloroethylene. Dry-cleaning operations that use
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perchloroethylene shall not be located within 300 feet of any sensitive receptor. A setback of 500
feet shall be provided for operations with two or more machines.

* Large gasoline stations (defined as facilities with a throughput of 3.6 million gallons per year or
greater) and sensitive land uses shall not be sited within 300 feet of each other. Small gasoline-
dispensing facilities (less than 3.6 million gallons of throughput per year) and sensitive land uses
shall not be sited within 50 feet of each other.

Implementation: The project applicant(s) of all project phases.

Timing: Before the approval of all grading plans by the SMAQMD and throughout project
construction, where applicable, for all project phases.

Enforcement: City of Folsom Community Development Department.
Finding for Emissions from On-Site Operational Mobile Sources

Changes or alterations have been required in, or incorporated into, the Proposed Project Alternative
which would avoid or substantially lessen this potentially significant environmental effect as identified
in the FEIR/FEIS

The Proposed Project Alternative would include proposed residences, schools, and parks. Because of the
sensitivity of such uses, assessment of compatibility of surrounding land uses with respect to sources of TAC
emissions is required.

On-site mobile sources of TACs would primarily be associated with the operation of school buses transporting
students to and from the proposed schools, as well as diesel-powered delivery trucks associated with proposed on-
site commercial and industrial activities.

Emissions from school buses can vary, depending on various factors, including bus type, age, maintenance, and
amount of time spent idling. Health impacts from exhaust exposure include eye and respiratory irritation,
enhanced respiratory allergic reactions, asthma exacerbation, increased cancer risk, and immune system
degradation. Generally, children are more vulnerable to air pollutants because of higher inhalation rates, narrower
airways, and less mature immune systems.

In response to the above issue, the ARB adopted an ATCM as part of the Particulate Matter Risk Reduction Plan
to specifically deal with diesel emissions from school buses. This ATCM became effective July 16, 2003. The
school bus idling ATCM includes the following requirements:

(a) The driver of a school bus or vehicle, transit bus, or heavy-duty vehicle (other than a bus) shall manually turn
off the bus or vehicle upon arriving at a school and restart no more than 30 seconds before departing. A driver
of a school bus or vehicle shall be subject to the same requirement when operating within 100 feet of a school
and shall be prohibited from idling more than 5 minutes at each stop beyond schools, such as parking or
maintenance facilities, school bus stops, or school activity destinations. A driver of a transit bus or heavy-duty
vehicle (other than a bus) shall be prohibited from idling more than 5 minutes at each stop within 100 feet of a
school. Idling necessary for health, safety, or operational concerns shall be exempt from these restrictions.

(b) The motor carrier of the affected bus or vehicle shall ensure that drivers are informed of the idling
requirements, track complaints and enforcement actions, and keep track of driver education and tracking
activities.

AECOM Folsom South of U.S. Highway 50 Specific Plan
Findings of Fact and Statement of Overriding Considerations 72 City of Folsom and USACE



According to ARB, implementation of the above requirements would eliminate unnecessary idling for school
buses and other heavy-duty vehicles, protecting children from unhealthful exhaust emissions and thus reducing
localized exposure to TACs and other harmful air pollution emissions at and near schools.

On-site operational mobile sources of TAC emissions would also be associated with the operation of diesel-
powered delivery trucks at the loading docks and delivery areas of commercial and industrial land uses. Some
sensitive land uses within the SPA would be located within 100 feet of commercial or industrial uses

(e.g., community commercial, general commercial, regional commercial, industrial/office park, and mixed-use
land use types). Operational activities that require the use of diesel-fueled vehicles for extended periods, such as
commercial trucking facilities, delivery/distribution areas, or loading docks, could expose nearby sensitive
receptors to diesel PM emissions. The diesel PM emissions generated by these uses would be produced primarily
at discrete locations on a regular basis. Idling trucks at these locations, including TRUs, could result in the
exposure of nearby residents to increased diesel PM levels on a reoccurring basis.

As referenced above, the ARB’s Handbook recommends avoiding the siting of new commercial trucking facilities
that accommodate more than 100 trucks per day, or 40 trucks equipped with transportation refrigeration units
(TRUs), within 1,000 feet of sensitive receptors (e.g., residences or schools) (ARB 2005). The number of trucks
that would visit the facilities on any given day is not known at this time; however, based on data from similar
projects, the types of commercial uses proposed for the SPA would not involve large-scale trucking operations.
For the purposes of the Proposed Project Alternative, it is not anticipated that the combination of industrial land
uses proposed in the SPA would exceed these screening limits.

In addition to the school bus idling ATCM, ARB also adopted an idling restriction ATCM for large commercial
diesel-powered vehicles, which became effective February 1, 2005. In accordance with this measure, affected
vehicles are required to limit idling to no longer than 5 minutes under most circumstances. ARB is also evaluating
additional ATCMs intended to further reduce TACs associated with commercial operations, including a similar
requirement to limit idling of smaller diesel-powered commercial vehicles.

Nonetheless, given that proposed on-site commercial and industrial land uses have not yet been identified and
could potentially involve substantial volumes of truck activity occurring in close proximity to nearby sensitive
receptors, exposure of nearby on-site receptors to mobile-source TACs associated with commercial and industrial
activities is considered a direct and potentially significant impact. No indirect impact would occur.

Further, as stated previously, the ARB guidance document is not regulatory, and the SMAQMD has not
established any guidelines for the assessment of such impacts or any applicable thresholds for these types of
emissions.

Implementation of Mitigation Measure 3A.2-4b would lessen health-related risks associated with mobile-source
TACs under the Proposed Project Alternative and the other four action alternatives. Exposures of sensitive
receptors located within 500 feet of a freeway to TACs would be less-than-significant; future exposures of
sensitive receptors to TACs from high-traffic volume roadway is discussed in Section 4.1 “Cumulative Impacts”
of the DEIR/DEIS. Exposure of receptors to mobile-source TAC emissions therefore is considered to be less than
significant.

Finding for Other Sources

Specific economic, legal, social, technological, or other considerations, including provision of
employment opportunities for highly trained workers, make infeasible the mitigation measures or
project alternatives identified in the FEIR/FEIS

The exposure of sensitive receptors (e.g., proposed residential units, schools) to TAC emissions from construction
activities and from existing and stationary, area, and mobile sources under the Proposed Project Alternative is
discussed separately below.
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Temporary, Short-Term Emissions from Construction Equipment

Construction of the Proposed Project Alternative would result in short-term emissions of diesel exhaust from on-
site heavy-duty equipment. Emissions of particulate exhaust from diesel-fueled engines (diesel PM) were
identified as a TAC by ARB in 1998. Construction of the project would result in the generation of diesel PM
emissions from the use of off-road diesel equipment required for site grading and excavation, paving, and other
construction activities. According to ARB, the potential cancer risk from the inhalation of diesel PM, which is
discussed below, outweighs the potential noncancer health impacts (ARB 2003).

The dose to which the receptors are exposed (a function of concentration and duration of the exposure period) is
the primary factor used to determine health risk (i.e., potential exposure to TAC emission levels that exceed
applicable standards). According to the Office of Environmental Health Hazard Assessment (OEHHA), health
risk assessments, which determine the exposure of sensitive receptors to TAC emissions, should be based on a
70-year exposure period; however, such assessments should be limited to the period/duration of activities
associated with the project (Salinas, pers. comm., 2004). The use of mobilized equipment in each area of the SPA
would be temporary. In addition, some new residents would occupy the site concurrently with on-site construction
activities. Thus, diesel PM from construction activities could also expose on-site 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. Particularly, some residents may be exposed to diesel PM generated by construction activity in
all directions (at varying times). Even with the dispersive properties of diesel PM (Zhu et al. 2002), construction
activities could expose sensitive receptors to levels of health risk that exceed applicable standards. Therefore, this
direct impact is considered potentially significant. No indirect impacts would occur.

Land Use Compatibility with Off-Site Corporation Yard

The City plans to develop a new corporation yard south of White Rock Road near the southwestern corner of the
SPA. The corporation yard would be used to stage, store, and maintain equipment used by the City, including
diesel-powered trucks and heavy-duty equipment (e.g., mowers). The location of on-site receptors, particularly
residences within the SPA that would be zoned for multi-family medium density development near the
southwestern corner of the SPA could be exposed to diesel PM emissions generated at the corporation yard.
Moreover, because the predominant wind direction in the area and from the south-southwest at approximately 10
mph (ARB 1994), these receptors would located downwind of the corporation yard. The types of equipment that
would be operated at the corporation yard and the frequency and intensity of their operation have not yet been
identified. Given that activities at the corporation yard could potentially generate substantial levels of diesel PM
exhaust, as well as the close proximity of nearby sensitive receptors, the potential for these on-site receptors to be
exposed to high concentration of diesel PM emissions from the corporation yard is a direct and potentially
significant impact. No indirect impact would occur.

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 under all action alternatives. However, given that
construction activity would occur on the SPA during the 19-year buildout of the project, exposure to construction-
generated TAC emissions would not necessarily be reduced to less-than-significant levels. Therefore, the potential
exposure of receptors to construction-generated TAC emissions is considered to be significant and unavoidable.

Implementation of Mitigation Measure 3A.2-1a, 3A.2-1b, and 3A.2-1f would lessen health-related risks
associated with the use of off-road diesel powered equipment during construction activity in El Dorado County.
However, given that construction activity would occur on the SPA during the 19-year buildout of the project,
exposure to construction-generated TAC emissions would not necessarily be reduced to less-than-significant
levels. Therefore, the potential exposure of receptors to construction-generated TAC emissions is considered to be
significant and unavoidable.
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Similarly, increasing the set back distance between on-site residents and the off-site, future planned corporation
yard would not necessarily reduce the levels of TAC exposure at these residents to a less-than-significant level.
Therefore, the potential exposure of on-site residents to TAC emissions from the corporation yard would be
considered significant and unavoidable.

Additionally, some of the off-site elements fall under the jurisdiction of El Dorado and Sacramento Counties
and/or Caltrans; therefore, neither the City nor the project applicant(s) would have control over their timing or
implementation. Therefore, the impacts related to those off-site facilities are considered potentially significant and
unavoidable.

These conclusions have been reached due to the uncertainty about the potential TAC emissions sources associated
with on-site commercial and industrial land use activities and the proximity of sensitive receptors to such uses. In
addition, there is also uncertainty about the feasibility and effectiveness of extending the setback distances
between roadways and receptors and the effectiveness and feasibility of tiered planting of fine-needle tree species.
Therefore, this conclusion may change as more detailed information regarding proposed on-site commercial uses
becomes available and analyses of individual phases are performed at the project level as part of future CEQA
documents prior to approval of subdivision maps or improvement plans.

No other feasible mitigation measures are available to reduce impacts associated with the short-term and long-
term exposure of sensitive receptors to TACs from project development to a less-than-significant level because it
is technically infeasible to allow new development without generating TACs. The project’s objectives include
providing a large-scale mixed-use and mixed-density residential housing development within the City of Folsom,
south of U.S. 50. Therefore, mitigation to a less-than-significant level is not possible while still allowing for
implementation of the specific plan. Thus, because it is impossible to allow new development without short-term
and long-term exposure of sensitive receptors to TACs, mitigation of this impact to a less-than-significant level
would be facially infeasible and this impact is significant and unavoidable. As explained in Section 4, “Statement
of Overriding Considerations”, the environmental, economic, legal, social, technological, and other benefits
outweigh and override the remaining significant impacts related to short-term and long-term exposure of sensitive
receptors to TACs.

IMPACT  Exposure of Sensitive Receptors to Construction-Generated Emissions of Naturally Occurring
3A.2-5 Ashestos. Asbestos is a toxic air contaminant. Residents and other receptors located close to construction
activity could be exposed to dust from asbestos rock and soils during earth disturbance activities.

Mitigation

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.

A site investigation shall be performed to determine whether and where NOA is present in the soil and
rock on the SPA. The site investigation shall include the collection of soil and rock samples by a qualified
geologist. If the site investigation determines that NOA is present on the SPA then the project applicant
shall prepare an Asbestos Dust Control Plan for approval by SMAQMD as required in Title 17, Section
93105 of the California Code of Regulations, “Asbestos Airborne Toxic Control Measure for
Construction, Grading, Quarrying, and Surface Mining Operations.” The Asbestos Dust Control Plan
shall specify measures, such as periodic watering to reduce airborne dust and ceasing construction during
high winds. Measures in the Asbestos Dust Control Plan may include but shall not be limited to dust
control measures required by Mitigation Measure 3A.2-1a. The project applicant shall submit the plan to
the Folsom Community Development Department for review and SMAQMD for review and approval
before construction of the first project phase. SMAQMD approval of the plan must be received before any
asbestos-containing rock (serpentinite) can be disturbed. Upon approval of the Asbestos Dust Control

Folsom South of U.S. Highway 50 Specific Plan AECOM
City of Folsom and USACE 75 Findings of Fact and Statement of Overriding Considerations



Plan by SMAQMD, the applicant shall ensure that construction contractors implement the terms of the
plan throughout the construction period.

Implementation: The project applicant(s) of all project phases.

Timing: Before the approval of all grading plans by the City and throughout project
construction, where applicable, for all project phases.

Enforcement: City of Folsom Community Development Department.
Finding for Elements within the City of Folsom’s Jurisdiction

Changes or alterations have been required in, or incorporated into, the Proposed Project Alternative
which would avoid or substantially lessen this potentially significant environmental effect as identified
in the FEIR/FEIS.

Grading, blasting, and other forms of ground disturbance during construction would result in fugitive PM,, dust
emissions. Some areas of the SPA may contain serpentine or ultramafic rock that is common to the Sierra Nevada
foothills. These types of rock contain thin veins of asbestos that can become airborne when disturbed by grading
or blasting. According to a report prepared by the California Geological Survey, more than half of the SPA is
located in “areas moderately likely to contain NOA” (Higgins and Clinkenbeard 2006). Although geologic
conditions are more likely for asbestos formation in particular areas identified by the map, the presence thereof is
not certain.

Detailed construction plans for the project have not been developed. During site grading and rock blasting
activities, the serpentine soils may be disturbed, potentially exposing residents of the nearby residential
neighborhoods in El Dorado County to asbestos during project construction. Also, the site would be developed in
phases, so construction activity would be spread out over many years. Construction activities for later phases
could adversely affect residential land uses and other receptors that have already been developed in earlier phases
of development. Without appropriate controls, sensitive receptors near construction sites could be exposed to
localized high levels of re-entrained fugitive PM, dust, potentially including NOA. As a result, this direct impact
would be considered potentially significant. No indirect impacts would occur.

Construction of some of the off-site elements would occur in “areas moderately likely to contain NOA” according
to a report prepared by the California Geological Survey about NOA areas in eastern Sacramento County
(Higgins and Clinkenbeard 2006), including the Oak Avenue interchange and the Rowberry Drive Overcrossing.
The Prairie City road interchange, sewer force main, and off-site detention basin would not be located in “areas
moderately likely to contain NOA.”

As with construction of the on-site elements, sensitive receptors near construction sites in “areas moderately
likely to contain NOA” could be exposed to localized high levels of re-entrained fugitive PM, dust, potentially
including NOA, without appropriate controls. As a result, this direct impact would be considered potentially
significant. No indirect impacts would occur.

Implementation of Mitigation Measure 3A.2-5 would reduce impacts associated with generation of fugitive dust
that potentially contains NOA. If the site investigation determines that NOA is present on the SPA, then
implementation of a dust control plan that is approved by the applicable air district (i.e., SMAQMD or
EDCAQMD) 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.
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Finding for Elements Outside the City of Folsom’s Jurisdiction

Changes or alterations which avoid or substantially lessen the significant environmental effect as
identified in the FEIR/FEILS are within the responsibility and jurisdiction of another public agency and
not the agency making the finding. Such changes have been adopted by such other agency or can and
should be adopted by such other agency.

For the on-site elements and off-site elements within the City’s jurisdiction, changes or alterations have been
required in, or incorporated into, the Proposed Project Alternative which would avoid or substantially lessen this
potentially significant environmental effect as identified in the FEIR/FEIS. However, some of the off-site
elements (two roadway connections in El Dorado County and detention basin in Sacramento County) fall under
the jurisdiction of El Dorado and Sacramento Counties; therefore, the City of Folsom would not have control or
authority over the timing or implementation of Mitigation Measure 3A.2-5. The agency(ies) with jurisdiction over
these off-site elements can and should implement Mitigation Measure 3A.2-5, which would mitigate this potential
impact to a less than significant level.

IMPACT  Possible Exposure of Sensitive Receptors to Odorous Emissions. Temporary, short-term construction
3A.2-6 and long-term operation of the project could result in the frequent exposure of sensitive receptors to
Substantial objectionable odor emissions.

Mitigation

Implement Mitigation Measure 3A.2-1a and Mitigation Measure 3A.2-1f to Control Exposure of Sensitive Receptors to
Construction-Related Odorous Emissions.

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

The project applicant(s) for any particular discretionary development application shall implement the
following measures:

» 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.

» The multi-family residences planned across from the off-site corporation yard near the southwest
corner of the SPA shall be set back as far as possible from the boundary of the corporation yard
and/or relocated to another area. (This measure is also required by Mitigation Measure 3A.2-4b to
limit exposure to TAC emissions.)

» 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.

» The deeds to all properties located within the SPA 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
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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.

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

» 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 in order 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.)

» 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.)

Implementation: The project applicant(s) of all project phases.

Timing: Before the approval of building permits by the City and throughout project
construction, where applicable, for all project phases.

Enforcement: City of Folsom Community Development Department.
Finding for Long-Term Operation of On-Site Land Uses

Changes or alterations have been required in, or incorporated into, the Proposed Project Alternative
which would avoid or substantially lessen this potentially significant environmental effect as identified
in the FEIR/FEIS.

No common sources of nuisance odors, such as wastewater treatment facilities, waste-disposal facilities, or
agricultural operations, are proposed as part of the project. While there would be approximately 3—4 wastewater
pumping stations located on the SPA, these facilities would have controls that would prevent the release of
objectionable odors. In addition, the detention basins that would be located throughout the site would not typically
hold storm water long enough for odor-generating anaerobic activity to occur. With regular maintenance and
proper design, residential land uses are typically not considered a major source of odors. However, truck
deliveries to commercial uses and sewer lift stations could intermittently and temporarily emit diesel odors.
Additionally, commercial uses could provide development of convenience uses that may include sources of
odorous emissions (e.g., fast-food restaurants) that would be perceived as offensive to some individuals. The
operation of such sources could expose a substantial number of proposed on-site receptors to objectionable
odorous emissions. As a result, this direct impact would be considered potentially significant. No indirect
impacts would occur.

By requiring odor control devices on potential odor-producing sources and by requiring consideration of the odor-
producing potential of on-site land uses and their proximity to receptors, implementation of Mitigation Measure
3A.2-6 would reduce the possible exposure of sensitive receptors to odorous emissions associated with operation
of on-site land uses to a less-than-significant level.
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Finding for Short-Term Use of Construction Equipment for On-Site and Off-Site Elements, Land
Use Compatibility with Off-Site Corporation Yard, and Land Use Compatibility with Off-Site
Agricultural Land Uses

Specific economic, legal, social, technological, or other considerations, including provision of
employment opportunities for highly trained workers, make infeasible the mitigation measures or
project alternatives identified in the FEIR/FEIS

The exposure of sensitive receptors (e.g., existing and proposed residential units, schools, and parks) to odorous
emissions from construction and operation of the project is discussed under separate headings below.

Project construction activities associated with the development of on-site land uses could result in odorous
emissions from diesel exhaust generated by construction equipment. During some periods of the 19-year buildout
of the project intense levels of construction activity could potentially occur in close proximity to existing or
future-planned sensitive receptors or construction activity could potentially occur near sensitive receptors for an
extended period of time. In particular, a substantial number of people in the existing residential neighborhood that
located just east of the SPA in El Dorado Hills could be exposed to odorous diesel exhaust emissions generated by
on-site construction activity. The potential for this to occur would be particularly high under the No USACE
Permit, Proposed Project Alternative, Resource Impact Minimization Alternative, Centralized Development, and
Reduced Hillside Development Alternative because the level of grading in the hilly, eastern end of the SPA would
involve a substantial number of construction equipment operating at heavy loads. Because this activity could
result in objectionable odors that affect a substantial number of people, this would be considered a direct,
significant impact.

The City plans to develop a corporation yard south of White Rock Road near the southwestern corner of the SPA.
The corporation yard would be used to stage, store, and maintain equipment used by the City, including diesel-
powered trucks and heavy-duty equipment (e.g., mowers). The location of on-site receptors, in particular
residences within the SPA that would be zoned for multi-family medium density development near the
southwestern corner of the SPA could be exposed to odorous exhaust emissions generated by equipment at the
corporation yard. Moreover, because the predominant wind direction in the area and from the south-southwest at
approximately 10 mph (ARB 1994), these receptors would located downwind of the corporation yard. The types
of equipment that would be operated at the corporation yard and the frequency and intensity of their operation
have not yet been identified. Given that equipment at the corporation yard could potentially generate substantial
levels of diesel exhaust, as well as the close proximity of nearby sensitive receptors, the potential for these on-site
receptors to be frequently exposed high levels of odorous exhaust emissions from the corporation yard is a direct
and potentially significant impact. No indirect impact would occur.

Land uses developed on the southern side of the SPA could be exposed to odors generated by neighboring
agricultural land uses, which are used for livestock grazing. This could occur when some portions of the site are
developed and occupied while others portions continue to be used for livestock grazing. Also, receptors developed
along the southern portion of the SPA could be exposed to odors generated by agricultural activities that take
place just south of White Rock Road. SMAQMD does not have a recommended screening distance for livestock
grazing. SMAQMD recommends a screening distance of 1 mile for most odor-generating land uses, including
feed lots and dairies (SMAQMD 2009a). Because the project could result in the development of receptors located
in close proximity to land in the immediate vicinity that support livestock grazing, this would be a direct and
potentially significant impact. No indirect impacts would occur.

Implementation of Mitigation Measure 3A.2-1a and Mitigation Measure 3A.2-1f would reduce the mass levels of
odorous diesel exhaust during construction of the on-site elements. However, given that construction activity
would occur on the SPA during the 19-year buildout of the project, generation of construction-generated diesel
exhaust, particularly during periods of intense grading on the eastern, hilly side of the SPA, could expose a
substantial number of people to odorous emissions and, therefore, this impact would not be reduced to a less-than-
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significant level. Therefore, the potential exposure of a substantial number of people to these objectionable odors
is considered to be significant and unavoidable.

Increasing the set back distance between on-site residents and the off-site, future planned corporation yard would
not necessarily reduce the intensity or frequency of these residents’ exposure to odorous exhaust emissions
generated at the corporation yard to a less-than-significant level. Therefore, the potential exposure of on-site
residents to odorous exhaust emissions from the corporation yard would be considered significant and
unavoidable.

No other feasible mitigation measures are available to reduce impacts associated with odor emissions from
construction activities, the off-site corporation yard, and off-site agricultural uses to a less-than-significant level
because it is technically infeasible to allow new development without possible impacts related to nearby odorous
emissions. The project’s objectives include providing a large-scale mixed-use and mixed-density residential
housing development within the City of Folsom, south of U.S. 50. Therefore, mitigation to a less-than-significant
level is not possible while still allowing for implementation of the specific plan. Thus, because it is impossible to
engage in construction or agricultural activities without potential odor emissions, mitigation of this impact to a
less-than-significant level would be facially infeasible and this impact is significant and unavoidable. As
explained in Section 4, “Statement of Overriding Considerations”, the environmental, economic, legal, social,
technological, and other benefits outweigh and override the remaining significant impacts related to odorous
emissions.

AIR QUALITY — WATER

IMPACT  Generation of Construction Emissions of NOx and PM.o. Construction of the Off-site Water Facility
3B.2-1 Alternatives would produce construction-generated emissions of NOx, an ozone precursor, and fugitive PMyo
dust would exceed SMAQMD-recommended thresholds and would substantially contribute to emissions
concentrations that exceed the NAAQS and CAAQS. Thus, project-generated, construction-related emissions
of criteria air pollutants and precursors could violate or contribute substantially to an existing or projected air
quality violation and/or expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant concentrations.

Mitigation
Mitigation Measure 3B.2-1a: Develop and Implement a Construction NOx Reduction Plan.

Consistent with SMAQMD requirements, the City of Folsom shall provide a plan for
demonstrating that the heavy-duty (> 50 horsepower) off-road vehicles to be used in the
construction project, including owned, leased and subcontractor vehicles, will achieve a project
wide fleet-average 20% NOx reduction. Prior to construction, the City’s contractor shall submit
to the SMAQMD a comprehensive inventory of all off-road construction equipment, equal to or
greater than 50 horsepower, that will be used an aggregate of 40 or more hours during any
portion of the construction of the Off-site Water Facilities. The inventory shall include the
horsepower rating, engine production year, and projected hours of use or fuel throughput for
each piece of equipment. The inventory shall be updated and submitted quarterly throughout the
duration of the project, except that an inventory shall not be required for any 30-day period in
which no construction activity occurs. At least 48 hours prior to the use of subject heavy-duty
off-road equipment, the Off-site Water Facilities representative shall provide SMAQMD with the
anticipated construction timeline including start date, and name and phone number of the project
manager and on-site foreman.

Implementation: City of Folsom Utilities Department.
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Timing:

Enforcement:

Prior to construction of the Off-site Water Facilities.

L.

For improvements that would be located within the City of Folsom: City of
Folsom Community Development Department and SMAQMD.

For improvements that would be located within unincorporated Sacramento
County: Sacramento County Planning and Community Development
Department and SMAQMD.

For improvements that would be located within the City of Rancho Cordova:
City of Rancho Cordova Planning Department and SMAQMD.

Mitigation Measure 3B.2-1b: Conduct Visible Emissions Testing and if Non-Compliance, Repair Equipment

Immediately.

Controlling visible emissions from off-road diesel powered equipment. The City shall ensure that
emissions from all off-road diesel powered equipment used on the project site do not exceed
40% opacity for more than three minutes in any one hour. Any equipment found to exceed 40%
opacity (or Ringelmann 2.0) shall be repaired immediately, and the City and SMAQMD shall be
notified within 48 hours of identification of non-compliant equipment. A visual survey of all in-
operation equipment shall be made at least monthly, and a quarterly summary of the visual
survey results shall be submitted throughout the duration of the project, except that the monthly
summary shall not be required for any 30-day period in which no construction activity occurs.
The monthly summary shall include the quantity and type of vehicles surveyed as well as the

dates of each survey.

Implementation:
Timing:

Enforcement:

City of Folsom Utilities Department.

During construction of all Oft-site Water Facilities.

1.

For improvements that would be located within the City of Folsom: City of
Folsom Community Development Department and SMAQMD.

For improvements that would be located within unincorporated Sacramento
County: Sacramento County Planning and Community Development
Department and SMAQMD.

For improvements that would be located within the City of Rancho Cordova:
City of Rancho Cordova Planning Department and SMAQMD.

Mitigation Measure 3B.2-1c: Implement Fugitive Dust Control Measures and a Particulate Matter Monitoring Program

during Construction.

The City shall implement fugitive dust control measures and a particulate matter monitoring
program during construction. The City shall ensure implementation of dust control measures and
a particulate matter monitoring program during each phase of construction. Dust control
measures may include, but are not limited to, the following:

» minimize on-site construction vehicle speeds on unpaved surfaces;

» post speed limits;
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» suspend grading operations when wind is sufficient to generate visible dust clouds;
» pave, water, use gravel, cover, or spray a dust-control agent on all haul roads;

» Prohibit no open burning of vegetation during project construction;

» Chip or deliver vegetative material to waste-to-energy facilities;

» reestablish vegetation as soon as possible after construction and maintain vegetation consistent with
the parameters established in Mitigation Measure 3B.2.1a;

» clean earthmoving construction equipment with water once daily and clean all haul trucks leaving the
site; and

» water and keep moist exposed earth surfaces, graded areas, storage piles, and haul roads as needed to
prevent fugitive dust.

Implementation: City of Folsom Utilities Department.
Timing: During construction of all Off-site Water Facilities.
Enforcement: 1. For improvements that would be located within the City of Folsom: City of

Folsom Community Development Department and SMAQMD.

2. For improvements that would be located within unincorporated Sacramento
County: Sacramento County Planning and Community Development
Department and SMAQMD.

3. For improvements that would be located within the City of Rancho Cordova:
City of Rancho Cordova Planning Department and SMAQMD.

Finding

Specific economic, legal, social, technological, or other considerations, including provision of
employment opportunities for highly trained workers, make infeasible the mitigation measures or
project alternatives identified in the FEIR/FEIS

Construction activities associated with the Off-site Water Facilities would occur in two distinct phases: Phase I
involves site preparation and earthmoving activities, while Phase II involves installing equipment, concrete, and
structural improvements. Site preparation includes activities such as general land clearing and vegetation removal.
Earthmoving activities include cut and fill operations, trenching, soil compaction, and grading. General
construction includes adding improvements such as roadway surfaces, well and pump structures, and storage and
treatment facilities. The emissions generated from these common construction activities include:

» dust (including PM,( and PM, 5) primarily from fugitive sources such as soil disturbance and vehicle travel
over unpaved surfaces;

» combustion emissions of criteria air pollutants (including ROG, NOx, PM,) primarily from operation of
heavy equipment construction machinery (primarily diesel operated), portable auxiliary equipment and

construction worker automobile trips (primarily gasoline operated); and,

» evaporative emissions (ROG) from asphalt paving and architectural coating applications.
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Construction-related fugitive dust emissions would vary from day to day, depending on the level and type of
activity, silt content of the soil, and the weather. In the absence of mitigation, construction activities may result in
generating significant quantities of dust, and as a result, local visibility and PM,, concentrations may be adversely
affected. In addition, the fugitive dust generated by construction would include not only PM;,, but also larger
particles, which would fall out of the atmosphere within several hundred feet of the construction area and could
result in nuisance-type impacts.

Construction activities would also result in the emission of pollutants of concern (ROG, NOy, and PM;, and
PM, 5) from construction equipment exhaust and construction worker automobile trips. Emission levels for
construction activities would vary depending on the number and type of equipment, duration of use, operating
schedules, and the number of construction workers. Criteria pollutant emissions of ROG and NOyx from these
emission sources would incrementally add to the regional atmospheric loading of 0zone precursors during project
construction.

For the worst-case day construction scenario, it was assumed that construction of multiple components of the Off-
site Water Facilities (e.g., conveyance improvements) could occur simultaneously. The emission estimates for
each of the above alternatives is primarily differentiated based on the length of conveyance pipeline construction
with all other factors being equal (i.e., worst-case day site preparation for Off-site Water Facility Alternative 1
would be equivalent to the worst-case day site preparation for Off-site Water Facility Alternative 4). Estimated
construction-related fugitive dust emissions, as well as exhaust emissions from construction equipment and
worker trips are shown in Table 3-13 below (Table 3B.2-1 on page 3B.2-8 of the DEIR/DEIS). As shown in Table
3-13 (Table 3B.2-1 on page 3B.2-8 of the DEIR/DEIS), unmitigated emissions of NOx would exceed the 85
pounds per day significance threshold specified by the SMAQMD in 2011 or 2012 and, therefore, the associated
direct impact would be potentially significant. No indirect impact would result.

Following the application of the prescribed mitigation measures, the City would still be unable to achieve a 20%
reduction in NOx in 2011 or 2012 for the Proposed Off-site Water Facility Alternative. For this reason, temporary
and short-term construction-related impacts to local and regional ozone concentrations would remain significant
and unavoidable under the Proposed Off-site Water Facility Alternative because no feasible mitigation is
available to fully reduce the impacts to a less-than-significant level.

No other feasible mitigation measures are available to reduce impacts associated with NO, and PM,, from project
construction to a less-than-significant level because it is technically infeasible to allow construction activities
without some NOx and PM,, emissions. The objectives of the “Water” elements of the project include
construction of necessary infrastructure and sufficient water supply for the planned SPA. Therefore, mitigation to
a less-than-significant level is not possible while still allowing for implementation of the specific plan. Thus,
because it is impossible to allow construction without emissions of NOx and PM,o, mitigation of this impact to a
less-than-significant level would be facially infeasible and this impact is significant and unavoidable. As
explained in Section 4, “Statement of Overriding Considerations”, the environmental, economic, legal, social,
technological, and other benefits outweigh and override the remaining significant impacts related to construction
emissions of NOx and PM,,.
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IMPACT  Exposure of Sensitive Receptors to Short- and Long-Term Emissions of Toxic Air Contaminants.
3B.2-3 Implementation of the Off-site Water Facility Alternatives could expose sensitive receptors to short- and long-
term emissions of TACs from on-site stationary sources.
Mitigation

Mitigation Measure 3B.2-3a: Cite Pump Siting Buffers Away from Sensitive Receptors.

New pumping stations including back-up diesel generators shall be located more than 200 feet
away from sensitive receptors. Electrically-powered pumps shall be used to power new pumps,
to the extent practicable.

Implementation: City of Folsom Utilities Department.

Timing: Prior to the approval of grading plans and building permits for all off-site water
g pp g gp gp
pumping facilities.

Enforcement: 1. For improvements that would be located within the City of Folsom: City of
Folsom Community Development Department and SMAQMD.

2. For improvements that would be located within unincorporated Sacramento
County: Sacramento County Planning and Community Development Department

and SMAQMD.
Table 3-13
Off-site Water Facilities Construction and Operational Emissions
Off-site Water Facility Alternative ROG (Ib/day) NOx (Ib/day) PMo (Ib/day) PM:;5 (Ib/day)
Off-site Water Facilities Construction
?:Ciffgfeffﬁz in‘ziol)lrloposed Off-site Water 25.06 107.18 77.38 2132
?&ﬁ?ﬁeiﬁz a_n‘zioplrzoposed Off-site Water 2343 110.81 2755 11.29
Significant Emissions No Yes No No
Off-site Water Facility Alternative 1 — 2011 23.46 103.38 76.98 21.02
Off-site Water Facility Alternative 1 —2012 232.73 107.01 27.55 10.99
Significant Emissions No Yes No No
Off-site Water Facility Alternative 1A —2011 23.26 102.88 76.98 21.02
Off-site Water Facility Alternative 1A —2012 232.53 106.51 27.55 10.99
Significant Emissions No Yes No No
Off-site Water Facility Alternative 2 — 2011 14.4 64.6 243 8.1
Off-site Water Facility Alternative 2 — 2012 14.4 64.6 243 8.1
Significant Emissions No No No No
Off-site Water Facility Alternative 2A — 2011 20.3 79 25.7 9.4
Off-site Water Facility Alternative 2A — 2012 20.3 79 25.7 9.4
Significant Emissions No No No No
Off-site Water Facility Alternative 2B — 2011 11 56.1 23.5 7.3
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Table 3-13
Off-site Water Facilities Construction and Operational Emissions
Off-site Water Facility Alternative ROG (Ib/day) NOx (Ib/day) PM1o (Ib/day) PM2; (Ib/day)
Off-site Water Facility Alternative 2B—2012 11 56.1 23.5 7.3
Significant Emissions No No No No
Off-site Water Facility Alternative 3 — 2011 25.86 109.28 77.58 21.52
Off-site Water Facility Alternative 3 — 2012 235.13 112.91 28.15 11.49
Significant Emissions No Yes No No
Off-site Water Facility Alternative 3A — 2011 24.36 105.68 77.18 21.22
Off-site Water Facility Alternative 3A — 2012 233.63 109.31 27.75 11.19
Significant Emissions No Yes No No
Off-site Water Facility Alternative 4 — 2011 26.16 109.98 77.68 21.62
Off-site Water Facility Alternative 4 — 2012 23543 113.61 25.05 11.59
Significant Emissions No Yes No No
Off-site Water Facility Alternative 4A — 2011 25.56 108.38 77.48 21.52
Off-site Water Facility Alternative 4A — 2012 234.83 112.01 28.05 11.49
Significant Emissions No Yes No No
Thresholds for Construction Emission None 85(1) 150(2) None
Note: Calculations were completed using URBEMIS 2007 and SMAQMD, 2007 and are included in Appendix M-VI. The emissions listed
above are for a worse-case day, where it was assumed that construction of the conveyance components of the Off-site Water Facilities
would overlap with construction of the WTP.

3. For improvements that would be located within the City of Rancho Cordova:

City of Rancho Cordova Planning Department and SMAQMD.

Mitigation Measure 3B.2-3b: Conduct Project-Level DPM Screening and Implement Measures to Reduce Annual DPM

to Acceptable Concentrations.

Screening-level DPM assessments shall be conducted for diesel-powered pump operations
proposed within 200 feet of residences or other sensitive receptors. These analyses should
include exact distances between the receptors and operations, and include the actual DPM

emissions for the engines proposed. If the analysis shows an annual average DPM concentration
from project operations at residences within 200 feet of the DPM source to be greater than 0.024
ng/m’, the engine location shall be moved to a location where the annual average DPM
concentration from project emissions at the residences is less than 0.024 pg/m’. The acceptable
concentration of 0.024 pg/m’ was determined using the current OEHHA cancer potency factor
and methodology for diesel exhaust (OEHHA 2003). If diesel exhaust concentrations at the
affected receptor would be below 0.024 pug/m’, then the cancer health risk would be less than 9.9
cancers in a million population.

Implementation: City of Folsom Utilities Department.

Timing: Prior to the approval of grading plans and building permits for all off-site water
pumping facilities.
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Enforcement: 1. For improvements that would be located within the City of Folsom: City of
Folsom Community Development Department and SMAQMD.

2. For improvements that would be located within unincorporated Sacramento
County: Sacramento County Planning and Community Development Department
and SMAQMD.

3. For improvements that would be located within the City of Rancho Cordova:
City of Rancho Cordova Planning Department and SMAQMD.

Finding

Changes or alterations have been required in, or incorporated into, the Proposed Project Alternative
which would avoid or substantially lessen this potentially significant environmental effect as identified
in the FEIR/FEIS.

Construction of the Off-site Water Facility Alternatives would not emit any hazardous air pollutants (HAPs) in
any significant quantity other than from large, heavy-duty, diesel-powered equipment exhaust. The OEHHA
currently describes the health risk from diesel exhaust entirely in terms of the amount of particulate, or PMy,, that
is emitted. Currently, the health risk associated with diesel exhaust PM;, or diesel particular matter (DPM) only
has a carcinogenic and chronic effect; no short-term acute effect is recognized. Off-site Water Facilities
construction would be limited in duration, lasting less than three years total, and therefore, no long term, chronic
impact would be expected. Further, over the 3-year construction schedule, constructed-generated diesel PM would
not be emitted at any single location along the selected pipeline route for an extended period of time. In
recognition of these circumstances combined with dust control mitigation prescribed in Mitigation Measure 3B.4-
l¢, construction of the Off-site Water Facilities would not expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant
concentration and the direct and indirect impact is considered less than significant.

Over the longer term, operational emissions associated with the proposed booster pump station(s) would be
generated from the use of pumps and emergency generators. This equipment would operated via electricity under
normal operating conditions year around and, under certain situations, under diesel power during emergencies.
The operation of diesel engines to pump raw/treated water supplies would contribute to increased air emissions in
the areas where these facilities are proposed. As indicated in Section 3B.10, “Land Use and Agricultural
Resources — Water,” residential uses are planned in areas in close proximity to the White Rock WTP and the
Folsom Boulevard WTPs. Similarly, based on the ultimate connection point to the Freeport Project, the booster
pump under any of the Off-site Water Facility alternatives could be located in close proximity to existing
agricultural residences.

The typical significance threshold for health risk exposure to TACs, including diesel emissions, is 10 cases of
cancer per 1,000,000 population over a 70-year exposure period. The diesel PM cancer risk is the probability of
an individual developing cancer as a result of exposure to diesel PM. The new booster pump and WTP would be
developed and operated in areas within the Central Valley where residential uses are planned or rural residences
currently exist. The precise locations of these facilities has not yet been determined, but the anticipated general
locations are shown in Exhibits 2-25, 2-26, 2-28, 2-29, 2-30, and 2-31 of the DEIR/DEIS.

The Off-site Water Facilities are expected to cause minimal diesel emissions with fewer than 5 diesel truck trips
per day and testing of the emergency generator limited to one-hour intervals on a weekly basis. For these reasons,
the WTP and pumping facilities are not expected to substantially increase toxic risks to adjacent receptors.
Further, a recently completed health risk assessment of comparable sources, but at a higher rated treated/pumping
capacity, assessed the potential impact of diesel sources operating within 200 feet of nearby residences on a year-
round basis (Environmental Science Associates 2007). The study concluded that the impact of the diesel PM
emissions would be less than significant because they resulted in a cancer risk of less than 10 cases in a million
population. This finding is largely attributed to the highly dispersive nature of diesel PM once emitted. However,
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without a precise facility location for the booster pump and WTP, the City is unable to confirm that these facilities
would be located outside a 200-foot-wide buffer and whether DPM emissions would pose conditions that exceed
the previously studied impacts. For this reason, the implementation of Mitigation Measures 3B.2-2a and 2b would
be required to reduce the direct and indirect impacts to a less-than-significant level.

With implementation of Mitigation Measures 3B.2-3a and 3B.2-3b, air quality impacts to sensitive receptors
would be reduce to a less-than-significant level because diesel powered pumps and back-up generators would be
placed a sufficient distance from sensitive receptors.

BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES — LAND

IMPACT Loss and Degradation of Waters of the U.S., including Wetlands, and Waters of the State. Project
3A.3-1  implementation would result in the placement of fill material into jurisdictional waters of the U.S., including
wetlands subject to USACE jurisdiction under the Federal CWA. Wetlands and other waters of the U.S. that
would be affected by project implementation include seeps, vernal pools, seasonal wetlands and seasonal
wetland swales, drainage channels, ditches, and ponds. Waters of the state would also be filled with project
implementation.

Mitigation

Mitigation Measure 3A.3-1a: Design Stormwater Drainage Plans and Erosion and Sediment Control Plans to Avoid
and Minimize Erosion and Runoff to All Wetlands and Other Waters That Are to Remain in the SPA and Use Low
Impact Development Features.

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

The project applicant(s) for any particular discretionary development entitlement shall implement
stormwater quality treatment controls consistent with the Stormwater Quality Design Manual for
Sacramento and South Placer Regions in effect at the time the application is submitted. Appropriate
runoff controls such as berms, storm gates, off-stream detention basins, overflow collection areas,
filtration systems, and sediment traps shall be implemented to control siltation and the potential discharge
of pollutants. Development plans shall incorporate Low Impact Development (LID) features, such as
pervious strips, permeable pavements, bioretention ponds, vegetated swales, disconnected rain gutter
downspouts, and rain gardens, where appropriate. Use of LID features is recommended by the EPA to
minimize impacts on water quality, hydrology, and stream geomorphology and is specified as a method
for protecting water quality in the proposed specific plan. In addition, free spanning bridge systems shall
be used for all roadway crossings over wetlands and other waters that are retained in the on-site open
space. These bridge systems would maintain the natural and restored channels of creeks, including the
associated wetlands, and would be designed with sufficient span width and depth to provide for wildlife
movement along the creek corridors even during high-flow or flood events, as specified in the 404 permit.
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In addition to compliance with City ordinances, the project applicant(s) for any particular discretionary
development application shall prepare a Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP), and implement
Best Management Practices (BMPs) that comply with the General Construction Stormwater Permit from
the Central Valley RWQCB, to reduce water quality effects during construction. Detailed information
about the SWPPP and BMPs are provided in Chapter 3A.9, “Hydrology and Water Quality,” of the
DEIR/DEIS.

Each project development shall result in no net change to peak flows into Alder Creek and associated
tributaries, or to Buffalo Creek, Carson Creek, and Coyote Creek. The project applicant(s) shall establish
a baseline of conditions for drainage on-site. The baseline-flow conditions shall be established for 2-, 5-,
and 100-year storm events. These baseline conditions shall be used to develop monitoring standards for
the stormwater system on the SPA. The baseline conditions, monitoring standards, and a monitoring
program shall be submitted to USACE and the City for their approval. Water quality and detention basins
shall be designed and constructed to ensure that the performance standards, which are described in
Chapter 3A.9, “Hydrology and Water Quality,” are met and shall be designed as off-stream detention
basins. Discharge sites into Alder Creek and associated tributaries, as well as tributaries to Carson Creek,
Coyote Creek, and Buffalo Creek, shall be monitored to ensure that preproject conditions are being met.
Corrective measures shall be implemented as necessary. The mitigation measures will be satisfied when
the monitoring standards are met for 5 consecutive years without undertaking corrective measures to meet
the performance standard.

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

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

Implementation: Project applicant(s) of all project phases and on-site and off-site elements.

Timing: Before approval of improvement and drainage plans, and on an ongoing basis
throughout and after project construction, as required for all project phases.

Enforcement: 1. For all project-related improvements that would be located within the City of
Folsom: City of Folsom Public Works Department.

2. For the two roadway connections in El Dorado Hills: El Dorado County
Development Services Department.

3. For the detention basin west of Prairie City Road: Sacramento County Planning
and Community Development Department.

4. For the U.S. 50 interchange improvements: Caltrans.
5. U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, Sacramento District.

6. Central Valley Regional Water Quality Control Board.
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Mitigation Measure 3A.3-1b: Secure Clean Water Act Section 404 Permit and Implement All Permit Conditions; Ensure
No Net Loss of Functions of Wetlands, Other Waters of the U.S., and Waters of the State.

Before the approval of grading and improvement plans and before any groundbreaking activity associated
with each distinct discretionary development entitlement, the project applicant(s) for any particular
discretionary development application requiring fill of wetlands or other waters of the U.S. or waters of
the state shall obtain all necessary permits under Sections 401 and 404 of the CWA or the state’s Porter-
Cologne Act for the respective phase. For each respective discretionary development entitlement, all
permits, regulatory approvals, and permit conditions for effects on wetland habitats shall be secured
before implementation of any grading activities within 250 feet of waters of the U.S. or wetland habitats
or lesser distance deemed sufficiently protective by a qualified biologist with approval from USFWS,
including waters of the state, that potentially support Federally listed species. The project applicant(s)
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 project plans for that development increment. 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.

As part of the Section 404 permitting process, a draft wetland mitigation and monitoring plan (MMP)
shall be developed for the project on behalf of the project applicant(s). Before any ground-disturbing
activities in an area that would adversely affect wetlands and before engaging in mitigation activities
associated with each discretionary development entitlement, the project applicant(s) shall submit the draft
wetland MMP to USACE, the Central Valley RWQCB, Sacramento County, El Dorado County, and the
City for review and approval of those portions of the plan over which they have jurisdiction. The MMP
would have to be finalized prior to impacting any wetlands. Once the final MMP is approved and
implemented, mitigation monitoring shall continue for a minimum of 5 years from completion of
mitigation, or human intervention (including recontouring and grading), or until the performance
standards identified in the approved MMP have been met, whichever is longer.

As part of the MMP, the project applicant(s) shall prepare and submit plans for the creation of aquatic
habitat in order to adequately offset and replace the aquatic functions and services that would be lost at
the SPA, account for the temporal loss of habitat, and contain an adequate margin of safety to reflect
anticipated success. Restoration of previously altered and degraded wetlands shall be a priority of the
MMP for offsetting losses of aquatic functions on the SPA because it is typically easier to achieve
functional success in restored wetlands than in those created from uplands. The MMP must demonstrate
how the aquatic functions and values that would be lost through project implementation will be replaced.

The habitat MMP for jurisdictional wetland features shall be consistent with USACE’s and EPA’s April
10, 2008 Final Rule for Compensatory Mitigation for Losses of Aquatic Resources (33 CFR Parts 325
and 332 and 40 CFR Part 230) and USACE’s October 26, 2010 Memorandum Re: Minimum Level of
Documentation Required for Permit Decisions. According to the Final Rule, mitigation banks should be
given preference over other types of mitigation because a lot of the risk and uncertainty regarding
mitigation success is alleviated by the fact that mitigation bank wetlands must be established and
demonstrating functionality before credits can be sold. The use of mitigation credits also alleviates
temporal losses of wetland function while compensatory wetlands are being established. Mitigation banks
also tend to be on larger, more ecologically valuable parcels and are subjected to more rigorous scientific
study and planning and implementation procedures than typical permittee-responsible mitigation sites
(USACE and EPA, 2008). Permittee-responsible on-site mitigation areas can be exposed to long-term
negative effects of surrounding development since they tend to be smaller and less buffered than
mitigation banks. The Final Rule also establishes a preference for a “watershed approach” in selecting
locations for compensatory mitigation project locations, that mitigation selection must be “appropriate
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and practicable” and that mitigation banks must address watershed needs based on criteria set forth in the
Final Rule. The watershed approach accomplishes this objective by expanding the informational and
analytic basis of mitigation project site selection decisions and ensuring that both authorized impacts and
mitigation are considered on a watershed scale rather than only project by project. This requires a degree
of flexibility so that district engineers can authorize mitigation projects that most effectively address the
case-specific circumstances and needs of the watershed, while remaining practicable for the permittee.
The SPA includes portions of the Alder Creek, Buffalo Creek, Coyote Creek, and Carson Creek
Watersheds. The majority of the SPA is within the Alder Creek Watershed. Alder Creek and Buffalo
Creek are part of the Lower American River Watershed. Carson Creek and Coyote Creek are part of the
Cosumnes River Watershed. Mitigation credits may be available within the Cosumnes Watershed, but not
within the American River Watershed and not within the sub-watersheds of the SPA. Therefore aquatic
habitats may need to be restored or created on the SPA and adjacent off-site lands, preferably within the
affected watersheds, in order to successfully replace lost functions at the appropriate watershed scale
where loss of function would occur. It is not likely feasible to provide compensatory mitigation for all
aquatic resource impacts on site. Therefore, a combination of on-site and off-site permittee-responsible
mitigation and mitigation banking would likely be necessary to achieve the no-net-loss standard.

The SPA is located within the service areas of several approved mitigation banks (e.g., Bryte Ranch, Clay
Station, Fitzgerald Ranch, and Twin City Mitigation Bank). The majority of compensatory mitigation for
wetland impacts is proposed to be accomplished at an agency-approved mitigation bank or banks
authorized to sell credits to offset impacts in the SPA. The applicants’ biological consultant, ECORP, has
identified availability of approximately 31 vernal pool credits and 228 seasonal wetland credits at
mitigation banks whose service area includes the SPA. Additional credits may also be available from
pending, but not yet approved, mitigation banks. However, availability is subject to change and, as noted
above, a combination of mitigation bank credits and permittee-responsible on and off-site mitigation may
be necessary to fully offset project impacts on wetlands and other waters of the U.S. If USACE
determines that the use of mitigation bank credits is not sufficient mitigation to offset impacts within the
SPA, the October 26, 2010 Memorandum Re: Minimum Level of Documentation Required for Permit
Decisions requires USACE to specifically demonstrate why the use of bank credits is not acceptable to
USACE in accordance with Section 33 CFR 332.3(a)(1).

Compensatory mitigation for losses of stream and intermittent drainage channels shall follow the Final
Rule Guidelines, which specify that compensatory mitigation should be achieved through in-kind
preservation, restoration, or enhancement. The wetland MMP shall address how to mitigate impacts on
vernal pool, seasonal swale, seasonal wetland, seep, marsh, pond, and intermittent and perennial stream
habitat, and shall describe specific method(s) to be implemented to avoid and/or mitigate any off-site
project-related impacts. The wetland compensation section of the habitat MMP shall include the
following:

» Compensatory mitigation sites and criteria for selecting these mitigation sites. In general,
compensatory mitigation sites should meet the following criteria, based on the Final Rule;

e located within the same watershed as the wetland or other waters that would be lost, as
appropriate and practicable;

* located in the most likely position to successfully replace wetland functions lost on the impact
site considering watershed-scale features such as aquatic habitat diversity, habitat connectivity,
available water sources and hydrologic relationships, land use trends, ecological benefits, and
compatibility with adjacent land uses, and the likelihood for success and sustainability;

» A complete assessment of the existing biological resources in both the on-site preservation areas and
off-site compensatory mitigation areas, including wetland functional assessment using the California
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Rapid Assessment Method (CRAM) (Collins et al. 2008), or other appropriate wetland assessment
protocol as determined through consultation with USACE and the USFWS, to establish baseline
conditions;

» Specific creation and restoration plans for each mitigation site;

» Use of CRAM to compare compensatory wetlands to the baseline CRAM scores from wetlands in the
SPA. The compensatory wetland CRAM scores shall be compared against the highest quality wetland
of each type from the SPA;

» CRAM scores, or other wetland assessment protocol scores, from the compensatory wetlands shall be
compared against the highest quality wetland scores for each wetland type to document success of
compensatory wetlands in replacing the functions of the affected wetlands to be replaced;

» Monitoring protocol, including schedule and annual report requirements, and the following elements:

* cecological performance standards, based on the best available science, that can be assessed in a
practicable manner (e.g., performance standards proposed by Barbour et al. 2007). Performance
standards must be based on attributes that are objective and verifiable;

* assessments conducted annually for 5 years after construction or restoration of compensatory
wetlands to determine whether these areas are acquiring wetland functions and to plot the
performance trajectory of preserved, restored, or created wetlands over time. Assessments results
for compensatory wetlands shall also be compared against scores for reference wetlands assessed
in the same year;

» assessments analysis conducted annually for 5 years after any construction adjacent to wetlands
preserved in the SPA to determine whether these areas are retaining wetland functions.
Assessments results for wetlands preserved on site shall also be compared against scores for
reference wetlands assessed in the same year;

» analysis of assessments data, including assessment of potential stressors, to determine whether
any remedial activities may be necessary;

* corrective measures if performance standards are not met;

* monitoring of plant communities as performance criteria (annual measure of success, during
monitoring period) and success criteria (indicative of achievement of mitigation habitat
requirement at end of monitoring period) for hydrologic function have become established and
the creation site “matures” over time (the project applicants’ biological consultant has developed
a draft monitoring methodology and success criteria that are provided in Appendix D);

* @IS analysis of compensatory wetlands to demonstrate actual acreage of functioning wetland
habitat;

» adaptive management measures to be applied if performance standards and acreage requirements
are not being met;

* responsible parties for monitoring and preparing reports; and

* responsible parties for receiving and reviewing reports and for verifying success or prescribing
implementation or corrective actions.
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A final operations and management plan (OMP) for all on- and off-site permittee-sponsored wetland
preservation and mitigation areas shall be prepared and submitted to USACE and USFWS for review,
comment and preliminary approval prior to the issuance of any permits under Section 404 of the CWA.
The plan shall include detailed information on the habitats present within the preservation and mitigation
areas, the long-term management and monitoring of these habitats, legal protection for the preservation
and mitigation areas (e.g., conservation easement, declaration of restrictions), and funding mechanism
information (e.g., endowment). A final OMP for each discretionary development entitlement affecting
wetlands must be approved prior to construction.

USACE has determined that the project will require an individual permit. In its final stage and once
approved by USACE, the MMP for the project is expected to detail proposed wetland restoration,
enhancement, and/or replacement activities that would ensure no net loss of aquatic functions in the
project vicinity. Approval and implementation of the wetland MMP shall aim to fully mitigate all
unavoidable impacts on jurisdictional waters of the U.S., including jurisdictional wetlands. In addition to
USACE approval, approval by the City, Sacramento County, El Dorado County, and the Central Valley
RWQCB, as appropriate depending on agency jurisdiction, and as determined during the Section 401 and
Section 404 permitting processes, will also be required. Approvals from Sacramento County and El
Dorado County shall be required for impacts resulting from off-site project elements occurring in these
counties, such as the off-site detention basin in Sacramento County and the roadway connections into El
Dorado County. To satisfy the requirements of the City and the Central Valley RWQCB, mitigation of
impacts on the nonjurisdictional wetlands beyond the jurisdiction of USACE shall be included in the
same MMP. All mitigation requirements determined through this process shall be implemented before
grading plans are approved. The MMP shall be submitted to USACE and approved prior to the issuance
of any permits under Section 404 of the CWA.

Water quality certification pursuant to Section 40 of the record of decision and before issuance of a
Section 404 permit. Before construction in any areas containing wetland features, the project applicant(s)
shall obtain water quality certification for the project. Any measures required as part of the issuance of
water quality certification shall be implemented.

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

Implementation: Project applicant(s) for each discretionary development entitlement requiring fill of
wetlands or other waters of the U.S. or waters of the state.

Timing: Before the approval of grading or improvement plans or any ground-disturbing
activities for any project development phase containing wetland features or other
waters of the U.S. The MMP must be approved before any impact on wetlands can
occur. Mitigation shall be implemented on an ongoing basis throughout and after
construction, as required.

Enforcement: 1. For all project-related improvements that would be located within the City of
Folsom: City of Folsom Community Development Department.

2. For the two roadway connections in El Dorado Hills: El Dorado County
Development Services Department.

3. For the detention basin west of Prairie City Road: Sacramento County Planning
and Community Development Department.

4. For the U.S. 50 interchange improvements: Caltrans.
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5. U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, Sacramento District; Central Valley Regional
Water Quality Control Board as appropriate depending on agency jurisdiction,
and as determined during the Section 401 and Section 404 permitting processes
and in compliance with the City’s Grading Ordinance (Folsom Municipal Code
14.29), or appropriate county grading ordinance for off-site detention basin and
roadway connections from Folsom Heights to El Dorado Hills.

Finding

Specific economic, legal, social, technological, or other considerations, including provision of
employment opportunities for highly trained workers, make infeasible the mitigation measures or
project alternatives identified in the FEIR/FEIS

Implementation of the Proposed Project Alternative would result in direct impacts from the loss of waters of the
U.S. resulting from the placement of fill material into approximately 39.50 acres of Federally jurisdictional waters
of the U.S. on-site, including wetlands. This constitutes 47% of the existing waters of the U.S. present in the SPA.
Waters of the U.S. that would be filled consist of 2.92 acres of vernal pools, 3.87 acres of seasonal wetland, 17.63
acres of seasonal wetland swale, 0.07 acre of freshwater marsh, 4.48 acres of freshwater seep, 1.17 acres of pond,
3.38 acres of stream channel, 4.47 acres of intermittent drainage channel, 1.43 acres of ditches, and 0.11 acre of
willow scrub. In addition, 1.25 out of 1.30 acres of waters that USACE determined to be non-jurisdictional would
also be filled by the Proposed Project Alternative. The non-jurisdictional waters in the SPA consist of 0.03 acre of
vernal pool, 0.004 acre of seasonal wetland, 0.42 acre of ditch, and 0.85 acre of pond. Though the placement of
fill material into these waters does not require a permit from USACE under Section 404 of the CWA, they are
considered waters of the state subject to the jurisdiction of the Central Valley RWQCB under the Porter-Cologne
Act. The conversion of these waters of the U.S. to uplands from the placement of fill material would result in a
complete loss of the functions of the waters of the U.S. In addition to direct impacts resulting from the placement
of fill material into Federally jurisdictional waters of the U.S., the Proposed Project Alternative would also result
in indirect impacts to 0.29 acres of waters of the U.S. from fragmentation. This would occur as a result of placing
fill material into the upstream and downstream portions of the waters of the U.S. proposed to be placed into the
open space preserve, as described below. Because the upstream and downstream portions of these preserved
waters of the U.S. would be filled, indirect impacts would occur to 0.17 acre of seasonal wetland swale, 0.016
acre of perennial stream channel, 0.09 acre of intermittent drainage, and 0.012 acre of ditch resulting in a loss
of/adverse indirect impacts to the functions of these waters. While fragmented stream channels could function to
store surface water, recharge groundwater, and provide some habitat values, they would no longer function to
convey stormwater through the system, transport sediment, reduce flow velocity, and their nutrient cycling and
other water quality functions would be diminished. Many of the features that currently convey seasonal flows
could become inundated year round when cut off from other drainage channels.

The Proposed Project Alternative includes 1,050 acres of open space designed to preserve approximately 52% of the
wetlands and other waters of the U.S. present in the SPA, including most of Alder Creek. Approximately 6.33 acres
of freshwater seep, 1.72 acres of vernal pools, 0.78 acre of seasonal wetland, 7.85 acres of seasonal wetland swale,
13.81 acres of perennial stream channel, 7.25 acres of intermittent drainage channel, 0.55 acre of ditches, 0.14 acre
of freshwater marsh, and 5.71 acres of ponds would be preserved within the open space areas. Preserved wetlands
and other waters within the designated open space areas would be provided a 25-foot buffer where no project-related
ground disturbance would occur. Outside of the 25-foot buffer, an additional 50 feet of no development buffer would
be established; however, disturbance associated with contour grading, mitigation planting, trails, benches, and other
passive recreational amenities may occur in the outer 50 feet of buffer. The open space design provides a large
habitat patch that maintains stream networks and wetland complexes, provides corridors for habitat connectivity
both on and off the SPA, and minimizes the perimeter-to-area ratio (i.e., edge effects).

In addition to direct impacts, the Proposed Project Alternative would result in indirect effects on wetlands from
increased urbanization and population, including reduction in water quality caused by urban runoff, erosion, and
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siltation; intrusion of humans and domestic animals; and introduction of invasive plant species that could result in
habitat degradation. On-site wetlands and other waters would be indirectly affected by substantial grading and
creation of impervious surfaces proposed for adjacent uplands. All portions of the SPA, with the exception of
some oak tree preservation areas and 25-foot buffers around preserved wetlands, would be subject to at least
surface-level grading, which could affect wetland hydrology and water quality.

Overall site topography would be substantially altered to achieve level ground for development. These
earthmoving activities and resulting gradient changes across the SPA could alter hydrologic patterns and
adversely affect wetlands and drainage channels retained in the SPA, as well as off-site wetlands, by altering
hydration periods, peak flows, runoff volumes, and runoff durations. Construction of a 1.4-acre on-site detention
basin on an intermittent tributary to Carson Creek on the Folsom Heights site could substantially alter water
quality and hydrology of Carson Creek and associated wetlands and other waters of the U.S. Construction of new
roadways and roadway improvements associated with development of the backbone infrastructure and the on-
stream detention basin could disrupt or eliminate hydrologic connectivity that is important to support wetlands
and the plant and wildlife species that inhabit them. Although the main channel of Alder Creek would be retained,
many intermittent tributaries and seasonal swales directly connected to Alder Creek would be filled. This could
adversely affect the hydrology and water quality of the preserved portions of the creek.

The loss and degradation of USACE jurisdictional vernal pools and other wetland habitats and other waters of the
U.S. (e.g., ponds and drainage channels) that would occur with project implementation constitutes a substantial
adverse effect on Federally jurisdictional waters of the U.S., including wetlands, as defined by Section 404 of the
CWA. Construction of the on-stream detention basin is a significant direct and indirect impact. Removal of 1.25
acres non USACE jurisdictional wetlands in the SPA constitutes an adverse effect on waters of the state subject to
Central Valley RWQCB jurisdiction. Therefore, both direct and indirect significant impacts would occur.

Off-Site Elements

Approximately 5.85 acres of waters of the U.S., including wetlands, would be permanently filled by construction of
off-site infrastructure outside the project boundary. The off-site project elements that would directly affect potential
waters of the U.S. are the detention basin west of Prairie City Road and the interchange improvements to U.S. 50.
Affected wetlands and other waters of the U.S. consist of 0.59 acre of vernal pools, 0.25 acre of seasonal wetlands,
0.55 acre of seasonal wetland swales, 1.94 acres of freshwater marsh, 0.04 acre of intermittent drainage channels,
0.01 acre of ditch, and 2.47 acres of perennial stream channel. Indirect impacts on another 0.47 acre of waters of
the U.S. could result from construction of the two roadway connections into El Dorado Hills.

The loss and degradation of USACE jurisdictional vernal pools and other wetland habitats and other waters of the
U.S. (e.g., drainage channels) that would occur with project implementation constitutes a substantial adverse
effect on Federally protected waters of the U.S., including wetlands, as defined by Section 404 of the CWA.
Therefore, construction of off-site elements that support project development would result in direct and indirect
significant impacts on waters of the U.S.

Implementation of Mitigation Measures 3A.3-1a and 3A.3-1b would reduce significant impacts on jurisdictional
wetlands and other waters of the U.S. and waters of the state under the Proposed Project Alternative, but not
necessarily to a less-than-significant level. After a mitigation plan has been accepted by USACE and is
implemented as required (including on-site preservation and purchase of credits at a mitigation bank and/or in-lieu
fee mitigation), the direct impacts resulting from project implementation could be mitigated by providing “no net
loss” of overall wetland acreage resulting from the project, as required in USACE permit conditions. However,
USACE requires mitigation resulting in no net loss of wetland functions. Removal of 45.35 acres (39.5 acres on
site and 5.85 acres off-site) of waters of the U.S., including stream channels, vernal pools, and other similar
wetland habitats is a substantial acreage loss, especially when considered in the context of the regional rate and
acreage of habitat losses. Temporal losses would occur unless all impacts could be mitigated through purchase of
fully functioning, established, in-kind wetlands from an approved mitigation bank.
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Mitigation and Conservation Banks are established through a lengthy review and approval process with the
Interagency Review Team (IRT). The IRT is made up of staff members from the EPA, USACE, Fish and Wildlife
Service, and California Department of Fish and Game. Other agencies that are included on the IRT on an as
needed basis include the Regional Water Quality Control Board and the National Marine Fisheries Service.
Through the IRT approval process, each bank is responsible for developing performance and success criteria for
their respective bank, including watershed level needs. Once approved this bank is authorized for a phased release
of credits based on meeting certain established performance/success criteria occurs. The banks are required to
submit annual monitoring reports showing the status of the bank, status of endowment, and performance of
habitat. Failure to meet established performance/success criteria will result in either bank closure or inability to
release additional credits until performance/success criteria standards are met. Various agencies from the IRT also
serve as third party beneficiaries to the banks; thus, they have the ability to enter the bank at any time to monitor
the bank status independently of the bank proprietor’s monitoring.

The performance/success criteria standards for each bank are typically based on agency approved templates;
however, they can be adjusted to reflect site-specific and watershed conditions. The specific performance/success
criteria standards for each bank are considered public information; however, this information is currently only
available through a Freedom of Information Act (FOIA) petition. There is limited information available for a few
banks on USACE’s Regional Internet Banking Information Tracking System (RIBITS); however, the site is
limited to banks that offer waters of the U.S. credits and has yet to fully integrate information on banks that offer
other types of credits.

The lengthy process that bank proprietors have to follow to begin selling credits was designed to essentially
eliminate/reduce the potential for credits to fail to meet established success criteria. Additionally, as each bank is
closely monitored by the IRT, this further reduces the potential for credits to fail to meet established success criteria.

At this time, there are enough mitigation credits available to fully cover the loss of wetland functions resulting
from project implementation; however, it is unknown if sufficient mitigation credits would be available in the
future for all phases of the project as the area builds out. Creation and preservation of wetlands within smaller and
more fragmented areas surrounded by urban development cannot fully compensate for the whole suite of
ecological services provided by larger expanses of interconnected wetland complexes surrounded by open space.
Also, if compensatory wetland mitigation could not be provided in the same watershed an overall loss of function
up to the subbasin level could result.

Considering the rate of development in Sacramento County, there is a limited amount of undeveloped, unspoken
for land that supports existing wetlands that could be preserved, or that is suitable for creation of compensatory
aquatic habitats similar to those that would be removed by project implementation. Furthermore, indirect impacts
would remain significant and unavoidable for the Proposed Project Alternative because:

» the amount of aquatic habitat loss and degradation is extensive and contributes to the loss of aquatic habitat in
Sacramento County and the larger Central Valley and foothill region,

» micro watersheds (i.e., the total land area that drains into an individual wetland or other water feature) of
aquatic resources retained on the site would, for the most part, not be preserved, alteration of a micro

watershed can substantially alter the hydrologic function of an individual wetland,

» wetland buffers from construction impacts would only be 25 feet in some cases and not more than 75 feet in
many others,

» nearly 50% of the aquatic resources in the SPA would be filled, and

» the magnitude of topographic modification that would occur across the site with project implementation is
considerable.
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All of these factors are likely to diminish the water quality, hydrologic, and habitat functions of all wetlands
remaining on site and downstream in the project vicinity. Therefore, direct and indirect impacts would remain
significant and unavoidable for the Proposed Project Alternative. In addition, some of the off-site elements fall
under the jurisdiction of El Dorado and Sacramento Counties, and Caltrans; therefore, neither the City nor the
project applicant(s) would have control over their timing or implementation.

The conclusion that direct and indirect impacts would remain significant and unavoidable pursuant to NEPA and
CEQA, howeyver, is separate from the ultimate determination the USACE must make in order to issue permits to
fill on-site wetlands, which is whether the project would cause “significant degradation of waters of the United
States.” (40 CFR 230.10(c).) This subsequent determination has, by the express terms of the regulation, a
necessarily broader focus than the individual watershed approach followed in this analysis. Therefore, the
significant and unavoidable conclusion in this analysis does not preclude the USACE from issuing fill permits for
the project if it finds the project mitigation is sufficient to avoid “significant degradation of the waters of the
United States.”

No other feasible mitigation measures are available to reduce impacts associated with the loss and degradation of
waters of the U.S. resulting from project development to a less-than-significant level because it is technically
infeasible to allow new development without potential loss or degradation of waters of the U.S. The project’s
objectives include providing a large-scale mixed-use and mixed-density residential housing development within the
City of Folsom, south of U.S. 50. Therefore, mitigation to a less-than-significant level is not possible while still
allowing for implementation of the specific plan. Thus, because it is impossible to allow new development without
potential loss or degradation of waters of the U.S., mitigation of this impact to a less-than-significant level would be
facially infeasible and this impact is significant and unavoidable. As explained in Section 4, “Statement of
Overriding Considerations”, the environmental, economic, legal, social, technological, and other benefits outweigh
and override the remaining significant impacts related to loss and degradation of waters of the U.S.

IMPACT Loss and Degradation of Habitat for Special-Status Wildlife Species and Potential Direct Take of
3A.3-2  Individuals. Project implementation would result in the loss and degradation of habitat for several special-
status wildlife species. Take of several listed species, including vernal pool invertebrates, valley elderberry
longhorn beetle, and Swainson’s hawk, could also occur.

Mitigation
Implement Mitigation Measures 3A.3-1a and 3A.3-1b.
Mitigation Measure 3A.3-2a: Avoid Direct Loss of Swainson’s Hawk and Other Raptor Nests.

To mitigate impacts on Swainson’s hawk and other raptors (including burrowing owl), the
project applicant(s) of all project phases shall retain a qualified biologist to conduct
preconstruction surveys and to identify active nests on and within 0.5 mile of the SPA and active
burrows in the SPA. The surveys shall be conducted before the approval of grading and/or
improvement plans (as applicable) and no less than 14 days and no more than 30 days before the
beginning of construction for all project phases. To the extent feasible, guidelines provided in
Recommended Timing and Methodology for Swainson’s Hawk Nesting Surveys in the Central
Valley (Swainson’s Hawk Technical Advisory Committee 2000) shall be followed for surveys
for Swainson’s hawk. If no nests are found, no further mitigation is required.

If active nests are found, impacts on nesting Swainson’s hawks 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 consultation with DFG that reducing the buffer would not result in nest abandonment. DFG guidelines
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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 DFG, determine that such an adjustment would
not be likely to adversely affect the nest. Monitoring of the nest by a qualified biologist during and after
construction activities will be required if the activity has potential to adversely affect the nest.

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 DFG. The mitigation plan may
consist of installation of one-way doors on all burrows to allow owls to exit, but not reenter, and
construction of artificial burrows within the project vicinity, as needed; however, burrow owl exclusions
may only be used if a qualified biologist verifies that the burrow does not contain eggs or dependent
young. If active burrows contain eggs and/or young, no construction shall occur within 50 feet of the
burrow until young have fledged. Once it is confirmed that there are no owls inside burrows, these
burrows may be collapsed.

Mitigation for the off-site elements outside of the City of Folsom’s jurisdictional boundaries must be
developed by the project applicant(s) of each applicable project phase in consultation with the affected
oversight agency(ies) (i.e., El Dorado and/or Sacramento Counties, or Caltrans), such that the
performance criteria set forth in DFG’s guidelines are determined to be met.

Implementation: Project applicant(s) of all project phases.

Timing: Before the approval of grading and improvement plans, before any ground-disturbing
activities, and during project construction as applicable for all project phases.

Enforcement: 1. California Department of Fish and Game.

2. For all project-related improvements that would be located within the City of
Folsom: City of Folsom Community Development Department.

3. For the two roadway connections in El Dorado Hills: El Dorado County
Development Services Department.

4. For the U.S. 50 interchange improvements: Caltrans.

5. For the detention basin west of Prairie City Road: Sacramento County Planning
and Community Development Department.

Mitigation Measure 3A.3-2b: Prepare and Implement a Swainson’s Hawk Mitigation Plan.

To mitigate for the loss of Swainson’s hawk foraging habitat, the project applicant(s) of all project phases
shall prepare and implement a Swainson’s hawk mitigation plan including, but not limited to the
requirements described below.

Before the approval of grading and improvement plans or before any ground-disturbing activities,
whichever occurs first, the project applicant(s) shall preserve, to the satisfaction of the City or Sacramento
County, as appropriate depending on agency jurisdiction, suitable Swainson’s hawk foraging habitat to
ensure 1:1 mitigation of habitat value for Swainson’s hawk foraging habitat lost as a result of the project,
as determined by the City, or Sacramento County, after consultation with DFG and a qualified biologist.

The 1:1 habitat value shall be based on Swainson’s hawk nesting distribution and an assessment of habitat
quality, availability, and use within the City’s planning area, or Sacramento County jurisdiction. The
mitigation ratio shall be consistent with the 1994 DFG Swainson’s Hawk Guidelines included in the Staff
Report Regarding Mitigation for Impacts to Swainson’s Hawks (Buteo swainsoni) in the Central Valley of
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California, which call for the following mitigation ratios for loss of foraging habitat in these categories:
1:1 if within 1 mile of an active nest site, 0.75:1 if over 1 mile but less than 5 miles, and 0.5:1 if over 5
miles but less than 10 miles from an active nest site. Such mitigation shall be accomplished through credit
purchase from an established mitigation bank approved to sell Swainson’s hawk foraging habitat credits
to mitigate losses in the SPA, if available, or through the transfer of fee title or perpetual conservation
easement. The mitigation land shall be located within the known foraging area and within Sacramento
County. The City, or Sacramento County if outside City jurisdiction, after consultation with DFG, will
determine the appropriateness of the mitigation land.

Before approval of such proposed mitigation, the City, or Sacramento County for the off-site detention
basin, shall consult with DFG regarding the appropriateness of the mitigation. If mitigation is
accomplished through conservation easement, then such an easement shall ensure the continued
management of the land to maintain Swainson’s hawk foraging values, including but not limited to
ongoing agricultural uses and the maintenance of all existing water rights associated with the land. The
conservation easement shall be recordable and shall prohibit any activity that substantially impairs or
diminishes the land’s capacity as suitable Swainson’s hawk habitat.

The project applicant(s) 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 DFG 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 or County, after consultation
with DFG. The City, or County, after consultation with DFG and the Conservation Operator, shall
approve the content and form of the conservation easement. The City, or County, DFG, 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.

The project applicant(s), after consultation with the City, or County of jurisdiction, DFG, and the
Conservation Operator, shall establish an endowment or some other financial mechanism that is sufficient to
fund in perpetuity the operation, maintenance, management, and enforcement of the conservation easement.
If an endowment is used, either the endowment funds shall be submitted to the City for impacts on lands
within the City’s jurisdiction or Sacramento County for the off-site detention basin to be distributed 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 DFG. Mitigation lands established
or acquired for impacts incurred at the off-site detention basin shall require approval from Sacramento
County prior to sale or transfer of mitigation lands or conservation easement.

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 DFG, or Sacramento County
and DFG depending on jurisdiction of the affected habitat. The City Planning Department shall ensure
that mitigation habitat established for impacts on habitat within the City’s planning area is properly
established and is functioning as habitat by reviewing regular monitoring reports prepared by the
Conservation Operator of the mitigation site(s). Monitoring of the mitigation site(s) shall continue for the
first 10 years after establishment of the easement and shall be funded through the endowment, or other
appropriate funding mechanism, established by the project applicant(s). Sacramento County shall review
the monitoring reports for impacts on habitat at the off-site detention basin.

AECOM Folsom South of U.S. Highway 50 Specific Plan
Findings of Fact and Statement of Overriding Considerations 98 City of Folsom and USACE



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., Sacramento County and Caltrans).

Implementation: Project applicant(s) of all project phases.

Timing: Before the approval of grading, improvement, or construction plans and before any
ground-disturbing activity in any project development phase that would affect
Swainson’s hawk foraging habitat.

Enforcement: 1. For all project-related improvements that would be located within the City of
Folsom: City of Folsom Community Development Department.

2. For the detention basin west of Prairie City Road: Sacramento County Planning
and Community Development Department.

3. For the U.S. 50 interchange improvements: Caltrans.
Mitigation Measure 3A.3-2c: Avoid and Minimize Impacts to Tricolored Blackbird Nesting Colonies.

To avoid and minimize impacts to tricolored blackbird, the project applicant(s) of all project
phases shall conduct a preconstruction survey for any project activity that would occur during the
tricolored blackbird’s nesting season (March 1-August 31). The preconstruction survey shall be
conducted by a qualified biologist before any activity occurring within 500 feet of suitable
nesting habitat, including freshwater marsh and areas of riparian scrub vegetation. The survey
shall be conducted within 14 days before project activity begins.

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

Mitigation for the off-site elements outside of the City of Folsom’s jurisdictional boundaries (i.e., U.S. 50
interchange improvements) must be developed by the project applicant(s) of each applicable project phase
in consultation with the affected oversight agency(ies) (i.e., Caltrans) and must be sufficient to achieve
the performance criteria described above.

Implementation: Project applicant(s) of all project phases.

Timing: Before the approval of any ground-disturbing activity within 500 feet of suitable
nesting habitat as applicable for all project phases.

Enforcement: 1. For all project-related improvements that would be located within the City of
Folsom: City of Folsom Community Development Department.

2. For the U.S. 50 interchange improvements: Caltrans.
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Mitigation Measure 3A.3-2d: Avoid and Minimize Impacts to Special-Status Bat Roosts.

The project applicant of all project phases containing potential bat roosting habitat shall retain a
qualified biologist to conduct surveys for roosting bats. Surveys shall be conducted in the fall to
determine if the mine shaft or cavities in oak trees to be removed are used as hibernaculum and
in spring and/or summer to determine if they are used as maternity or day roosts. Surveys shall
consist of evening emergence surveys to note the presence or absence of bats and could consist
of visual surveys at the time of emergence. If evidence of bat use is observed, the number and
species of bats using the roost shall be determined. Bat detectors may be used to supplement
survey efforts. If no bat roosts are found, then no further study shall be required.

If roosts of pallid bat or Townsend’s big-eared bats are determined to be present and must be
removed, the bats shall be excluded from the roosting site before it is removed. A mitigation
program addressing compensation, exclusion methods, and roost removal procedures shall be
developed in consultation with DFG before implementation. Exclusion methods may include use
of one-way doors at roost entrances (bats may leave but not reenter), or sealing roost entrances
when the site can be confirmed to contain no bats. Exclusion efforts may be restricted during
periods of sensitive activity (e.g., during hibernation or while females in maternity colonies are
nursing young). The loss of each roost (if any) will be replaced in consultation with DFG and
may include construction and installation of bat boxes suitable to the bat species and colony size
excluded from the original roosting site. Roost replacement will be implemented before bats are
excluded from the original roost sites. Once the replacement roosts are constructed and it is
confirmed that bats are not present in the original roost site, the mine shaft may be removed.

Implementation: Project applicant(s) of all project phases containing potential bat roosting habitat.
Timing: Before the approval of removal or fill of the mine shaft in the SPA.
Enforcement: City of Folsom Community Development Department.

Mitigation Measure 3A.3-2e: Obtain an Incidental Take Permit under Section 10(a) of ESA; Develop and Implement a
Habitat Conservation Plan to Compensate for the Loss of Vernal Pool Habitat.

The project applicant(s) for all project phases shall obtain an incidental take permit under Section 10(a) of
ESA. No project construction shall proceed in areas supporting potential habitat for Federally listed
vernal pool invertebrates, or within adequate buffer areas (250 feet or lesser distance deemed sufficiently
protective by a qualified biologist with approval from USFWS), until a BO has been issued by USFWS
and the project applicant(s) have abided by conditions in the BO (including all conservation and
minimization measures). Conservation and minimization measures are likely to include preparation of
supporting documentation describing methods to protect existing vernal pools during and after project
construction.

Under the No Federal Action Alternative, interagency consultation under Section 7 of ESA would not
occur; therefore, the project applicant(s) would be required to develop a habitat conservation plan to
mitigate impacts on Federally listed vernal pool invertebrates. The project applicant(s) shall complete and
implement, or participate in, a habitat conservation plan that shall compensate for the loss of acreage,
function, and value of affected vernal pool habitat. The habitat conservation plan shall be consistent with
the goals of the Recovery Plan for Vernal Pool Ecosystems of California and Southern Oregon (USFWS
2005) and must be approved by USFWS.
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The project applicant(s) for all project phases shall ensure that there is sufficient upland habitat within the
target areas for creation and restoration of vernal pools and vernal pool complexes to provide ecosystem
health. The land used to satisfy this mitigation measure shall be protected through a fee title or
conservation easement acceptable to the City and USFWS,

The project applicant(s) for all project phases shall identify the extent of indirectly affected vernal pool and
seasonal wetland habitat, either by identifying all such habitat within 250 feet of project construction
activities or by providing an alternative technical evaluation in support of a lesser indirect impact distance. If
a lesser distance is pursued, this distance shall be approved by USFWS. The project applicant(s) shall
preserve 2 wetted acres of vernal pool habitat for each wetted acre of any indirectly affected vernal pool
habitat. This mitigation shall occur before the approval of any grading or improvement plans for any project
phase that would allow work within 250 feet of such habitat, and before any ground-disturbing activity
within 250 feet of the habitat. The project applicant(s) will not be required to complete this mitigation
measure for direct or indirect impacts that have already been mitigated to the satisfaction of USFWS

through another BO or mitigation plan.

A standard set of BMPs shall be applied to construction occurring in areas within 250 feet of off-site
vernal pool habitat, or within any lesser distance deemed adequate by a qualified biologist (with approval
from USFWS) to constitute a sufficient buffer from such habitat. Refer to Section 3A.9, “Hydrology and
Water Quality - Land” for the details of BMPs to be implemented.

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).

Implementation: Project applicant(s) of all project phases and on-site and off-site elements.

Timing: Before the approval of any grading or improvement plans, before any ground-
disturbing activities within 250 feet of said habitat, and on an ongoing basis
throughout construction as applicable for all project phases as required by the habitat
conservation plan and/or BO.

Enforcement: 1. U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service.

2. For all project-related improvements that would be located within the City of
Folsom: City of Folsom Community Development Department.

3. For the two roadway connections in El Dorado Hills: El Dorado County
Development Services Department.

4. For the detention basin west of Prairie City Road: Sacramento County Planning
and Community Development Department.

5. Forthe U.S. 50 interchange improvements: Caltrans.

Mitigation Measure 3A.3-2f Obtain an Incidental Take Permit under Section 10(a) of ESA; Develop and Implement a
Habitat Conservation Plan to Compensate for the Loss of VELB Habitat.

As long as valley elderberry longhorn beetle remains a species protected under ESA, the project
applicant(s) of all project phases containing elderberry shrubs shall obtain an incidental take permit under
Section 10(a) of ESA for valley elderberry longhorn beetle. No project construction shall proceed in areas
potentially containing valley elderberry longhorn beetle until a take permit has been issued by USFWS,
and the project applicant(s) for all project phases have abided by all pertinent conditions in the take
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permit relating to the proposed construction, including all conservation and minimization measures.
Conservation and minimization measures are likely to include preparation of supporting documentation
that describes methods for relocation of existing shrubs and maintaining existing shrubs and other
vegetation in a conservation area.

Under the No Federal Action Alternative, interagency consultation under Section 7 of ESA would not
occur; therefore, the project applicant(s) would be required to develop a habitat conservation plan to
mitigate impacts on valley elderberry longhorn beetle. The project applicant(s) shall complete and
implement a habitat conservation plan that will compensate for the loss of valley elderberry longhorn
beetle. Relocation of existing elderberry shrubs and planting of new elderberry seedlings shall be
implemented on a no-net-loss basis. Detailed information on monitoring success of relocated and planted
shrubs and measures to compensate (should success criteria not be met) would also likely be required in
the BO. Ratios for mitigation of valley elderberry longhorn beetle habitat will ultimately be determined
through the ESA Section 10(a) consultation process with USFWS, but shall be a minimum of “no net
loss.”

Mitigation for the off-site elements outside of the City of Folsom’s jurisdictional boundaries (i.e., U.S. 50
interchange improvements) must be coordinated by the project applicant(s) of each applicable project
phase with the affected oversight agency(ies) (i.e., Caltrans).

Implementation:  Project applicant(s) of all project phases potentially containing elderberry shrubs.

Timing: Before the approval of any grading or improvement plans or any ground-disturbing
activity within 100 feet of valley elderberry longhorn beetle habitat as applicable for
all project phases, and on an ongoing basis as required by the habitat conservation
plan and/or BO.

Enforcement: 1. U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service
2. City of Folsom Community Development Department.
3. For the U.S. 50 interchange improvements: Caltrans.

Mitigation Measure 3A.3-2g: Secure Take Authorization for Federally Listed Vernal Pool Invertebrates and Implement
All Permit Conditions.

No project construction shall proceed in areas supporting potential habitat for Federally listed vernal pool
invertebrates, or within adequate buffer areas (250 feet or lesser distance deemed sufficiently protective
by a qualified biologist with approval from USFWS), until a biological opinion (BO) or Not Likely to
Adversely Affect (NLAA) letter has been issued by USFWS and the project applicant(s) for any
particular discretionary development entitlements affecting such areas have abided by conditions in the
BO (including conservation and minimization measures) intended to be completed before on-site
construction. Conservation and minimization measures shall include preparation of supporting
documentation describing methods to protect existing vernal pools during and after project construction, a
detailed monitoring plan, and reporting requirements.

As described under Mitigation Measure 3A.3-1a, an MMP shall be developed that describes details how
loss of vernal pool and other wetland habitats shall be offset, including details on creation of habitat,
account for the temporal loss of habitat, contain performance standards to ensure success, and outline
remedial actions if performance standards are not met.

The project applicant(s) for any particular discretionary development application potentially affecting
vernal pool habitat shall complete and implement a habitat MMP that will result in no net loss of acreage,
function, and value of affected vernal pool habitat. The final habitat MMP shall be consistent with
guidance provided in Programmatic Formal Endangered Species Act Consultation on Issuance of 404
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Permits for Projects with Relatively Small Effects on Listed Vernal Pool Crustaceans within the
Jurisdiction of the Sacramento Field Office, California (USFWS 1996) or shall provide an alternative
approach that is acceptable to the City, USACE, and USFWS and accomplishes no net loss of habitat
acreage, function, and value.

The project applicant(s) for any particular discretionary development application “potentially affecting
vernal pool habitat” shall ensure that there is sufficient upland habitat within the target areas for creation
and restoration of vernal pools and vernal pool complexes to provide ecosystem health. This standard
shall be accomplished by requiring the project applicant(s) for any discretionary development application
affecting vernal pool or seasonal wetland habitat to identify the extent of indirectly affected vernal pool
and seasonal wetland habitat, either by identifying all such habitat within 250 feet of project construction
activities or by providing an alternative technical evaluation. If a lesser distance is pursued, this distance
shall be approved by USFWS. The project applicant(s) shall preserve acreage of vernal pool habitat for
each wetted acre of any indirectly affected vernal pool habitat at a ratio approved by USFWS at the
conclusion of the Section 7 consultation. This mitigation shall occur before the approval of any grading or
improvement plans for any project phase that would allow work within 250 feet of such habitat or lesser
distance deemed sufficiently protective by a qualified biologist with approval from USFWS, and before
any ground-disturbing activity within 250 feet of the habitat or lesser distance deemed sufficiently
protective by a qualified biologist with approval from USFWS. The project applicant(s) will not be
required to complete this mitigation measure for direct or indirect impacts that have already been
mitigated to the satisfaction of USFWS through another BO or mitigation plan (i.e., if impacts on specific
habitat acreage are mitigated by one project phase or element, the project applicant(s) will not be required
to mitigate for it again in another phase of the project).

A standard set of BMPs shall be applied to construction occurring in areas within 250 feet of off-site
vernal pool habitat, or within any lesser distance deemed adequate by a qualified biologist (with approval
from USFWS) to constitute a sufficient buffer from such habitat. Refer to Section 3A.9, “Hydrology and
Water Quality - Land” for the details of BMPs to be implemented.

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

Implementation: Project applicant(s) of all project phases.

Timing: Before the approval of any grading or improvement plans, before any ground-
disturbing activities within 250 feet of said habitat or lesser distance deemed
sufficiently protective by a qualified biologist with approval from USFWS, and on an
ongoing basis throughout construction as applicable for all project phases as required
by the mitigation plan, BO, and/or BMPs.

Enforcement: 1. U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, Sacramento District; U.S. Fish and Wildlife
Service.

2. For all project-related improvements that would be located within the City of
Folsom: City of Folsom Community Development Department.

3. For the two roadway connections in El Dorado Hills: El Dorado County
Development Services Department.

4. For the U.S. 50 interchange improvements: Caltrans.
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4. For the detention basin west of Prairie City Road: Sacramento County Planning
and Community Development Department.

Mitigation Measure 3A.3-2h: Obtain Incidental Take Permit for Impacts on Valley Elderberry Longhorn Beetle and
Implement All Permit Conditions.

Before each phase of the project, the project applicant(s) shall have a qualified biologist identify any
elderberry shrubs within 100 feet of the project footprint and conduct a survey for valley elderberry
longhorn beetle exit holes in stems greater than 1 inch in diameter. If no project activity, including
grading or use of herbicides, would occur within 100 feet of an elderberry shrub, then no further
mitigation shall be required for valley elderberry longhorn beetle in those areas.

If project activities would occur within 100 feet of any elderberry shrubs, consultation with USFWS
under Section 7 will be required. No project construction shall proceed in areas potentially containing
valley elderberry longhorn beetle until a BO has been issued by USFWS, and the project applicant(s) of
all project phases have abided by all pertinent conditions in the BO relating to the proposed construction,
including conservation and minimization measures, intended to be completed before on-site construction.
Conservation and minimization measures are likely to include preparation of supporting documentation
that describes methods for relocation of existing shrubs and maintaining existing shrubs and other
vegetation in a conservation area.

Relocation of existing elderberry shrubs and planting of new elderberry seedlings shall be implemented
consistent with the mitigation ratios described in the Conservation Guidelines for the Valley Elderberry
Longhorn Beetle (USFWS 1999). The 1999 conservation guidelines mitigation ratios are based on whether
the affected shrub is located in riparian or non riparian habitat, the size of stems affected, and the presence
of beetle exit holes. Compensatory mitigation for elderberry shrubs that would be removed from their
current locations would be developed in consultation with USFWS during the Section 7 consultation
process. Compensatory mitigation may include planting replacement elderberry seedlings or cuttings and
associated native plants within the open space areas of the SPA, planting replacement elderberry seedlings
or cuttings and associated native plants at a suitable off-site location, purchasing credits at an approved
mitigation bank, or a combination thereof. Relocated and replacement shrubs and associated native plantings
shall be placed in conservation areas providing a minimum of 1,800 square feet per transplanted shrub.
These conservation areas shall be preserved in perpetuity as habitat for valley elderberry longhorn beetle.
The number of elderberry shrubs that would be affected by implementing the project is expected to be low
because there are currently a total of less than 10 shrubs known to be present on the SPA. Ratios for
mitigation of valley elderberry longhorn beetle habitat will ultimately be determined through the ESA
Section 7 consultation process with USFWS, but shall be a minimum of “no net loss.” USFWS uses stem
count data, presence or absence of exit holes, and whether the affected elderberry shrubs are located in
riparian habitat to determine the number of elderberry seedlings or cuttings and associated riparian
vegetation that would need to be planted as compensatory mitigation for affected elderberry longhorn beetle
habitat. The final VELB mitigation plan, including transplanting procedures, long-term protection,
management of the mitigation areas, and monitoring procedures shall be consistent with the Conservation
Guidelines for the Valley Elderberry Longhorn Beetle (USFWS 1999).

The population of valley elderberry longhorn beetles, the general condition of the conservation area, and
the condition of the elderberry and associated native plantings in the conservation area must be monitored
over a period of either ten consecutive years or for seven years over a 15-year period. A minimum
survival rate of at least 60% of the elderberry plants and 60% of the associated native plants must be
maintained throughout the monitoring period. Within one year of discovering that survival has dropped
below 60%, the project applicant(s) shall replace failed plantings to bring survival above this level.
Detailed information on monitoring success of relocated and planted shrubs and measures to compensate
(should success criteria not be met) would be required in the BO.
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Mitigation for the off-site elements outside of the City of Folsom’s jurisdictional boundaries (i.e., U.S. 50
interchange improvements) must be developed by the project applicant(s) of each applicable project phase
in consultation with the affected oversight agency(ies) (i.e., Caltrans) and must be sufficient to achieve
the performance criteria described above.

Implementation: Project applicant(s) of all project phases.

Timing: Before the approval of any grading or improvement plans or any ground-disturbing
activity within 100 feet of valley elderberry longhorn beetle habitat as applicable for
all project phases, and on an ongoing basis as required by BO.

Enforcement: 1. U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, Sacramento District; U.S. Fish and Wildlife
Service.

2. For all project-related improvements that would be located within the City of
Folsom: City of Folsom Community Development Department.

3. For the U.S. 50 interchange improvements: Caltrans.
Finding

Specific economic, legal, social, technological, or other considerations, including provision of
employment opportunities for highly trained workers, make infeasible the mitigation measures or
project alternatives identified in the FEIR/FEIS.

Development under the Proposed Project Alternative would result in an increase in development and human
population that would result in adverse effects on a number of special-status wildlife species. Special-status
wildlife listed under ESA that could be substantially affected by the Proposed Project Alternative include vernal
pool fairy shrimp, vernal pool tadpole shrimp, conservancy fairy shrimp, and valley elderberry longhorn beetle.
Swainson’s hawk, which is listed under CESA as threatened, could also be adversely affected by the Proposed
Project Alternative. Impacts on these five listed species would be considered significant and are discussed in
detail below. Special-status raptors, western spadefoot, tricolored blackbird, and special-status bats could also be
adversely affected, and are discussed further below. Impacts on all other special-status wildlife species are
considered less than significant because potential loss of a few individuals is not likely to result in a substantial
adverse affect on the population.

Wildlife Associated with Vernal Pools

The SPA contains approximately 5 acres of vernal pools, 5 acres of seasonal wetlands, and 26 acres of seasonal
wetland swales that are considered potential habitat for vernal pool fairy shrimp, conservancy fairy shrimp, vernal
pool tadpole shrimp, and western spadefoot toad. However, western spadefoot generally require a minimum of
three weeks of continuous inundation to complete development from an egg to metamorphosis. Most of the
features identified as seasonal wetland swales would be unlikely to support surface water for a minimum of three
weeks and are therefore unlikely to provide suitable habitat for successful reproduction of western spadefoot.
Vernal pool tadpole shrimp and conservancy fairy shrimp are Federally listed as endangered. Vernal pool fairy
shrimp is Federally listed as threatened. Western spadefoot is a California species of special concern. Vernal pool
tadpole shrimp have been documented directly adjacent to the southwest corner of the SPA, and vernal pool fairy
shrimp have been documented on the Prairie City Road Business Park site within the SPA (CNDDB 2008,
ECORP Consulting 2009b). Western spadefoot are known to occur in Mather Regional Park, more than 5 miles
from the SPA.

California tiger salamander is not expected to occur in the SPA. Although there is potentially suitable breeding
habitat in some vernal pools, seasonal wetlands, and ponds and suitable uplands in the grasslands on site,
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California tiger salamander have not been detected in Sacramento County north of the Cosumnes River (USFWS
2004). In a survey transect that extended along the west side of the Sacramento Valley from Shasta County to
Solano County, California tiger salamanders were recorded only at the Jepson Prairie in Solano County (Watts
2008). Surveys of vernal pool habitats on and near the SPA have not incidentally detected California tiger
salamander. Given that the closest known population is 15 miles to the south of the SPA and the lack of known
populations in the project region, it is unlikely for California tiger salamander to occur in the SPA.

Protocol surveys (two wet-seasons or consecutive wet- and dry-season surveys) for Federally listed vernal pool
crustaceans have been conducted on the Carpenter Ranch, Folsom South, Folsom 560, Folsom 138, and Prairie
City Road Business Park sites within the SPA and no adults or cysts of vernal pool tadpole shrimp or
Conservancy fairy shrimp were detected (MJM Properties 2007a, MJM Properties 2007b, Colliers International
2007a, Gibson and Skordal 2009, ECORP 2009b). However, vernal pool fairy shrimp were detected in two
locations within the Prairie City Business Park property at the northwest corner of the SPA during wet-season
surveys in 2008-2009 (ECORP 2009b). Federally listed vernal pool crustaceans could occur on the Sacramento
Country Day School site or off-site elements where suitable habitat is present (Holloway Rassmusson
Molondanof 2005 and The Hodgson Company 2007a). Although surveys over the majority of the SPA in suitable
habitat indicate that listed vernal pool crustaceans may be absent from most of the site, vernal pool fairy shrimp is
known to occur in at least one watershed, which is connected to other suitable habitats on the site. However, the
Prairie City Road Business Park site where vernal pool fairy shrimp were found is downstream from the
remainder of the SPA so this species would be unlikely to disperse from this location to other wetlands in the SPA
through flowing water.

Focused surveys for western spadefoot were conducted in April 2006 on approximately 40% of the SPA and were
not detected (MJM Properties 2006d). The aquatic habitats surveyed were determined to be unsuitable for western
spadefoot due to the abundance of predatory bullfrogs. Although habitat conditions may not be suitable for
successful reproduction of western spadefoot, the species may be present in vernal pools or other seasonal
wetlands in the SPA.

Implementation of the Proposed Project Alternative would permanently remove approximately 25 acres of
potential habitat for special-status vernal pool crustaceans and western spadefoot, which includes approximately 3
acres of vernal pools, 4 acres of seasonal wetland, and 18 acres of seasonal wetland swale, as discussed under
Impact 3A.3-1 “Loss and Degradation of Jurisdictional Wetlands and Other Waters of the U.S., and Waters of the
State.” Approximately 2 acres of vernal pools, 1 acre of seasonal wetland, and 8 acres of seasonal wetland swale
would be preserved in open space areas. Preserved wetlands within the designated open space areas would be
provided with a 25-foot-wide buffer where no project-related ground disturbance would occur. Outside of the
25-foot-wide buffer, an additional 50 feet of “no-development” buffer would be established; however disturbance
associated with contour grading, mitigation planting, trails, benches, and other passive recreational amenities may
occur in this 50-foot “no development” buffer.

In addition to the direct effect of habitat loss or injury to individuals by filling suitable habitat, vernal pool species
could be indirectly affected by project activities that occur adjacent to wetland habitats. Indirect effects include
habitat degradation that could result from reduction in water quality caused by urban runoff, erosion, and siltation;
intrusion of humans and domestic animals; and introduction of invasive plant species. In addition, the hydrology
of the wetland habitats for vernal pool crustaceans and western spadefoot could be altered by substantial grading
of the site, including within the open space areas, and creation of impervious surfaces proposed for adjacent
uplands. All portions of the SPA, with the exception of 25-foot-wide buffers around preserved wetlands, would be
subject to contour grading, which could affect wetland hydrology and water quality. Overall site topography
would be substantially altered to achieve level ground for development. These earthmoving activities and
resulting gradient changes across the SPA could alter hydrologic patterns and adversely affect wetlands and
drainage channels retained in the SPA, as well as off-site wetlands, by altering hydration periods, peak flows,
runoff volumes, and runoff durations. Construction of new roadways and roadway improvements associated with
development of the backbone infrastructure could disrupt or eliminate hydrologic and biological connectivity that
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is important to support wetlands and associated wildlife species. In addition, western spadefoot, if they occur in
the SPA, could be indirectly affected by an increase in vehicular traffic on the site, which could result in mortality
during dispersal or seasonal movements between aquatic and upland habitats.

Therefore, direct and indirect impacts to vernal pool fairy shrimp, conservancy fairy shrimp, vernal pool tadpole
shrimp, and western spadefoot toad would be significant.

Swainson’s Hawk and Other Raptors

Swainson’s hawk, a species state-listed as threatened, is one of several raptors that are likely to nest and/or forage
in the SPA. Two California species of special concern (western burrowing owl and northern harrier) have been
documented foraging on the site (MJM Properties 2006b), and are expected to nest on site. White-tailed kite,
which is fully protected under the California Fish and Game Code, is also expected to nest and forage on site. One
additional California species of special concern, golden eagle, may forage on site outside of the breeding season.
All raptors and their nests are protected under Section 3503.5 of the California Fish and Game Code. Common
raptors that could nest in the SPA include Cooper’s hawk, American kestrel, red-tailed hawk, red-shouldered
hawk, western screech-owl, great horned owl, and barn owl.

Implementation of the Proposed Project Alternative would have a substantial adverse effect on nesting and
foraging habitat for raptors. Of the approximately 642 acres of existing oak woodland that is considered potential
nesting habitat for Swainson’s hawk and other tree-nesting raptors, approximately 243 acres (37%) would be
removed. If trees are to be removed during the raptor breeding season (February—August), mortality of eggs and
chicks could result if an active nest were present. In addition, project construction could disturb active nests near
the construction area or in trees not yet removed from the SPA, potentially resulting in nest abandonment by the
adults and mortality of chicks and eggs. Indirect effects to nesting raptors include increased nest failure due to
disruption of essential breeding and foraging behavior resulting from human disturbances in adjacent developed
areas and increased nest predation by wildlife species associated with human development, such as crows and
raccoons, as well as domestic cats (and dogs for ground-nesting raptors such as burrowing owl and northern
harrier). The 2,594 acres of grassland habitat present in the SPA is considered foraging habitat for raptors and
could be used for nesting by burrowing owl and northern harrier. The grading, paving, and other ground
disturbances in the project footprint could indirectly affect nesting and foraging raptors by reducing the
population of the small mammal prey base of many raptors over the entire SPA through conversion of natural
vegetation cover. Large raptors generally require large areas of suitable foraging habitat. The remaining grassland
in the open space areas would be fragmented by the development, which may cause the habitat to be unsuitable
for raptor foraging.

As a consequence of direct loss of nesting and foraging habitat and indirect effects to nest success and foraging
habitat quality, implementation of the Proposed Project Alternative could eventually lead to the permanent
displacement of some raptors from the SPA. Therefore, the Proposed Project Alternative would result in
significant direct and indirect impacts on Swainson’s hawk and other raptors.

Valley Elderberry Longhorn Beetle

The valley elderberry longhorn beetle is Federally listed as threatened, but has been proposed for delisting.
Several elderberry shrubs with stems greater than 1.0 inch in diameter at ground level, which provide potential
habitat for valley elderberry longhorn beetle (USFWS 1999), have been documented throughout the SPA
(GenCorp 2007d,e; MIM Properties 2006b; Colliers International 2006). Valley elderberry longhorn beetles have
been documented within two miles of the site (CNDDB 2008), and beetle exit holes potentially created by valley
elderberry longhorn beetles have been observed in elderberry shrubs adjacent to the SPA (ECORP 2007d).

Implementation of the Proposed Project Alternative could result in the direct or indirect loss of valley elderberry
longhorn beetles or their habitat. Six elderberry shrubs have been mapped in the SPA (Exhibit 3A.3-1), but at
least one unmapped shrub is known to occur on site (GenCorp 2007d), and additional shrubs may also be present
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because thorough, focused surveys have not been conducted. Although a portion of the SPA including one
mapped elderberry shrub has been set aside for preservation, at least four elderberry shrubs are known to be
located within areas proposed for development, and additional shrubs may also be located within development
and/or grading areas. If elderberry shrubs containing valley elderberry longhorn beetle larvae are removed while
listed, direct take of this Federally-threatened species would result, which would constitute a significant impact. It
is conceivable that over the 20-year buildout period, the species could become delisted. Indirect impacts could
also result if the health of elderberry shrubs containing valley elderberry longhorn beetle larvae is adversely
affected. Indirect impacts could occur if herbicides or insecticides are used in habitats adjacent to elderberry
shrubs, if earthmoving activities disturb elderberry shrub roots, or if the topography and/or hydrology of the
surrounding area are altered to the extent that it reduces the soil moisture surrounding the elderberry shrub.
Therefore, direct and indirect impacts to valley elderberry longhorn beetle are considered to be significant. If
delisting occurs, this direct and indirect impact would be less than significant, however for purposes of this
EIR/EIS, this direct and indirect impact is considered significant.

Tricolored Blackbird

Nesting habitat for tricolored blackbird is found in riparian habitat and blackberry brambles along Alder Creek
and adjacent to several ponds in the SPA. Tricolored blackbirds nest in colonies of 100s to 10,000s of individuals.
Nesting colonies will often occur in the same location over many years, but colonies may also shift locations if
nest failure occurs. An abundant insect source near the nesting colony is an important habitat component and
nesting colonies are often associated with dairies, feedlots, or wastewater treatment ponds. Although tricolored
blackbirds are not known to nest on the site and suitable nesting and foraging habitat is limited, several tricolored
blackbird colonies are known from within 5 miles of the SPA (CNDDB 2008). Disturbance during construction
could result in nest abandonment and loss of eggs or young if an active tricolored blackbird nesting colony were
to be present during ground-disturbing activities. Due to the potential for large numbers of nesting tricolored
blackbirds to be lost, this direct impact would be considered potentially significant. Because project activities
adjacent to potential nesting habitat are not expected to result in the mortality of individuals, chicks, or eggs,
indirect impacts would be considered less than significant.

Special-Status Bats

Several special-status bat species have potential to occur in the SPA, including pallid bat, Townsend’s big-eared
bat, western mastiff bat, and western red bat. These species may forage over open grassland and woodland areas,
as well as riparian areas. Roosting habitat is typically a limiting factor to bat distribution. Western mastiff bat is
unlikely to roost on site due to habitat preference to use tall cliffs and rocks, which are absent from the site.
Western red bat roosts in tree foliage, especially in cottonwoods, sycamore, and other broad-leaved deciduous
riparian trees (Pierson et al. 2004); suitable roosting habitat for western red bat is lacking from the site, as the
riparian habitat along Alder Creek mostly consists of willow and blackberry scrub. An abandoned mine shaft is
present in the south central portion of the site and would likely be filled or capped due to public safety issues. It is
unknown if this mine shaft provides suitable thermal or structural conditions for roosting bats. However, if the
mine shaft is used as a day roost, hibernation roost, or maternity colony roost, implementation of the Proposed
Project Alternative could result in injury and mortality of pallid bat, Townsend’s big-eared bat, or other common
bat species. Day roosts are used throughout the spring and summer and maternity colony roosts can be active from
approximately early April until mid-October. Hibernation roosts may be used from approximately November to
early March. Loss of individual bats would be considered a potentially significant, direct impact. There would
be no indirect impact on special-status bat species.
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Off-Site Elements
Wildlife Associated with Vernal Pools

The off-site elements would result in fill of approximately 0.59 acres of vernal pool, 0.25 acres of seasonal
wetlands, or 0.55 acres seasonal wetland swales, which are potential habitat for vernal pool fairy shrimp,
conservancy fairy shrimp, vernal pool tadpole shrimp, and western spadefoot toad. Construction of the off-site
elements that support project development could result in loss of individuals or potential habitat for special-status
wildlife associated with vernal pools. Indirect effects could include habitat degradation from runoff, erosion,
siltation, or alteration of the hydrologic function of the wetlands. Therefore, significant direct and indirect
impacts would occur.

Swainson’s Hawk and Other Raptors

Construction of the off-site elements could result in disturbance to nesting Swainson’s hawk or other raptors or
direct removal of nest trees. Ground-disturbing activities near active nest trees could result in nest abandonment
by the adults and mortality of chicks and eggs. Although the interchange improvements would result in loss of
approximately 43 acres of annual grassland, these area are not likely important raptor foraging areas, as they are
adjacent to existing roadways and U.S. 50 and located in hilly terrain. Loss of an active Swainson’s hawk or other
raptor nest would be considered a potentially significant direct and indirect impact.

Valley Elderberry Longhorn Beetle

It is unknown if suitable habitat for valley elderberry longhorn beetle would be affected by the off-site elements.
However, if elderberry shrubs with stems greater than 1 inch are present in or adjacent to project construction,
significant direct or indirect impacts to valley elderberry longhorn beetle larvae could occur. There are no
elderberry shrubs present at the off-site detention basin site or the off-site roadway connections into El Dorado
County. Elderberry shrubs are present in the U.S. 50 Prairie City Road interchange improvement footprint.

Tricolored Blackbird

Construction activities for the off-site elements could result in disturbance to tricolored blackbird colonies, which
may result in nest abandonment and loss of eggs or young. Due to the potential for large numbers of nesting
tricolored blackbirds to be lost, this direct impact would be considered potentially significant. Indirect impacts
on tricolored blackbirds from off-site construction would be less than significant because they are not expected
to result in the mortality of individuals, chicks, or eggs.

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 lessen significant direct and indirect impacts on special-status wildlife resulting from the Proposed
Project Alternative; however, this impact would remain significant and unavoidable because the direct removal
of approximately 2,700 acres and indirect effect to approximately 800 acres of potential habitat for special-status
wildlife cannot be fully mitigated. In addition, some of the off-site elements (two roadway connections in El
Dorado County, detention basin in Sacramento County, and U.S. 50 interchange improvements) fall under the
jurisdiction of El Dorado and Sacramento Counties and Caltrans; therefore, neither the City nor the project
applicant(s) would have control over their timing or implementation. The amount of habitat lost could potentially
contribute to the decline of Swainson’s hawk populations in the region. This decline would constitute a substantial
adverse effect under CEQA.

Impacts on special-status wildlife species could be fully mitigated only through a combination of habitat
preservation and restoration in the vicinity of the SPA. Parcels of similar habitat quality are currently present in
the project vicinity, but these parcels would be of lesser value following development of the project because of the
effects of habitat fragmentation and secondary and indirect impacts related to the project. Moreover, there would
be a net loss of approximately 3,500 acres of potential habitat for special-status species regardless of the acreage
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preserved. Therefore, fully compensating for the impact by preserving existing habitat in the project vicinity is
infeasible. The mitigation does include elements of habitat creation and enhancement that would increase the
habitat value of preserved lands so that mitigation habitat could be of greater value than habitat lost and degraded,
but there is not sufficient undeveloped land in the project vicinity to offset the effects of habitat fragmentation on
special-status species, and thus, fully mitigate the impact, or reduce it to a less-than-significant level.

No other feasible mitigation measures are available to reduce impacts associated with potential loss and
degradation of habitat resulting from project development to a less-than-significant level because it is technically
infeasible to allow new development without potential loss or degradation of habitat. The project’s objectives
include providing a large-scale mixed-use and mixed-density residential housing development within the City of
Folsom, south of U.S. 50. Therefore, mitigation to a less-than-significant level is not possible while still allowing
for implementation of the specific plan. Thus, because it is impossible to allow new development without
potential loss or degradation of habitat, mitigation of this impact to a less-than-significant level would be facially
infeasible and this impact is significant and unavoidable. As explained in Section 4, “Statement of Overriding
Considerations”, the environmental, economic, legal, social, technological, and other benefits outweigh and
override the remaining significant impacts related to loss and degradation of habitat.

IMPACT  Potential Loss or Degradation of Special-Status Plant Populations and Habitat. Project implementation
3A.3-3  could result in direct removal of special-status plants, if they are present, through loss of suitable habitat or
degradation of suitable habitat due to site alteration.

Mitigation

Mitigation Measure 3A.3-3: Conduct Special-Status Plant Surveys; Implement Avoidance and Mitigation Measures or
Compensatory Mitigation.

To mitigate for the potential loss or degradation of special-status plant species and habitat, the project
applicant(s) for any particular discretionary development application shall adhere to the requirements
described below.

» The project applicant(s) for any particular discretionary development application, including the
proposed off-site elements, shall retain a qualified botanist to conduct protocol level preconstruction
special-status plant surveys for all potentially occurring species. Preconstruction special-status plant
surveys shall not be required for those portions of the SPA that have already been surveyed according
to DFG and USFWS guidelines. If no special-status plants are found during focused surveys, the
botanist shall document the findings in a letter report to USFWS, DFG, the City of Folsom, Caltrans
(for interchange improvements to U.S. 50), El Dorado County (for roadway connections in El Dorado
County), and Sacramento County (for the off-site detention basin) and no further mitigation shall be
required.

» If special-status plant populations are found, the project applicant(s) of affected developments shall
consult with DFG and USFWS, as appropriate depending on species status, to determine the
appropriate mitigation measures for direct and indirect impacts on any special-status plant population
that could occur as a result of project implementation. Mitigation measures may include preserving
and enhancing existing populations, creation of off-site populations on project mitigation sites
through seed collection or transplantation, and/or restoring or creating suitable habitat in sufficient
quantities to achieve no net loss of occupied habitat or individuals.

» Ifpotential impacts on special-status plant species are likely, a mitigation and monitoring plan shall
be developed before the approval of grading plans or any ground-breaking activity within 250 feet of
a special-status plant population. The mitigation plan shall be submitted to Caltrans (for interchange
improvements to U.S. 50), El Dorado County (for impacts in roadway connections in El Dorado
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County), Sacramento County (for impacts in the off-site detention basin footprint), or the City of
Folsom (for on-site impacts and all other off-site elements), for review and approval. It shall be
submitted concurrently to DFG or USFWS, as appropriate depending on species status, for review
and comment. The plan shall require maintaining viable plant populations on-site and shall identify
avoidance measures for any existing population(s) to be retained and compensatory measures for any
populations directly affected. Possible avoidance measures include fencing populations before
construction and exclusion of project activities from the fenced-off areas, and construction monitoring
by a qualified botanist to keep construction crews away from the population. The mitigation plan
shall also include monitoring and reporting requirements for populations to be preserved on site or
protected or enhanced off-site.

» Ifrelocation efforts are part of the mitigation plan, the plan shall include details on the methods to be
used, including collection, storage, propagation, receptor site preparation, installation, long-term
protection and management, monitoring and reporting requirements, and remedial action
responsibilities should the initial effort fail to meet long-term monitoring requirements.

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

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., Caltrans, El Dorado and/or Sacramento Counties).

Implementation: Project applicant(s) of all project phases and on- and off-site elements.

Timing: Before approval of grading or improvement plans or any ground disturbing activities,
including grubbing or clearing, for any project phase, including off-site elements.

Enforcement: 1. U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, California Department of Fish and Game.

2. For all project-related improvements that would be located within the City of
Folsom: City of Folsom Community Development Department.

3. For the two roadway connections in El Dorado Hills: El Dorado County
Development Services Department.

4. For the detention basin west of Prairie City Road: Sacramento County Planning
and Community Development Department.

5. For the U.S. 50 interchange improvements: Caltrans.
Finding for Elements Within the City of Folsom’s Jurisdiction
Changes or alterations have been required in, or incorporated into, the Proposed Project Alternative
which would avoid or substantially lessen this potentially significant environmental effect as identified
in the FEIR/FEIS.
Eleven special-status plant species have the potential to occur in the SPA and off-site improvement areas in vernal

pool, seasonal wetland, freshwater marsh, pond, oak woodland, and grassland habitats. Protocol-level surveys for
eight of these species—Ahart’s dwarf rush, Bogg’s Lake hedge-hyssop, dwarf downingia, legenere, pincushion
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navarretia, Sacramento Orcutt grass, slender Orcutt grass, and Tuolumne button-celery—were conducted on the
Folsom South property by ECORP in spring 2006 (MJM Properties LLC 2006) and no special-status plants were
found. Protocol-level surveys were conducted on the Sacramento Country Day School property by Virginia
Daines and Susan Saunders in spring 2005. Species targeted during the Country Day School surveys included the
species targeted during the Folsom South surveys plus hoary navarretia (Navarretia eriocephala), a CNPS watch
list species. No special-status plant species were found on the Sacramento Country Day School site. Neither of the
surveys included big scale balsamroot, Brandegee’s clarkia, or Sanford’s arrowhead as target species; therefore,
these species could have been overlooked, if present during these surveys. Big scale balsamroot and Brandegee’s
clarkia grow in upland habitats that were not focused on during the Folsom South surveys because the target
species of those surveys are associated with vernal pools or other wetland habitats. Sanford’s arrowhead is an
emergent species that grows in shallowly inundated areas such as pond edges or slow-moving stream channels.
This species has been documented immediately adjacent to the SPA. It is unlikely that ponds were included in the
Folsom South surveys, since species targeted during those surveys do not typically grow in ponds. Suitable
habitat for Sanford’s arrowhead is not likely present on the Sacramento Country Day School site.

In 2009, ECORP conducted protocol-level surveys at the Hillsborough and Prairie City Business Park properties
for all of the target species listed previously, except for big-scale balsamroot. No special-status plant species were
found during these surveys.

Protocol-level special-status plant surveys were conducted on the Carpenter Ranch property by Gibson and
Skordal during April, May, and June 2009. All of the target species were included in these surveys. No special-
status plant species were found during the surveys conducted on Carpenter Ranch.

Special-status plant surveys have not been conducted on any of the other properties comprising the SPA or in any
of the off-site improvement areas. Bogg’s Lake hedge-hyssop, a species that is state-listed as endangered, has
been documented in close proximity to the proposed off-site detention basin near the southwest boundary of the
SPA. Potentially suitable habitat for this species is present on the proposed off-site detention basin site and there
is high potential for it to be present there. Potentially suitable habitat for special-status plants is also present in the
interchange improvement areas and the roadway connections into EI Dorado County. In addition, because the
project would be constructed in phases over a period of approximately 15 to 20 years, special-status plants could
colonize previously surveyed areas before construction begins. Therefore, the possibility that special-status plants
are present, or would be present at the beginning of construction, in the SPA or off-site improvement areas cannot
be eliminated at this time.

Loss of suitable habitat as a result of project development could result in direct removal or mortality of special-status
plants, if they are present. Project development could also result in indirect impacts on special-status plants including
impacts caused by pollutants transported by urban runoff and other means, changes in vegetation as a result of
changes in land use and management practices, altered hydrology from the construction of adjacent residential
development and roadways, habitat fragmentation, and the introduction of invasive species or noxious weeds from
surrounding development.

Because project development would result in loss and degradation of habitat that could support special-status
plant species, direct and indirect impacts on special-status plant species are considered potentially significant.

Implementation of Mitigation Measure 3A.3-3 would reduce the potentially significant impacts on special-status
plant species under the Proposed Project Alternative to a less-than-significant level because each phase of
development would be required to identify and avoid special-status plant populations or provide compensation for
the loss of special-status plants through creation of off-site populations, conservation easements, or other
appropriate measures.
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Finding for Elements Outside the City of Folsom’s Jurisdiction

Changes or alterations which avoid or substantially lessen the significant environmental effect as
identified in the FEIR/FEILS are within the responsibility and jurisdiction of another public agency and
not the agency making the finding. Such changes have been adopted by such other agency or can and
should be adopted by such other agency.

For the on-site elements and off-site elements within the City’s jurisdiction, changes or alterations have been
required in, or incorporated into, the Proposed Project Alternative which would avoid or substantially lessen this
potentially significant environmental effect as identified in the FEIR/FEIS. However, some of the off-site
elements (U.S. 50 interchange improvements, two roadway connections in El Dorado County, and detention basin
in Sacramento County) fall under the jurisdiction of Caltrans, El Dorado County, and Sacramento County,
respectively. Therefore, the City of Folsom would not have control or authority over the timing or implementation
of Mitigation Measure 3A.3-3. The agency(ies) with jurisdiction over these off-site elements can and should
implement Mitigation Measure MM 3A.3-3, which would mitigate this potential impact to a less than significant
level.

IMPACT Loss of Sensitive Natural Communities (Not Already Covered under Other Impacts). Project
3A.3-4  implementation would result in loss of riparian habitat, and valley needlegrass grassland that may be present
in the SPA and could be removed by project development. These are natural communities considered
sensitive by state and local resource agencies and require consideration under CEQA.

Mitigation
Implement Mitigation Measures 3A.3-1a and 1b.
Mitigation Measure 3A.3-4a: Secure and Implement Section 1602 Streambed Alteration Agreement.

The project applicant(s) for any particular discretionary development application shall obtain a
Section 1602 streambed alteration agreement from DFG for all construction activities that would
occur in the bed and bank of Alder Creek and other drainage channels and ponds on the SPA. As
a condition of issuance of the streambed alteration agreement, the project applicant(s) for any
particular discretionary development application affecting riparian habitat shall hire a qualified
restoration ecologist to prepare a riparian habitat MMP. The draft MMP shall describe specific
method(s) to be implemented to avoid and/or compensate for impacts on the stream channel of
Alder Creek and other drainage channels within DFG jurisdiction, and the bed and banks of the
on-site ponds. Mitigation measures may include establishment or restoration of riparian habitat
within the project’s open space areas along preserved stream corridors, riparian habitat
restoration off-site, or preservation and enhancement of existing riparian habitat either on or off
the SPA. The compensation habitat shall be similar in composition and structure to the habitat to
be removed and shall be at ratios adequate to offset the loss of riparian habitat functions and
services at the SPA. The riparian habitat compensation section of the habitat MMP shall include
the following:

» compensatory mitigation sites and criteria for selecting these mitigation sites;

» complete assessment of the existing biological resources in both the on-site and off-site preservation
and restoration areas;

» site-specific management procedures to benefit establishment and maintenance of native riparian
plant species, including black willow, arroyo willow, white alder, and Fremont cottonwood;
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» aplanting and irrigation program if needed for establishment of native riparian trees and shrubs at
strategic locations within each mitigation site (planting and irrigation may not be necessary if
preservation of functioning riparian habitat is chosen as mitigation or if restoration can be
accomplished without irrigation or planting);

» in kind reference habitats for comparison with compensatory riparian habitats (using performance and
success criteria) to document success;

» monitoring protocol, including schedule and annual report requirements (compensatory riparian
habitats shall be monitored for a minimum period of five years);

» ecological performance standards, based on the best available science and including specifications for
native riparian plant densities, species composition, amount of dead woody vegetation gaps and bare
ground, and survivorship; at a minimum, compensatory mitigation planting sites must achieve 80%
survival of planted riparian trees and shrubs by the end of the five-year maintenance and monitoring
period or dead and dying trees shall be replaced and monitoring continued until 80% survivorship is
achieved;

» corrective measures if performance standards are not met;
» responsible parties for monitoring and preparing reports; and

» responsible parties for receiving and reviewing reports and for verifying success or prescribing
implementation or corrective actions.

Any conditions of issuance of the Streambed Alteration Agreement shall be implemented as part
of project construction activities that adversely affect the bed and bank and riparian habitat
associated with Alder Creek and other drainage channels and ponds that are within the project
area that is subject to DFG jurisdiction. The agreement shall be executed by the project
applicant(s) and DFG 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
Alder Creek and other on-site or off-site drainage channels under DFG jurisdiction and their
associated freshwater marsh and riparian habitat.

Mitigation for the U.S. 50 interchange improvements must be coordinated by the project
applicant(s) of each applicable project phase with the Caltrans.

Implementation: Project applicant(s) of all project phases and the off-site Prairie City Road and Oak
Avenue interchange improvements.

Timing: Before the approval of grading or improvement plans or any construction activities
(including clearing and grubbing) that affect the bed and bank or riparian and
freshwater marsh habitat associated with Alder Creek and other on-site or off-site
drainage channels and ponds.

Enforcement: 1. California Department of Fish and Game.

2. City of Folsom Community Development Department.

3. Caltrans for interchange improvements to U.S. 50.
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Mitigation Measure 3A.3-4b: Conduct Surveys to Identify and Map Valley Needlegrass Grassland; Implement
Avoidance and Minimization Measures or Compensatory Mitigation.

The project applicant(s) of all project phases shall retain a qualified botanist to conduct preconstruction
surveys to determine if valley needlegrass grassland is present on the SPA. This could be done
concurrently with any special-status plant surveys conducted on site as special-status plant surveys are
floristic in nature, i.e. require that all species encountered be identified, and require preparation of a plant
community map. If valley needlegrass grassland is not found on the SPA, the botanist shall document the
findings in a letter report to the City of Folsom, and no further mitigation shall be required. Valley
needlegrass grassland was not found in any of the off-site project elements.

If valley needlegrass grassland is found on the SPA, the location and extent of the community shall be
mapped and the acreage of this community type, if any, that would be removed by project implementation
shall be calculated. The project applicant(s) for any particular discretionary development application
affecting valley needlegrass grassland shall consult with DFG and the City of Folsom to determine
appropriate mitigation for removal of valley needlegrass grassland resulting from project implementation.
Mitigation measures shall include one or more of the following components sufficient to achieve no net
loss of valley needlegrass grassland acreage: establishment of valley needlegrass grassland within
project’s open space areas currently characterized by annual grassland, establishment of valley
needlegrass grassland off-site, or preservation and enhancement of existing valley needlegrass grassland
either on or off the SPA. The applicant(s) shall compensate for any loss of valley needlegrass grassland
resulting from project implementation at a minimum 1:1 replacement ratio.

Implementation: ~ Project applicant(s) for any particular discretionary development application
affecting valley needle grassland.

Timing: Before approval of grading or improvement plans or any ground-disturbing activities,
including grubbing or clearing, for any project phase.

Enforcement: 1. California Department of Fish and Game.
2. City of Folsom Community Development Department.
Finding for Elements within the City of Folsom’s Jurisdiction

Changes or alterations have been required in, or incorporated into, the Proposed Project Alternative
which would avoid or substantially lessen this potentially significant environmental effect as identified
in the FEIR/FEIS.

The SPA supports approximately 11 acres of riparian habitat. Implementation of the Proposed Project Alternative
would result in removal of approximately 0.70 acre of riparian habitat associated with Alder Creek and its
tributaries. Construction of the Prairie City Road and Oak Avenue interchanges would result in removal of an
additional 3.3 acres of riparian habitat associated with Alder Creek and tributaries. Construction of the off-site
detention basin, the Rowberry Drive Overcrossing, the underground sewer force main, and two off-site roadway
connections into El Dorado County would have no impact on riparian habitat. The interchange improvements to
U.S. 50 at Prairie City Road would affect riparian habitat.

Potential indirect impacts on riparian habitat include degradation caused by pollutants transported by urban
runoff, changes in vegetation as a result of changes in land use and management practices, altered site hydrology
from the construction of adjacent residential development and roadways, and the introduction of invasive species
or noxious weeds from the surrounding development, and intrusion by humans and domestic animals that could
disturb riparian vegetation and reduce habitat values.
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The SPA may also support valley needlegrass grassland, a community identified as sensitive by DFG and tracked
in the CNDDB. Although plant communities in the SPA were mapped by ECORP, valley needlegrass grassland
blends in with annual grassland and often occurs as small patches in large expanses of annual grassland. For this
reason it is easily overlooked unless someone is specifically searching for it and may be present in patches too
small to have been identified at the coarse scale that upland habitats were mapped. Valley needlegrass grassland
has been identified adjacent to the SPA and could be present in the SPA. If present, valley needlegrass grassland
could be removed as a result of project implementation. This community was not found in any of the off-site
improvement areas.

The loss and degradation of riparian habitat that would occur with project implementation constitutes an adverse
effect on a sensitive natural community regulated by DFG under Section 1602 of the California Fish and Game
Code. Therefore, a direct and indirect significant impact would result.

The loss of valley needlegrass grassland would be an adverse affect on a sensitive natural community. Because it
is unknown if this community is present in the SPA, this is considered a potentially significant direct impact.

Implementation of the mitigation measures described above would reduce significant impacts on sensitive natural
communities under the Proposed Project Alternative, and the off-site Prairie City Road and Oak Avenue
interchange elements to a less-than-significant level because a mitigation and monitoring plan ensuring adequate
compensation for the loss of riparian habitat would have to be developed and implemented as a condition of the
streambed alteration permit and because valley needlegrass grassland would be identified and mapped in the SPA
and the removed acreage of this community would be compensated through establishment elsewhere or
preservation and enhancement of existing acreage of valley needlegrass grassland.

Finding for Elements Outside the City of Folsom’s Jurisdiction

Changes or alterations which avoid or substantially lessen the significant environmental effect as
identified in the FEIR/FEILS are within the responsibility and jurisdiction of another public agency and
not the agency making the finding. Such changes have been adopted by such other agency or can and
should be adopted by such other agency.

For the on-site elements and off-site elements within the City’s jurisdiction, changes or alterations have been
required in, or incorporated into, the Proposed Project Alternative which would avoid or substantially lessen this
potentially significant environmental effect as identified in the FEIR/FEIS. However, some of the off-site elements
(U.S. 50 interchange improvements, two roadway connections in El Dorado County, and detention basin in
Sacramento County) fall under the jurisdiction of Caltrans, El Dorado County, and Sacramento County, respectively.
Therefore, the City of Folsom would not have control or authority over the timing or implementation of
Mitigation Measures 3A.3-1a, 3A.3-1b, 3A.3-4a, and 3A.3-4b. The agency(ies) with jurisdiction over these off-
site elements can and should implement Mitigation Measures 3A.3-1a, 3A.3-1b, 3A.3-4a, and 3A.3-4b, which
would mitigate this potential impact to a less than significant level.

IMPACT Loss of Blue Oak Woodland and Individual Oak Trees. Project implementation would result in the removal
3A.3-5 of blue oak woodland. In addition, individual oak trees meeting the criteria for protection under Folsom
Municipal Code and the Sacramento County Tree Ordinance, but not included within the oak woodland, would
also be removed.
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Mitigation

Mitigation Measure 3A.3-5: Conduct Tree Survey, Prepare and Implement an Oak Woodland Mitigation Plan, Replace
Native Oak Trees Removed, and Implement Measures to Avoid and Minimize Indirect Impacts on Oak Trees and Oak
Woodland Habitat Retained On Site.

The project applicant(s) shall prepare an oak woodland mitigation and monitoring plan. The project
applicant(s) of all on- and off-site project phases containing oak woodland habitat or individual trees shall
adhere to the requirements described below, which are consistent with those outlined in California Public
Resources Code 21083.4.

Pursuant to Sacramento County General Plan policy, the acreage of oak woodland habitat for determining
impacts and mitigation requirements was calculated as the oak tree canopy area within stands of oak trees
having greater than 10% cover plus a 30-foot-radius buffer measured from the outer edge of the tree
canopy. Oak trees located in areas greater than 30 feet from stands meeting the greater than 10% tree
canopy cover criterion were considered isolated trees and not part of the blue oak woodland community.
Mitigation for impacts on isolated oak trees is discussed separately below.

» Preserve approximately 399 acres of existing oak woodland habitat in the SPA (this acreage is based
on the extent of oak woodland habitat as determined from aerial photograph interpretation; however,
following completion of ground verification by a qualified arborist, the actual amount of oak
woodland present within impact areas could be slightly greater or lesser than the amount calculated
from aerial photograph and, therefore, the amount preserved could also be slightly greater or lesser
than 399 acres).

» Create 243 acres of oak woodland habitat in the SPA by planting a combination of blue oak acorns,
seedlings, and trees in the following SPA locations:

Non-wooded areas that are adjacent to or contiguous with the existing oak woodland habitat.
Preserve and passive open space zones throughout the SPA.

Open space areas that are adjacent to existing oak woodlands that will be impacted by project
grading (i.e. catch slopes).

Other practical locations within the SPA in or adjacent to open space.

Oak Woodlands Mitigation Planting Criteria

The following oak woodland mitigation planting criteria shall be used to create oak woodland habitat:

A minimum of 55 planting sites per acre (with a total of 70 units, as defined below) will mitigate
for one acre of oak woodland impacts. A combination of acorns, seedlings, and various sizes of
container trees (#1 container, #5 container, #15 container) or transplanted trees shall be
incorporated into the planting design. Mitigation acreage that is planted solely with larger oak
trees (no acorns) shall have a minimum of 35 planting sites per acre. The units are defined as
follows:

- One established acorn equals one unit (acorns will be over planted to maximize potential
germination).

- One oak seedling equals one unit.
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- One #1 container oak tree equals two units.

- One #5 container oak tree equals three units.

- One #15 container oak tree equals four units.

- One 24-inch boxed oak tree equals six units.

- One transplanted oak tree equals four units per trunk diameter inch (dbh).

- Native non oak species characteristic of oak woodlands shall be included in the mitigation
planting plan to augment overall habitat values. Each non oak tree species shall represent unit
values described above for oak trees, but non oak species shall comprise no more than 10% of
the mitigation plantings.

» Preserve and protect existing off-site oak woodland habitat. Existing, unprotected oak woodland
habitat within Sacramento and El Dorado Counties may be secured and placed under conservation
easement in lieu of onsite mitigation measures if necessary. The oft-site locations would be managed
as oak woodland habitat in perpetuity.

» Create oak woodlands off site. Plant a combination of blue oak acorns, seedlings, and trees at off-site
location(s), if needed to achieve the creation goal of 243 acres of new blue oak woodland habitat.
This measure would only be needed if 243 acres of blue oak woodland could not be created in the
SPA. Off-site creation shall follow the same guidelines as outlined in the Mitigation Planting Criteria
for on-site creation. Off-site tree planting shall occur at sites within Sacramento County that should
naturally support blue oak woodland and shall be used to restore former blue oak woodland habitat
that has been degraded or removed through human activities. Restoration shall be designed to result
in species composition and densities similar to those in the SPA prior to project development. Planted
areas shall be placed under conservation easement and managed as oak woodland habitat in

perpetuity.

» The oak woodland mitigation plan prepared by the project applicant(s) shall include a maintenance
and monitoring program for any replacement trees. The program shall include monitoring and
reporting requirements, schedule, and success criteria. Replacement oak trees shall be maintained and
monitored for a minimum of eight years from the date of planting and irrigation shall be provided to
planted trees for the first five years after planting. Any replacement trees that die during the
monitoring period shall be replaced in sufficient numbers to achieve 80% survival rate for planted
trees by the end of the eight-year maintenance and monitoring period. Dead and dying trees shall be
replaced and monitoring continued until 80% survivorship is achieved. Security acceptable to the City
and sufficient to cover maintenance and monitoring costs for eight years shall be provided to the City
Planning Department. The security will be forfeited if the project applicant or designated responsible
party fails to provide maintenance and monitoring and meet the success criteria.

Isolated Oak Tree Mitigation

The project applicant(s) of all on-site project phases containing oak woodland habitat or isolated trees and
the off-site Prairie City Road and Oak Avenue interchange improvements to U.S. 50; Rowberry Drive
Overcrossing; and the underground sewer force main shall develop a map depicting the tree canopy of all
oak trees in the survey area and identifying the acreage of tree canopy that would be preserved and the
acreage that would be removed. A tree permit for removal of isolated oak trees (those not located within
the delineated boundary of oak woodland habitat) shall be obtained from the City Planning Director. As a
condition of the tree removal permit, project applicant(s) shall be required to develop a Planting and
Maintenance Agreement. The City’s Tree Preservation Code requires compensatory mitigation and the
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City and the project applicants have developed a plan, as set forth Section 10 of the Folsom Plan Area
Specific Plan (attached to this EIR/EIS as Appendix N) specifically to avoid and minimize adverse effects
on isolated oak trees from project development and to provide compensatory mitigation for removal of
protected trees in the SPA. In addition to the language contained in the Folsom Plan Area Specific Plan,
the following elements shall be included in a protected tree mitigation plan to be developed by the project
applicants and agreed upon by the City:

» Project applicant(s) of projects containing isolated oak trees shall retain a certified arborist or
registered professional forester to perform a determinate survey of tree species, size (dbh), condition,
and location for all areas of the project site proposed for tree removal and encroachment of
development. The condition of individual trees shall be assessed according to the American Society
of Consulting Arborists rating system with the following added explanations:

5 = Excellent; No problems — tree has no structural problems, branches are properly spaced and
tree characteristics are nearly perfect for the species.

4 = Good; No apparent problems — tree is in good condition and no apparent problems from
visual inspection. If potential structural or health problems are tended at this stage, future hazard
can be reduced and more serious health problems can be averted.

3 = Fair; Minor problems — There are some minor structural or health problems that pose no
immediate danger. When the recommended actions in an arborist report are completed correctly
the defect(s) can be minimized or eliminated.

2 = Poor; Major problems — the tree is in poor condition, but the condition could be improved
with correct arboricultural work including, but not limited to: pruning, cabling, bracing, bolting,
guying, spraying, mistletoe removal, vertical mulching, and fertilization. If the recommended
actions are completed correctly, hazard can be reduced and the rating can be elevated to a 3. If no
action is taken the tree is considered a liability and should be removed.

1 = Hazardous or non correctable condition — the tree is in extremely poor condition and in non-
reversible decline. This rating is assigned to a tree that has structural and/or health problems that
no amount of tree care work or effort can change. The issues may or may not be considered a
dangerous situation. The tree may also be infested with a disease or pest(s) that is non-
controllable at this time and is causing an unacceptable risk of spreading the disease or pests(s) to
other trees.

0 = Dead — the tree has no significant signs of life (dead or very close to being dead).

Isolated Oak Tree Mitigation Planting Criteria

» The determination for whether an isolated tree shall be preserved, removed without compensation, or
removed with compensatory mitigation shall be based on the condition and size of the tree as follows:

Trees rated 0 or 1 may be removed with no mitigation.
Trees rated 2 may be removed at 50% of the normal Folsom Municipal Code mitigation.
Trees rated 3, 4, and/or 5 may be removed at the normal Folsom Municipal Code mitigation.

Native isolated oaks measuring 24 inches or greater dbh for a single trunk or 40 inches or more
for a multi-trunked tree and rated a 3 to 5 shall be retained, unless retaining wall(s) higher than 4
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feet tall (from bottom of footing to the top of the wall) would be required to protect the tree(s)
from mass grading of the SPA properties.

* Native oaks measuring between 12 and 24 inches dbh and rated a 4 or 5 shall not be removed or
mitigated unless wall(s) higher than 4 feet tall (from bottom of footing to the top of the wall)
would be required to protect the tree(s) from mass grading of the SPA properties. Trees in this
size class but rated 2 or 3 shall not be removed unless unreasonable costs to save the tree(s)
(greater than the cost of implementing the isolated oak tree mitigation planting criteria described
here) would result.

* Native oaks measuring 5 inches or greater dbh but less than 12 inches dbh shall not be removed
unless unreasonable costs to save the tree(s) (greater than the cost of implementing the isolated
oak tree mitigation planting criteria described here) would result.

* Native oak trees measuring 1 inch or greater dbh but less than 5 inches dbh may be preserved to
receive a Small Tree Preservation Credit (STPC). Any tree that is to be considered for
preservation credit shall be evaluated, included in the arborist report, and shall have been found to
be rated a 3, 4, or a 5. Credits shall only be accepted if the tree protection zone (TPZ) (i.e., the
outer edge of the tree canopy drip line) is protected with fencing in the exact manner that 5 inches
dbh and greater trees are protected on a construction site, and the spacing is equal to the proper
tree spacing dictated by the Folsom Master Tree List. STPC shall not count if they the tree is in a
poor growing space due to its position within the TPZ of another protected tree to be preserved.
The City shall accept the preservation of native oak trees in this size class as credit towards the
total removed inches based on the following STPC criteria:

Caliper of Tree Preserved Mitigation Tree Credit Equivalent
1 inch or greater, but less than 2 inches One #15 container tree or two #5 container trees
2 inches or greater, but less than 3 inches Two #15 container trees
3 inches or greater, but less than 4 inches Three #15 container trees
4 inches or greater, but less than 5 inches Four #15 container trees

» Folsom Municipal Code requires one of the following be planted as compensation for each diameter
inch of protected tree removed:

¢ half of a 24-inch box tree,

* one #15 container tree,

* two #5 container trees, or

*  $150 in-lieu payment or other fee set by City Council Resolution.

» The Planting and Maintenance Agreement shall include a planting plan, planting and irrigation design
details, and a weaning schedule for the establishment period. The plan shall include a 5-year
establishment period for trees and 8 years for planted acorns with an annual monitoring report that
includes corrections needed with proposed work plan, and notice of compliance within 90-days of
annual monitoring report. Security in an form acceptable to the City and sufficient to cover
maintenance and monitoring costs for eight years shall be provided to the City Planning Department.
The security will be forfeited if the project applicant or designated responsible party fails to fulfill the
Planting and Maintenance Agreement.

» To avoid and minimize indirect impacts on protected trees to remain on the SPA, the project
applicant(s) of all affected project phases shall install high visibility fencing outside the outer edge of
the drip lines of all trees to be retained on the SPA during project construction. The fencing may be
installed around groups or stands of trees or whole wooded areas bust must be installed so that the
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drip lines of all trees are protected. Grading, trenching, equipment or materials storage, parking,
paving, irrigation, and landscaping shall be prohibited within the fenced areas (i.e. drip lines of
protected trees). If the activities listed cannot be avoided within the drip line of a particular tree, that
tree shall be counted as an affected tree and compensatory mitigation shall be provided, or the tree in
question shall be monitored for a period of five years and replaced only if the tree appears to be dead
or dying within five years of project implementation.

Through a combination of the mitigation options presented above along with the proposed on-site
preservation of blue oak woodland habitat in the open space areas, the project applicant(s) can satisfy the
mitigation requirements for removal of trees protected under the Folsom Municipal Code while also
mitigating the impacts on oak woodland habitat, as determined through consultation with the Sacramento
County Planning Department (for County off-site impacts only) and/or the City of Folsom.

Mitigation for the U.S. 50 interchange improvements must be coordinated by the project applicant(s) of
each applicable project phase with Caltrans.

Implementation: Project applicant(s) of all project phases and off-site elements affecting blue oak
woodland and protected trees.

Timing: Before approval of grading or improvement plans or any ground disturbing activities,
including grubbing or clearing, for any project phase containing protected trees or
oak woodland.

Enforcement: 1. City of Folsom Community Development Department.
2. Caltrans for interchange improvements to U.S. 50.
Finding

Specific economic, legal, social, technological, or other considerations, including provision of
employment opportunities for highly trained workers, make infeasible the mitigation measures or
project alternatives identified in the FEIR/FEIS

The Proposed Project Alternative has been designed to retain a substantial portion of the on-site blue oak
woodland habitat within designated open space. However, as shown in Table 3-14 (Table 3A.3-5 on page 3A.3-76
of the DEIR/DEIS) below, implementation of the Proposed Project Alternative would still result in the removal or
disturbance of 243 acres of blue oak woodland habitat containing 81.6 acres of oak tree canopy, and another 8.4
acres of isolated native oak tree canopy not contiguous with the blue oak woodland habitat (see also Exhibit 3A.3-
12 on page 3A.3-89 of the DEIR/DEIS). Tree surveys conducted on the Folsom 138, Folsom South, Carpenter
Ranch, and Sacramento Country Day School properties identified a total of 16,605 blue oak trees, 285 interior
live oak trees, 114 valley oak trees, and 1 walnut tree meeting criteria for protection under Folsom Municipal
Code. Tree surveys were not conducted on all parcels containing trees, but this information provides a general
idea of the woodland composition in the SPA.

Development of the Proposed Project Alternative would also involve contour grading, mitigation planting, road
and trail development, and creation of impervious surfaces within and immediately adjacent to open space areas
containing protected oak trees. These activities could result in indirect impacts affecting oak tree root systems
such as trenching, grading, soil compaction, placement of fill, impervious surfaces, irrigation, and landscaping
within the drip lines of oak trees, which can lead to root damage ultimately resulting in death of the tree.
Additional indirect impacts could result from habitat fragmentation, introduction of invasive species or noxious
weeds, vegetation management practices (e.g., clearing for fire control), and intrusion by humans and domestic
animals that could disturb oak woodland vegetation and reduce habitat values.
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Table 3-14
Summary of Blue Oak Woodland Impacts and Preservation for Each Project Alternative

Acres of Existing

Alternative Habitat Acres of Impact  Acres Preserved % Preserved
No Project 642.1 Unknown Unknown Unknown
No USACE Permit 642.1 130.1 512.1 79
Proposed Project 642.1 243.1 399.1 62
Resource Impact Minimization 642.1 154.7 487.5 75
Centralized Development 642.1 213.5 428.6 66
Reduced Hillside Development 642.1 245.8 396.4 61

Note: The acres of impact and acres and % preserved cannot be determined under the No Project Alternative. Making such estimates would
be considered too speculative for meaningful consideration because it cannot be predicted if such development under the Sacramento
County General Plan would occur and the location in which it would occur. Development applications would be submitted and processed
individually through the County.

Source: ECORP 2009a

Removal of blue oak woodland and individual oak trees and other trees meeting minimum DBH criteria would
conflict with local ordinances, specifically Folsom Municipal Code, as would damage to the root zones of
protected trees that leads to eventual death of the trees. Furthermore, blue oak woodland is considered a sensitive
natural community by DFG and California Public Resources Code 21083.4 requires counties to consider the
environmental effects of oak woodland conversion. Therefore, a direct and indirect significant impact would
result.

Off-Site Elements

Development of the interchange improvements to U.S. 50 would result in removal of an additional 598 blue oak
trees, 43 valley oak trees, and 61 interior live oak trees meeting criteria for protection under Folsom Municipal
Code. Protected trees that would be removed for off-site improvements are as follows: 173 oak trees and 2 street
trees at the Prairie City Road Interchange, 527 oak trees at the Oak Avenue interchange, and 3 oak trees at the
Rowberry Drive Overcrossing. An additional 32 native oak trees could be removed or damaged during construction
of the underground sewer force main.

A total of 39.9 acres of oak woodland habitat would be removed as a result of implementation of the off-site project
elements. This acreage consists of 6.5 acres at the Prairie City Road interchange, 31.4 acres at the Oak Avenue
interchange, 0.3 acre at the Rowberry Drive Overcrossing, and 1.7 acres at the underground sewer force main.

Construction of the U.S. 50 interchange improvements and the underground sewer alignment would result in
removal of blue oak woodland and individual oak trees and other trees meeting minimum dbh criteria, which
would conflict with Folsom Municipal Code, as would damage to the root zones of protected trees that leads to
eventual death of the trees. Furthermore, blue oak woodland is considered a sensitive natural community by DFG
and California Public Resources Code 21083.4 requires counties to consider the environmental effects of oak
woodland conversion. Therefore, a direct and indirect significant impact would occur from construction of the
Prairie City Road and Oak Avenue interchanges, Rowberry Drive Overcrossing, and the underground sewer force
main.

Implementation of Mitigation Measure 3A.3-5 would reduce significant impacts from loss of blue oak woodland
and protected trees under the Proposed Project Alternative and the off-site elements, but not to a less-than-
significant level because the loss of individual oak trees and blue oak woodland acreage and function would be

AECOM Folsom South of U.S. Highway 50 Specific Plan
Findings of Fact and Statement of Overriding Considerations 122 City of Folsom and USACE



extensive and would contribute substantially to the regional loss of this resource. It is unknown at this time if blue
oak woodland habitat acreage having similar tree sizes and densities, species composition, site condition, and
landscape context to the blue oak woodland to be removed would be available for purchase and preservation in
perpetuity. While preserving oak woodland habitat in the SPA to the maximum extent possible is desirable and
valuable, the quality of oak woodland habitat remaining on the site after project development would be
diminished because it would be converted from a large, contiguous patch of oak woodland habitat surrounded by
undeveloped grasslands to a smaller habitat patch dissected by paved roads and surrounded by urban
development. Furthermore, planting replacement trees would result in temporal losses of oak tree resources until
the replacement trees reached comparable sizes as the trees to be removed; a process that would take many
decades. In addition, the U.S. 50 interchange improvements fall under the jurisdiction of Caltrans; therefore,
neither the City nor the project applicant(s) would have control over their timing or implementation. Therefore,
impacts on blue oak woodland and protected trees would remain significant and unavoidable.

No other feasible mitigation measures are available to reduce impacts associated with the loss of blue oak
woodland or individual oak trees resulting from project development to a less-than-significant level because it is
technically infeasible to allow new development without some potential for loss of blue oak woodland or
individual oak trees. The project’s objectives include providing a large-scale mixed-use and mixed-density
residential housing development within the City of Folsom, south of U.S. 50. Therefore, mitigation to a less-than-
significant level is not possible while still allowing for implementation of the specific plan. Thus, because it is
impossible to allow new development without potential loss of blue oak woodland or individual oak trees,
mitigation of this impact to a less-than-significant level would be facially infeasible and this impact is significant
and unavoidable. As explained in Section 4, “Statement of Overriding Considerations”, the environmental,
economic, legal, social, technological, and other benefits outweigh and override the remaining significant impacts
related to loss of blue oak woodland or individual oak trees.

BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES — WATER

IMPACT  Loss and Degradation of Waters of the U.S., including Wetlands, and Waters of the State. Construction of
3B.3-1 the Off-site Water Facility Alternatives has the potential to result in substantial adverse effects to Federally and
state-protected wetlands as defined by Section 404 of the Clean Water Act (including, but not limited to vernal
pools and seasonal wetlands) through direct fill or excavation, hydrological interruption, or other indirect
impacts. Wetlands, waters of the state, and other waters of the U.S. that would be affected by implementation
of the Off-site Water Facility Alternatives include seeps, vernal pools, seasonal wetlands and seasonal wetland
swales, drainage channels, ditches, and ponds.

Mitigation
Implement Mitigation Measure 3A.3-1a.

Mitigation Measure 3B.3-1a: Secure Clean Water Act Section 404 Permit and Implement All Permit Conditions; Ensure
No Net Loss of Functions of Wetlands, Other Waters of the U.S., and Waters of the State.

Before the approval of grading and improvement plans and before any groundbreaking activity associated
with the Off-site Water Facilities requiring fill of wetlands or other waters of the U.S. or waters of the
state, the City shall obtain all necessary permits under Sections 401 and 404 of the CWA or the state’s
Porter-Cologne Water Quality Control Act for the respective phase. For each respective Off-site Water
Facility component, all permits, regulatory approvals, and permit conditions for effects on wetland
habitats shall be secured before implementation of any grading activities within 250 feet of waters of the
U.S. or wetland habitats, including waters of the state, that potentially support Federally listed species.
The City 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 project plans for that phase. Wetland habitat shall
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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.

As part of the Section 404 permitting process, a draft wetland mitigation and monitoring plan (MMP)
shall be developed for the selected Off-site Water Facility Alternative on behalf of the City. Before any
ground-disturbing activities that would adversely affect wetlands and before engaging in mitigation
activities associated with each phase of development, the City shall submit the draft wetland MMP to
USACE and the Central Valley RWQCB for review and approval of those portions of the plan over which
they have jurisdiction. The MMP would have to be approved prior to issuance of a Section 404 permit.
Once the final MMP is approved and implemented, mitigation monitoring shall continue for a minimum
of 5 years from completion of mitigation, or human intervention (including recontouring and grading), or
until the performance standards identified in the approved MMP have been met, whichever is longer.

As part of the MMP, the City shall prepare and submit plans for the creation of aquatic habitat in order to
adequately offset and replace the aquatic functions and services that would be lost, account for the
temporal loss of habitat, and contain an adequate margin of safety to reflect anticipated success.
Restoration of previously altered and degraded wetlands shall be a priority of the MMP for offsetting
losses of aquatic functions on the project site because it is typically easier to achieve functional success in
restored wetlands than in those created from uplands. The MMP must demonstrate how the aquatic
functions and values that would be lost through project implementation will be replaced.

The habitat MMP for jurisdictional wetland features shall be consistent with USACE’s and EPA’s April
10, 2008 Final Rule for Compensatory Mitigation for Losses of Aquatic Resources (33 CFR Parts 325 and
332 and 40 CFR Part 230). According to the Final Rule, mitigation banks should be given preference over
other types of mitigation because a lot of the risk and uncertainty regarding mitigation success is
alleviated by the fact that mitigation bank wetlands must be established and demonstrating functionality
before credits can be sold. This also alleviates temporal losses of wetland function while compensatory
wetlands are being established. Mitigation banks also tend to be on larger, more ecologically valuable
parcels and are subjected to more rigorous scientific study and planning and implementation procedures
than typical permittee-responsible mitigation sites (USACE and EPA 2008). It is not likely feasible to
provide compensatory mitigation for all aquatic resource impacts on site. Therefore, a combination of on-
site and off-site permittee-responsible mitigation and mitigation banking would likely be necessary to
achieve the no-net-loss standard.

Compensatory mitigation for losses of stream and intermittent drainage channels shall be achieved
through in-kind preservation, restoration, or enhancement, as specified in the Final Rule guidelines.

The wetland MMP shall address how to mitigate impacts on all aquatic resource types and shall describe
specific method(s) to be implemented to avoid and/or mitigate any Off-site Water Facility-related
impacts. The wetland compensation section of the habitat MMP shall include all the contents identified in
Mitigation Measure 3A.3-1A.

USACE has determined that the Off-site Water Facilities may require an individual permit. In its final
stage and once approved by USACE, the MMP for the Off-site Water Facilities is expected to detail
proposed wetland restoration, enhancement, and/or replacement activities that would ensure no net loss of
aquatic functions in the project vicinity. Approval and implementation of the wetland MMP shall aim to
fully mitigate all unavoidable impacts on jurisdictional waters of the U.S., including jurisdictional
wetlands. To satisfy the requirements of the City and the Central Valley RWQCB, mitigation of impacts
on the non-jurisdictional wetlands beyond the jurisdiction of USACE shall be included in the same MMP.
All mitigation requirements determined through this process shall be implemented before grading plans
are approved. The MMP shall be submitted to USACE and approved prior to the issuance of any permits
under Section 404 of the CWA.

AECOM Folsom South of U.S. Highway 50 Specific Plan
Findings of Fact and Statement of Overriding Considerations 124 City of Folsom and USACE



Water quality certification pursuant to Section 401 of the CWA will be required before issuance of the
Section 404 permit. Before construction in any areas containing wetland features, the City shall obtain
water quality certification for the Off-site Water Facilities. Any measures required as part of the issuance
of water quality certification shall be implemented.

Implementation: City of Folsom Ultilities Department.

Timing: Before the approval of grading or improvement plans or any ground-disturbing
activities for all the Off-site Water Facilities containing wetland features or other
waters of the U.S. The MMP must be approved before any impact on wetlands
can occur. Mitigation shall be implemented on an ongoing basis throughout and
after construction, as required.

Enforcement: U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, Regional Water Quality Control Board,
California Department of Fish and Game.

Mitigation Measure 3B.3-1b: Maximize Use of Trenchless Technology for Conveyance Pipeline Design.

Following the selection of a Off-site Water Facility Alternative, the City shall design and route
the water conveyance pipeline to avoid waters of the U.S. and State, including wetlands and
vernal pools, to the maximize extent practical. Where avoidance is not practical, the City shall
maximize the use of trenchless technologies (micro-tunneling or jack-and-bore), where feasible.

All trenchless construction crossings will include the preparation of a Frac-Out (or inadvertent
return of drilling lubricants) Contingency Plan for tunneling activities that use drilling lubricants
(e.g., construction of pipelines using jack-and-bore methods). The purpose of the plan will be to
minimize the potential for a frac-out associated with tunneling activities, provide for the timely
detection of frac-outs, and ensure an organized, timely, and “minimum-impact” response in the
event of a frac-out and release of drilling lubricant (i.e., bentonite). Preparation and
implementation of a Frac-Out Contingency Plan will be reflected in contract documents.

Implementation: City of Folsom Ultilities Department.
Timing: Prior to and during construction of all Off-site Water Facilities.
Enforcement: U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, Regional Water

Quality Control Board, California Department of Fish and Game.

Mitigation Measure 3B.3-1c: Restore all Waters Impacted by Trenching and Temporary Construction Staging Areas to
Pre-Project Contours and Conditions.

For all water line crossings of waters of the U.S. or waters of the state in which the use of trenchless
technologies are not feasible, the City shall ensure that all waters impacted by trenching activities are
restored to pre-project contours and conditions. In addition, within 30 days following project
construction, the City shall ensure that all temporary construction staging areas within waters of the U.S.
or waters of the state are restored to pre-project contours and conditions.

At minimum, the City shall ensure that the following measures are implemented during construction:

» Conduct trenching and construction activities across drainages during low-flow (e.g., <1 to 2 cfs) or
dry periods as feasible;
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» If working in active channels, install cofferdam upstream and downstream of stream crossing to
separate construction area from flowing waterway;

» Place sediment curtains upstream and downstream of the construction zone to prevent sediment
disturbed during trenching activities from being transported and deposited outside of the construction
zone,

» Locate spoil sites such that they do not drain directly into the drainages or seasonal wetlands;

» Store equipment and materials away from the drainages and wetland areas. No debris will be
deposited within 250 feet of the drainages and wetland areas;

» Prepare and implement a revegetation plan to restore vegetation in all temporarily disturbed wetlands
and other waters using native species seed mixes and container plant material that are appropriate for
existing hydrological conditions.

Before the approval of grading and improvement plans and before any groundbreaking activity associated
with the Off-site Water Facilities requiring fill of wetlands or other waters of the U.S. or waters of the
state, the City shall submit a wetland mitigation and monitoring plan (MMP) for the restoration of these
waters within the selected water alignment to the USACE and Central Valley RWQCB for review and
approval of those portions of the plan over which they have jurisdiction. The MMP would have to be
approved prior to issuance of a Section 404 permit. Once the final MMP is approved and implemented,
mitigation monitoring shall continue for a minimum of 5 years from completion of restoration activities,
or human intervention (including recontouring and grading), or until the performance standards identified
in the approved MMP have been met, whichever is longer.

At minimum, the MMP shall provide the following information:
» A description and drawings showing the existing contours (elevation) and existing vegetation of the
waters of the U.S. and waters of the state that would be impacted through trenching activities. This

information shall include site photographs taken at each impacted water.

» Methods used to ensure that trenching within waters of the U.S. and waters of the state do not
adversely alter existing hydrology, including the draining of the waters (e.g., use of cut-off walls).

» The methods used to restore the site to the original contour and condition, as well as a plan for the
revegetation of the site following installation of the water line.

» Proposed schedule for restoration activities.

Implementation: City of Folsom Utilities Department.

Timing: Before the approval of grading or improvement plans or any ground-disturbing
activities for all the Off-site Water Facilities containing wetland features or other

waters of the U.S.

Enforcement: 1. U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, Regional Water
Quality Control Board, California Department of Fish and Game.

2. For all project-related improvements that would be located within the City of
Folsom: City of Folsom Community Development Department.
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3. For improvements within Sacramento County or City of Rancho Cordova:
Sacramento County Planning and Community Development Department or City
of Rancho Cordova Planning Department.

Finding

Changes or alterations have been required in, or incorporated into, the Proposed Project Alternative
which would avoid or substantially lessen this potentially significant environmental effect as identified
in the FEIR/FEIS.

Construction and operations of the Proposed Off-site Water Facility Alternative could involve construction-
related, direct and indirect impacts to wetlands and waters of the U.S. within Zone 4 of the “Water” Study Area.
A total of approximately 50.7 acres of waters of the U.S., including wetlands and vernal pools, occurs within the
200-foot pipeline corridor under consideration for these alternatives. Based on the hydrological changes
anticipated within Zones 1 and 2 as a result of the Proposed Off-site Water Facility Alternative as described in
more detail in Section 3B.9, “Hydrology and Water Quality — Water,” these operational changes could affect
existing riparian vegetation along the Sacramento River. These separate, interconnected impacts are discussed in
more detail under the following subheadings. The analysis of potential wetland impacts for On-site WTP is
covered under Section 3A.3, Biological Resources — “Land.”

Implementation of the Proposed Off-site Water Facility Alternative could result in direct and indirect impacts to
waters of the U.S. as result of the placement of fill materials or excavation within jurisdictional waters of the U.S.,
including wetlands within the pipeline corridor for the Proposed Oft-site Facility Alternative. In reality,
construction of the Off-site Water Facility Alternatives would be expected to affect a corridor of less than 100 feet
in width and, to the extent feasible, the City would route the pipeline alignment to avoid waters of the U.S.;
especially within the permanent easement. For this reason and to enable preliminary evaluation, the City has
evaluated both sides of the corridor under consideration to determine where reductions in direct and indirect
wetland impacts could be achieved. The left and right sides of the alignment corridor are defined as the sides of
the roadway when facing in the direction of flow (i.e., facing toward the SPA, with the source of water or
Freeport Project at the observer’s back).

The 200-foot corridor for the Proposed Off-site Water Facility Alternative contains a total of +12.9 acres of
waters of the U.S., including wetlands and vernal pools. Table 3B.3-4 provides a breakdown of the different
wetland types potentially impacted by construction of the conveyance pipeline and WTP under this alternative.
As shown in the table, along the left half of the two-hundred-foot corridor up to 0.53 acres of seasonal wetland,
0.96 acres of seasonal wetland swale, 2.01 acres of vernal pools, 0.5 acres of riverine habitat, 1.28 acres of
freshwater emergent wetland, and 0.44 acres of freshwater pond could be subject to fill, excavation, or indirect
impacts (e.g., sedimentation) during construction. Along the right half of the two-hundred-foot corridor, up to
1.09 acres of seasonal wetland, 1.18 acres of seasonal wetland swale, 3.12 acres of vernal pools, up to 1.09 acres
of freshwater emergent wetland, 0.16 acres of riverine habitat, and 0.12 acres of freshwater forested/willow scrub
could be subject to fill, excavation, or indirect impacts (e.g., sedimentation) during construction.

The potential for direct and indirect impacts to wetlands and waters of the U.S. exists. A majority of the direct
effects would occur in areas where the conveyance alignment deviates outside the actual roadway or right-of-way
and intersects with wetlands or other waters of the U.S. Although the City would to the maximum extent practical,
route the conveyance pipeline along roadways or within portions of the roadway shoulder not containing
wetlands, the possibility for the construction and permanent easement to impact wetlands directly or indirectly is
high given the number and frequency of potentially jurisdictional features. Additionally, this alternative travels
cross-country, east of the end of Gerber Road and through an area containing vernal pools and riverine channels
associated with Laguna Creek. This area contains a wetland preserve area immediately to the south of East Bay
Municipal Utility District’s (EBMUD’s) easement for Segment 3 of the Freeport Project.
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Based on the preliminary estimates provided in Table 3B.3-4 of the DEIR/DEIS, the potential direct and indirect
impacts to waters of the U.S., including wetlands, under this alternative could be up to 6.8 acres. Because the City
has not yet completed project specific engineering details for this alternative, the actual impacts to waters of the
U.S., including wetlands, cannot be determined. Based on these considerations, impacts to wetlands and waters of
the U.S. could be potentially significant.

Implementation of Mitigation Measures 3B.3-1a, 3B.3-1b, 3B.3-1c, and 3A.3-1a would reduce significant impacts
on jurisdictional wetlands and waters of the U.S. and waters of the state under the Off-site Water Facility
Alternatives. Presuming the City completes additional routing analysis and prepares a mitigation plan that is
acceptable to USACE and implemented as required, the direct and indirect impacts resulting from the Off-site
Water Facility Alternatives could be mitigated to a less-than-significant level by providing “no net loss” of
overall wetland acreage, as required in USACE permit conditions.

IMPACT  Loss and Degradation of Habitat for Special-Status Wildlife Species and Potential Direct Take of
3B.3-2 Individuals. The Off-site Water Facility Alternatives have the potential to result in a substantial adverse effect,
either directly or through habitat modifications, on species identified as a candidate, sensitive, or special-status
by DFG, NMFS, and USFWS. Impacts could include loss and degradation of habitat for several special-status
wildlife species or take of listed species, including vernal pool invertebrates, valley elderberry longhorn beetle,
and Swainson’s hawk.

Mitigation

Mitigation Measure 3B.3-2: Conduct Preconstruction Survey for Western Spadefoot Toad and Northwestern Pond
Turtle and if Found, Implement Avoidance and Compensation Measures.

Prior to construction, a qualified biologist retained by the City shall conduct protocol-level surveys for the
western spadefoot toad and northwestern pond turtle to determine if these species are currently using
water features crossed by the selected alignment. If either of these species is detected, then the City shall
consult with the DFG (and USFWS if appropriate) to develop additional minimization measures prior to
project construction (if necessary). These additional measures may include timing restrictions for
groundwater dewatering activities, construction monitoring, and long-term monitoring.

If temporary fencing is used, it shall take the form of silt fencing and temporary plastic construction
fencing placed no closer than 25 feet from the edge of the protected habitat. Protective fencing around
vernal pools identified as potential habitat for special-status species shall be constructed in a way that
allows western spadefoot toad to access these wetlands.

Impacted western spadefoot toad habitat shall be mitigated and compensated in accordance with USFWS
and DFG requirements.

Implementation: City of Folsom Utilities Department.
Timing: Prior to and during construction of all Off-site Water Facilities.
Enforcement: 1. U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, California Department of Fish and Game.

2. For all project-related improvements that would be located within the City of
Folsom: City of Folsom Community Development Department.

3. For improvements within Sacramento County or City of Rancho Cordova:
Sacramento County Planning and Community Development Department or City
of Rancho Cordova Planning Department.
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Implement Mitigation Measures 3B.3-1a, 3B.3-1b, 3A.3-1b, 3A.3-2a, 3A.3-2b, 3A.3-2c, 3A.3-2d, 3A.3-2e, 3A.3-2f,
3A.3-2¢g, and 3A.3-2h.

Finding for Construction Impacts on Vernal Pool Fairy Shrimp and Vernal Pool Tadpole

Changes or alterations have been required in, or incorporated into, the Proposed Project Alternative
which would avoid or substantially lessen this potentially significant environmental effect as identified
in the FEIR/FEIS.

Twenty-five special-status terrestrial wildlife species were identified as having the potential to occur within 5
miles of Zone 4 of the “Water” Study Area with 16 of these species having a moderate to high potential for
occurrence, including vernal pool and conservancy fairy shrimp, Swainson’s hawk, valley elderberry longhorn
beetle, and vernal pool tadpole shrimp. Zone 4 of the “Water” Study Area also provides habitat for several species
of concern, which include western spadefoot toad, burrowing owl, and pallid bat. Construction of the pipeline
alignments, pump stations, and WTPs under these Off-site Water Facility Alternatives may result in direct or
indirect impacts to animal species listed in Table 3B.3-5. Table 3B.3-2 presents a detailed accounting of those
wildlife species potentially affected by each alternative conveyance alignment and WTP site. Specific impacts to
special-status species are addressed below.

Vernal Pool Fairy Shrimp and Vernal Pool Tadpole

Vernal pools, seasonal wetlands, and seasonal wetland swale are documented throughout Zone 4 of the “Water”
Study Area, comprising approximately 10.8 acres, 7.8 acres, and 4.9 acres, respectively, and support special-
status invertebrates such as vernal pool fairy shrimp and vernal pool tadpole shrimp. Other species may include
California linderiella fairy shrimp (Linderiella occidentalis) or conservancy fairy shrimp (Branchinecta
conservatio). As shown in Table 3B.3-5, vernal pool fairy shrimp and vernal pool tadpole shrimp are known to
occur in the vicinity of all the Off-site Water Facility Alternatives that cross through Zone 4 of the “Water” Study
Area. Depending on the location of the construction (i.e., roadway centerline verses shoulder) construction
activities associated with the pipelines and WTPs could result in significant direct and indirect impacts to vernal
pool habitat and, hence, vernal pool crustaceans.

Excavation and trenching activities could directly impact vernal pools, which could result in habitat loss or injury
to individuals by filling or excavation within suitable habitat. Direct impacts could be minimized or avoided by
constructing the conveyance alignments primarily along and within existing roadways or by using trenchless
construction techniques to cross larger vernal pool or wetland features. However, without a more detailed
alignment for each of the Off-site Water Facility Alternatives, such a determination is not possible. Temporary
dewatering activities during construction could cause mortality of individual wetland species, especially vernal
pool crustaceans. (See also discussion of dewatering in Section 3B.17, “Groundwater — Water”). Generally, the
USFWS considers disturbance within 250 feet of vernal pool crustacean habitat to be an indirect impact to the
species (USFWS 1996). Construction activities associated with pipeline and WTP facilities could result in
significant direct impacts to vernal pool crustaceans, and may also lead to a cumulative decline of the species
over time. Indirect impacts may include the temporary degradation of water quality or dewatering of pools during
construction and could also be significant.

In the absence of complete avoidance, impacts to vernal pool crustaceans species could only be mitigated through
a combination of habitat preservation and restoration in the vicinity of the selected Off-site Water Facilities.
Given that even following the restoration of the impacted area(s), the take of these species could have already
occurred, the City is unable to demonstrate complete avoidance. Therefore, demonstrating full compensation for
these impacts by preserving and restoring existing habitats for vernal pool crustaceans in the vicinity of the
selected Off-site Water Facility Alternative is infeasible. For this reason, the direct and indirect impacts would
remain significant and unavoidable for those Off-site Water Facility Alternatives unable to demonstrate
complete avoidance of “take” of vernal pool species.
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No other feasible mitigation measures are available to reduce impacts associated with loss and degradation of
habitat resulting from project construction to a less-than-significant level because it is technically infeasible to
allow construction activities without some potential for loss and degradation of habitat. The objectives of the
“Water” elements of the project include construction of necessary infrastructure and sufficient water supply for
the planned SPA. Therefore, mitigation to a less-than-significant level is not possible while still allowing for
implementation of the specific plan. Thus, because it is impossible to allow construction without potential loss
and degradation of habitat, mitigation of this impact to a less-than-significant level would be facially infeasible
and this impact is significant and unavoidable. As explained in Section 4, “Statement of Overriding
Considerations”, the environmental, economic, legal, social, technological, and other benefits outweigh and
override the remaining significant impacts related to loss and degradation of habitat.

Finding for Construction Impacts on Other Species

Specific economic, legal, social, technological, or other considerations, including provision of
employment opportunities for highly trained workers, make infeasible the mitigation measures or
project alternatives identified in the FEIR/FEIS.

Western Spadefoot Toad and Northwestern Pond Turtle

Vernal pools, wetland, and wetland swale habitat occur throughout portions of Zone 4 of the “Water” Study Area
and provide suitable habitat for special-status amphibians such as western spadefoot toad. Western pond turtle
may occur in drainage ditches, sloughs, and other aquatic features within Zone 4 of the “Water” Study Area where
suitable habitat is present. As shown in Table 3B.3-5, the nearest known occurrences of western spadefoot and
northwestern pond turtle are within less than 1/4 mile. Construction activities associated with the conveyance
pipeline and pump station facilities could result in direct and indirect impacts to vernal pools, wetlands, and
creeks, and hence, potential habitat for western spadefoot toad and northwestern pond turtle. This direct impact is
considered potentially significant. Indirect impacts may include the temporary degradation of water quality or
dewatering of pools during construction and could also be potentially significant.

Valley Elderberry Longhorn Beetle

Table 3B.3-5 indicates that occurrences of elderberry shrubs — the exclusive habitat for valley elderberry longhorn
beetle — are documented in the northeastern sections of Zone 4 of the “Water” Study Area. The nearest occurrence
of these species is less than 50 feet from the centerline of White Rock Road and the planned Easton Valley
Parkway (Sacramento County 2008a and 2008b, and ECORP 2009). As a result, construction of the conveyance
pipelines within portions of these roadways could result in direct impacts to valley elderberry longhorn beetle.

Direct impacts to elderberry shrubs include damage, pruning, and/or removal of shrubs, potentially resulting from
excavation and trenching that would be used to install pipeline across smaller ditches (less than 10 feet in width).
Some direct impacts would be minimized by constructing primarily along and within existing roadways and
within agricultural lands, and by using trenchless construction techniques to cross larger water bodies. Temporary
dewatering activities during construction may cause mortality of individual shrubs, especially if long dewatering
periods are required to construct the pipeline facilities. (See also discussion of dewatering in Section 3B.17,
“Groundwater — Water”).

Indirect impacts could occur if herbicides or insecticides are used in habitats adjacent to elderberry shrubs, if
earthmoving activities disturb elderberry shrub roots, or if the topography and/or hydrology of the surrounding
area are altered to the extent that it reduces the soil moisture surrounding the elderberry shrub. USFWS considers
disturbance within 100 feet of an elderberry shrub to be a potential direct impact to valley elderberry longhorn
beetle (USFWS, 1999). As a result, construction activities associated with the pipelines could result in significant
direct and indirect impacts to valley elderberry longhorn beetle.
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Swainson’s Hawk and Other Raptors

As provided in Table 3B.3-5 and shown in Exhibit 3B.3-2, there are numerous documented sightings of Swainson’s
hawk within Zone 4 of the “Water” Study Area. Occurrences of nesting Swainson’s hawks are documented within
one mile of all the Off-site Water Facility Alternatives and 1/4 mile of the White Rock WTP. Swainson’s hawk nests
in trees, often within riparian habitats, and forage within cropland, fields, and open lands; hawks may occur within
the alignment of each conveyance alignment alternative. Construction of the Off-site Water Facilities may
temporarily and/or permanently disturb the nesting of state-threatened Swainson’s hawk due to construction noise
and disturbance, as well as potential nest site removal or abandonment during the breeding season.

DFG generally considers all disturbance within 1/2-mile of an active nest to be a potential impact to Swainson’s
hawk. Construction may also affect foraging habitat for Swainson’s hawk in the Off-site Water Facilities Study
Area (Swainson’s Hawk Technical Advisory Committee [SHTAC] 2000). DFG generally considers impacts to
suitable foraging habitat within 10 miles of an active nest to be a potential indirect impact to Swainson’s hawk
(SHTAC 2000). Based on this criterion, all facility siting options have a high likelihood of impacting Swainson’s
hawk foraging habitat. In addition, the White Rock WTP and conveyance alignment could adversely affect
nesting habitat and result in a potentially significant direct and indirect impacts.

There are also several occurrences of burrowing owl within Zone 4 of the “Water” Study Area. Burrowing owls
often occur along the edges of croplands and along drainage ditches and levees where suitable habitat containing
burrows occurs. Construction of the Off-site Water Facility Alternatives may temporarily and permanently disturb
the nesting of burrowing owl due to construction noise and disturbance, as well as permanent and temporary
disturbance of foraging habitat. DFG generally considers all disturbance within 50 meters (160 feet) of an active
nest to be a potential impact to burrowing owl (California Burrowing Owl Consortium [CBOC] 1993).
Construction may also affect foraging habitat for burrowing owl in Zone 4 of the “Water” Study Area. As a result,
each of the Off-site Water Facility Alternatives has a high likelihood to result in a potentially significant direct
or indirect impacts on burrowing owl.

Construction of the Off-site Water Facility Alternatives could also temporarily and permanently disturb the
nesting of White-tailed kite, Loggerhead shrike, and Tricolored blackbird, due to construction noise and
disturbance, as well as potential nest site removal during the breeding season. Construction may also permanently
and temporarily affect foraging habitat for these species within portions of the Zone 4 “Water” Study Area.
Although direct impacts could be minimized or avoided by constructing primarily along and within existing
roadways and by using trenchless construction techniques to cross larger water bodies, without a detailed
alignment, the City is unable to confirm avoidance of impacts to these species. Additionally, DFG generally
considers disturbance within 500 feet of a nesting raptor to be an impact and, therefore, construction activities
associated with the conveyance pipeline, pump station, and WTP could result in potentially significant direct
and indirect impacts to these species, and may also lead to a cumulative decline of the species over time.

Special-status Bats

Several special-status bat species have potential to occur within zone 4 of the “Water” Study Area, including
pallid bat and Townsend’s big-eared bat. These species may forage over open grassland and woodland areas, as
well as riparian areas. In addition, several small bridge crossings are present within Zone 4, which could provide
suitable roosting habitat. At this time, it is unknown if these bridge structures provide suitable thermal or
structural conditions for roosting bats. However, if one or more of these structures is used as a day roost,
hibernation roost, or maternity colony roost, implementation of the Off-site Water Facility Alternatives could
result in injury and mortality of pallid bat, Townsend’s big-eared bat, or other common bat species. Day roosts are
used throughout the spring and summer and maternity colony roosts can be active from approximately early April
until mid-October. Hibernation roosts may be used from approximately November to early March. Loss of
individual bats would be considered a potentially significant, direct impact. Indirect impact on special-status
bat species could also be potentially significant.
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The mitigation measure identified above would lessen significant direct and indirect impacts on special-status
wildlife resulting from the Proposed Off-site Water Facility Alternative. Given the linear nature of the Off-site
Water Facility Alternatives and their orientation towards existing built-environments, fully compensating for
direct and indirect impacts within the overall Zone 4 portion of the “Water” Study Area is considered feasible for
most species potentially impacted by the alternatives under consideration. Based on the combination of
preconstruction surveys, habitat preservation, and restoration measures proposed by the City, impacts to special-
status wildlife species, with the exception of vernal pool crustaceans, would be avoided or minimized to a less-
than-significant level.

IMPACT  Potential Loss or Degradation of Special-Status Plant Populations and Habitat. Implementation of the
3B.3-3  Off-site Water Facility Alternatives could result in direct removal of special-status plants, if they are present,
through loss of suitable habitat or degradation of suitable habitat due to site alteration.

Mitigation

Implement Mitigation Measure 3A.3-3: Conduct Special-Status Plant Surveys; Implement Avoidance and Mitigation
Measures or Compensatory Mitigation.

Finding

Changes or alterations have been required in, or incorporated into, the Proposed Project Alternative
which would avoid or substantially lessen this potentially significant environmental effect as identified
in the FEIR/FEIS.

Seventeen special-status plant species have the potential to occur within Zone 4 of the “Water” Study Area in
vernal pool, seasonal wetland, freshwater marsh, pond, oak woodland, and grassland habitats. Seven of these
species—Ahart’s dwarf rush, Bogg’s Lake hedge-hyssop, dwarf downingia, legenere, Sacramento Orcutt grass,
slender Orcutt grass, and Tuolumne button-celery—were determined to have a moderate to high potential to occur
within Zone 4. Construction of the Off-site Water Facility Alternatives could adversely affect these species and
their habitats by incidentally taking a species, potentially jeopardizing the viability of a population, disturbing
habitat, or disruption of reproductive activities.

As provided in Table 3B.3-6, construction of the conveyance pipeline and WTPs may result in direct or indirect
impacts to several special-status plant species. Certain grasslands and seasonal wetlands within and in the vicinity
of Zone 4 of the “Water” Study Area are known to or may potentially provide habitat for numerous special-status
plant species, including Boggs Lake hedge-hyssop, Ahart’s dwarf rush, slender Orcutt grass, Sacramento Orcutt
grass, and Sanford’s arrowhead. As shown in Table 3B.3-6, the Off-site Water Facility Alternative alignments
each contain suitable habitats for special-status plants. Therefore, each of the Off-site Water Facilities alignments
and WTPs could directly or indirectly impact the habitat of one or more of these special status species, or
individual plants that may inhabit areas.

Loss of suitable habitat as a result of the Off-site Water Facility Alternatives could result in direct removal or
mortality of special-status plants, if they are present. Construction activities could also result in indirect impacts on
special-status plants including impacts caused by sedimentation, changes in vegetation as a result of changes in land
use and management practices, altered hydrology, habitat fragmentation, and the introduction of invasive species or
noxious weeds from surrounding development. Because implementation of all Off-site Water Facility Alternatives
could result in loss and degradation of habitat that could support special-status plant species, direct and indirect
impacts on special-status plant species are considered potentially significant.

Implementation of Mitigation Measure 3A.3-3 would reduce the potentially significant impacts on special-status
plant species under the Off-site Water Facility Alternatives to a less-than-significant level because each facility
component would be required to identify and avoid special-status plant populations or provide compensation for
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the loss of special-status plants through creation of off-site populations, conservation easements, or other
appropriate measures.

IMPACT  Loss of Sensitive Natural Communities (Not Already Covered under Other Impacts). Construction and
3B.3-4 operation of the Off-site Water Facility Alternatives has the potential to have a substantial adverse effect on
local riparian and woodland habitats. These are natural communities considered sensitive by state and local
resource agencies and require consideration under CEQA.

Mitigation
Implement Mitigation Measures 3B.3-1a, 3B.3-1b, 3A.3-1b, and 3A.3-4a.
Finding

Changes or alterations have been required in, or incorporated into, the Proposed Project Alternative
which would avoid or substantially lessen this potentially significant environmental effect as identified
in the FEIR/FEIS.

Table 3B.3-7 provides a breakdown of the different plant communities included within the 200-foot construction
corridor for these alternatives along with an additional breakdown of the acreages within the 100-feet to the right
and left of the alignment. The left and right sides of the alignment corridor are defined as the sides of the roadway
when facing in the direction of flow (i.e., facing toward the SPA, with the source of water or Freeport Project at
the observer’s back). As provided in Table 3B.3-7, these Off-site Water Facility Alternatives contain up to 0.7
acres of marsh, 0.5 acres of oak-dominated woodland, and 0.3 acres of elderberry savanna total within each
alignment corridor. In addition, it is important to note that although Table 3B.3-7 does not reflect any riparian
habitat for these alternatives, these estimates conflict with the riparian acreages provided in Table 3B.3-4 for these
alternatives. This is due to the fact that data from the National Wetlands Inventory (2009) was used in deriving
the habitat estimates for Table 3B.3-4, but not for the estimates in Table 3B.3-7. For this reason, a worst-case
estimate is being used for potential riparian impacts under these alternatives using the estimates provided in Table
3B.3-4 of approximately 0.6 acres total. Implementation of these Off-site Water Facility Alternatives could result
in disturbance and/or removal of these natural communities at several locations along the conveyance alignments
and WTP sites. Riparian areas potentially affected by these alternatives include Buffalo Creek, Morrison Creek,
and Laguna Creek.

Given uncertainties regarding the timing of construction, precise location of the conveyance alignment, and other
roadway improvement projects proposed within eastern Sacramento County, it is possible that construction could
extend into areas adjacent to the roadways thereby requiring the crossing of these water features and their
associated riparian corridors. Trenchless or in-channel construction techniques may be used to cross smaller
drainages with trenchless construction potentially occurring at larger waterway crossings such as Morrison,
Buffalo, and Laguna Creeks. As engineering design progresses, the City anticipates completing additional routing
analysis before finalizing the method for each crossing in consultation with DFG, the Central Valley RWQCB,
and USFWS, as appropriate. Similarly, the placement of the WTP under these alternatives has not been
determined for the approximately 68-acre White Rock WTP and, therefore, the exact acreage of affected riparian
habitat cannot be quantified at this time. For these reasons and based on the program-level of this analysis, the
City concludes that up to 0.5 acres of riparian habitat (see Table 3B.3-4), 0.6 acres of marsh, 0.5 acres of oak-
dominated woodland, and 0.3 acres of elderberry savanna could be directly impacted under these alternatives if
impacts are limited to one side of the alignment corridor.

Dewatering of trenches or smaller ditches could temporarily affect riparian vegetation, depending on the length of
time necessary to install the pipeline and the season of construction. Indirect impacts to riparian vegetation, such
as fuel spills and/or disturbance of roots, may also occur under unanticipated circumstances thereby resulting in
adverse impacts to riparian resources. The potential impacts of constructing these alternatives could include the
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direct loss of these acreages from facility footprints, construction-related disturbance, and indirect water quality
impacts. For this reason, direct and indirect impacts resulting from construction would be potentially
significant. [Similar]

As provided in Table 3B.9-3, of Section 3B.9, Hydrology and Water Quality - Water,” the operation of the Off-
site Water Facility Alternatives would involve negligible changes to existing flows within Zone 2 of the “Water”
Study Area and downstream locations within the Delta. Based on these findings, neither the operations of the Off-
site Water Facilities nor the assignment of water supplies from NCMWC in the Sacramento River basin would
have substantial adverse effects on riparian habitat or other sensitive natural communities along the Sacramento
River as a result of substantial changes in water levels or diversion of flow. No new groundwater pumping would
be required within NCMWC’s service area and, therefore, no changes to surface water hydrology within wetlands
and other sensitive wetland features within the NCMWC’s service area is anticipated. For these reasons, direct
and indirect impacts to sensitive communities from long-term operation of the Off-site Water Facilities would be
less than significant. [Similar]

Implementation of Mitigation Measures 3A.3-1a, 3B.3-1a, 3B.3-1b, and 3A.3-1b would reduce significant
impacts on sensitive natural communities under the Off-site Water Facility Alternatives to a less-than-significant
level because a mitigation and monitoring plan ensuring adequate compensation for the loss of riparian habitat
would have to be developed and implemented as a condition of the streambed alteration permit.

IMPACT Loss of Individual Oak Trees. Implementation of the Off-site Water Facility Alternatives could result in the
3B.3-5  removal of oak woodland and individual oak trees meeting the criteria for protection under Folsom Municipal
Code and the Sacramento County Tree Ordinance.

Mitigation

Implement Mitigation Measure 3A.3-5: Conduct Tree Survey, Prepare and Implement an Oak Woodland Mitigation
Plan, Replace Native Oak Trees Removed, and Implement Measures to Avoid and Minimize Indirect Impacts on Oak
Trees Retained On-site.

Finding

Changes or alterations have been required in, or incorporated into, the Proposed Project Alternative
which would avoid or substantially lessen this potentially significant environmental effect as identified
in the FEIR/FEIS.

Because construction of Off-site Water Facilities components could require the removal of trees, including oak
species, the County of Sacramento may require a permit for the pruning or removal of protected trees within its
jurisdiction. Therefore, this direct and indirect impact is considered potentially significant. [Similar/

With the implementation of Mitigation Measure 3A.3-5, appropriate compensation measures would be
implemented through the preparation and implementation of an oak tree replacement plan to reduce potential
impacts to riparian habitats and other sensitive natural communities. Compliance with the prescribed mitigation
would ensure that these impacts are reduced to a less-than-significant level with no corresponding net reduction
in the numbers of protected trees.
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CLIMATE CHANGE — LAND

IMPACT  Generation of Temporary, Short-Term Construction-Related GHG Emissions. Project-related
3A.4-1 construction activities associated with development of the project and off-site elements would result in
increased generation of GHG emissions. These emissions would be temporary and short-term and would
decline over time as new regulations are developed that address medium- and heavy-duty on-road vehicles
and off-road equipment under the mandate of AB 32.

Mitigation
Implement Mitigation Measures 3A.2-1a and 3A.2-1b.
Mitigation Measure 3A.4-1: Implement Additional Measures to Control Construction-Generated GHG Emissions.

To further reduce construction-generated GHG emissions, the project applicant(s) any particular
discretionary development application shall implement all feasible measures for reducing GHG emissions
associated with construction that are recommended by SMAQMD at the time individual portions of the
site undergo construction. Such measures may reduce GHG exhaust emissions from the use of on-site
equipment, worker commute trips, and truck trips carrying materials and equipment to and from the SPA,
as well as GHG emissions embodied in the materials selected for construction (e.g., concrete). Other
measures may pertain to the materials used in construction. Prior to releasing each request for bid to
contractors for the construction of each discretionary development entitlement, the project applicant(s)
shall obtain the most current list of GHG reduction measures that are recommended by SMAQMD and
stipulate that these measures be implemented in the respective request for bid as well as the subsequent
construction contract with the selected primary contractor. The project applicant(s) for any particular
discretionary development application may submit to the City and SMAQMD a report that substantiates
why specific measures are considered infeasible for construction of that particular development phase
and/or at that point in time. The report, including the substantiation for not implementing particular GHG
reduction measures, shall be approved by the City, in consultation with SMAQMD prior to the release of
a request for bid by the project applicant(s) for seeking a primary contractor to manage the construction of
each development project. By requiring that the list of feasible measures be established prior to the
selection of a primary contractor, this measure requires that the ability of a contractor to effectively
implement the selected GHG reduction measures be inherent to the selection process.

SMAQMD’s recommended measures for reducing construction-related GHG emissions at the time of
writing this EIR/EIS are listed below and the project applicant(s) shall, at a minimum, be required to
implement the following:

» Improve fuel efficiency from construction equipment:

* reduce unnecessary idling (modify work practices, install auxiliary power for driver comfort);
* perform equipment maintenance (inspections, detect failures early, corrections);

* train equipment operators in proper use of equipment;

* use the proper size of equipment for the job; and

* use equipment with new technologies (repowered engines, electric drive trains).

» Use alternative fuels for electricity generators and welders at construction sites such as propane or
solar, or use electrical power.

» Use an ARB-approved low-carbon fuel, such as biodiesel or renewable diesel for construction
equipment. (Emissions of oxides of nitrogen [NOx] emissions from the use of low carbon fuel must
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be reviewed and increases mitigated.) Additional information about low-carbon fuels is available
from ARB’s Low Carbon Fuel Standard Program (ARB 2009b).

Encourage and provide carpools, shuttle vans, transit passes and/or secure bicycle parking for
construction worker commutes.

Reduce electricity use in the construction office by using compact fluorescent bulbs, powering off
computers every day, and replacing heating and cooling units with more efficient ones.

Recycle or salvage non-hazardous construction and demolition debris (goal of at least 75% by
weight).

Use locally sourced or recycled materials for construction materials (goal of at least 20% based on
costs for building materials, and based on volume for roadway, parking lot, sidewalk and curb
materials).

Minimize the amount of concrete used for paved surfaces or use a low carbon concrete option.
Produce concrete on-site if determined to be less emissive than transporting ready mix.

Use EPA-certified SmartWay trucks for deliveries and equipment transport. Additional information
about the SmartWay Transport Partnership Program is available from ARB’s Heavy-Duty Vehicle
Greenhouse Gas Measure (ARB 2009¢) and EPA (EPA 2009).

Develop a plan in consultation with SMAQMD to efficiently use water for adequate dust control.
This may consist of the use of non-potable water from a local source.

In addition to SMAQMD-recommended measures, construction activity shall comply with all applicable
rules and regulations established by SMAQMD and ARB.

Implementation: Project applicant(s) during all discretionary development project and on-site and off-

site elements.

Timing: Before approval of small-lot final maps and building permits for all discretionary

development project, including all on- and off-site elements and implementation
throughout project construction.

Enforcement: 1. For all project-related improvements that would be located within the City of

Finding

Folsom: City of Folsom Community Development Department.

2. For all on- and off-site project-related activities within the City of Folsom and
Sacramento County.

3. For the two roadway extensions into El Dorado Hills: El Dorado County
Development Services Department.

Specific economic, legal, social, technological, or other considerations, including provision of
employment opportunities for highly trained workers, make infeasible the mitigation measures or
project alternatives identified in the FEIR/FEIS.
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Heavy-duty off-road equipment, materials transport, and worker commutes during construction of the Proposed
Project Alternative would result in exhaust emissions of GHGs. Exact project-specific data (e.g., construction
equipment types and number requirements) were not available at the time of this analysis.

GHG emissions generated by construction would be primarily in the form of carbon dioxide (CO,). Although
emissions of other GHGs, such as CH,4 and N,O, are important with respect to global climate change, the emission
levels of these other GHGs from on- and off-road vehicles used during construction are relatively small compared
with CO, emissions, even when factoring in the relatively larger global warming potential of CH, and N,O.

Accordingly, total construction emissions for the 19-year buildout period associated with implementation of the
Proposed Project Alternative were estimated using the URBEMIS 2007 Version 9.2.4 computer program (Rimpo
and Associates 2008). URBEMIS is designed to model construction emissions for land use development projects
based on building size, land use and type, and disturbed acreage and allows for the input of project-specific
information. Construction-generated GHG emissions were modeled based on general information provided in the
project description described in Chapter 2, “Alternatives,” of the DEIR/DEIS, and default SMAQMD-
recommended settings and parameters attributable to the proposed land use types and site location. In short,
modeling was conducted using the same assumptions for estimating construction-generated emissions of criteria
air pollutants and precursors, which are listed in the discussion under Impact 3A.2-1 of Section 3A.2,

“Air Quality — Land,” of the DEIR/DEIS.

Development of the SPA would occur over a very large area (approximately 3,510 acres) and construction would
require substantial amounts of earthwork and grading. However, a detailed schedule describing the timing and
location of construction activities under the Proposed Project Alternative is not available at the time of writing the
DEIR/DEIS. Construction of the site is anticipated to commence in 2011 and last until approximately 2030. Given
that exhaust emission rates of the construction equipment fleet in the state are expected to decrease over time due
to ARB- and SMAQMD-lead efforts, annual construction emissions were estimated using the earliest calendar
when construction would begin (i.e., 2011) in order to generate conservative estimates. It is anticipated, however,
that in later years, advancements in engine technology, retrofits, and turnover in the equipment fleet would result
in increased fuel efficiency, potentially more alternatively fueled equipment, and lower levels of GHG emissions.
Also, the URBEMIS model does not account for reductions in CO, emission rates that would affect future
construction activity due to the regulatory environment that is expected to evolve under AB 32. For instance,
ARB’s Scoping Plan identifies the need to expand efficiency strategies and low carbon fuels for heavy-duty and
off-road vehicles (ARB 2008).

Estimated GHG emissions from construction during the 19-year buildout of the Proposed Project Alternative
would be approximately 50,456 metric tons of CO,. This value accounts only for exhaust emissions of GHGs that
would be generated by heavy-duty equipment, haul trucks, and vehicle trips, however. Additional GHG emissions
would also be “embodied” in the materials selected for construction and the level of embodied GHG emission can
vary substantially according to which materials are selected. This is particularly the case for construction of
buildings and infrastructure that involve high quantities of cement, which is a key ingredient of concrete, given
that ARB has identified cement production as an energy-intensive, GHG-intensive industry (ARB 2008, page 31).
In fact, ARB has included cement plants as separate emissions sector in its demand-based GHG inventory for the
state (ARB 2008, pg. 13). Construction-generated exhaust emissions would be temporary and short-term in that
they would only occur during the buildout period; they would not continue on an ongoing basis year after year
throughout the operational life of the development, as is the case with large stationary-source facilities or the
operation of most land use developments. In addition, the regulatory environment that continues to evolve under
the mandate of AB 32 is expected to reduce some of the GHG emissions from construction activity. ARB’s
Scoping Plan does not directly discuss GHG emissions generated by construction activity; however, it does
recommend measures for improving the efficiency of medium- and heavy-duty on-road vehicles (1.4 MMT CO,e¢)
and expended efficiency strategies for off-road vehicles (e.g., forklifts, bulldozers). In addition, existing programs
for air quality improvement in California, including the Diesel Risk Reduction Plan and the 2007 State
Implementation Plan, will result in the accelerated phase-in of cleaner technology for virtually all of California’s
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diesel engine fleets, including construction equipment (ARB 2008). Measures implemented under these plans are
likely to result in future fleets of construction equipment that are more GHG-efficient than existing fleets. For
these reasons, levels of GHG emissions associated with construction activity are expected to decrease over time as
new regulations are developed under the mandate of AB 32.

Nonetheless, due to the intensity and duration of construction activities under the Proposed Project Alternative,
construction-generated GHG emission levels would make an incremental contribution to GHGs that cause climate
change. It is presumed that this level of construction-generated GHG emissions would be substantial compared to
other construction projects in the region and in the state, particularly given the large size of the project
(approximately 3,510 acres) and the intense level of grading that would occur on the hilly, eastern side of the SPA.

Although the construction-generated emissions would be temporary and short-term, and although a new regime of
regulations is expected to come into place under AB 32 and existing regulatory efforts will help reduce GHG
emissions generated by construction activity throughout the state, given the information available today, GHG
emissions associated with construction of the Proposed Project Alternative would result in a cumulatively
considerable incremental contribution to this significant cumulative impact.

Off-Site Elements

GHG emissions associated with the construction of the off-site elements were estimated using the URBEMIS
2007 Version 9.2.4 computer program (Rimpo and Associates 2008) and SMAQMD’s Road Construction
Emissions Model (SMAQMD 2009b). Although the model was developed by SMAQMD, it is also recommended
by EDCAQMD and other air districts in the state for estimating emissions generated by construction projects that
are linear in nature. While construction-generated emissions of criteria air pollutants are evaluated according to
maximum daily emission levels (as discussed under Impact 3A.2-1 in Section 3A.2, “Air Quality — Land,” of the
DEIR/DEIS), GHG emission levels from construction activity are typically evaluated according to their annual
level or the total level that would be emitted during project construction. However, annual or total levels of GHG
emissions associated with construction of the off-site elements could not be accurately estimated due to the lack
of information concerning the construction schedule, types and quantities of equipment involved, and types and
quantities of construction materials used. Nonetheless, maximum daily GHG emission levels were estimated for
each off-site element using these two models. While URBEMIS is designed to model construction emissions for
land use development projects, the Road Construction Emissions Model (SMAQMD 2009b) is designed to
estimate emissions from heavy-duty construction equipment, haul trucks, and worker commute trips and fugitive
particulate matter (PM) dust associated with linear construction projects. For all the elements, it was estimated
that the most emission-intensive phase of construction would consist of grading, excavation, and other earth-
movement activities, as is typically the case for most construction projects. Because detailed information about
the construction of the off-site elements was not available at the time of this analysis, the following conservative
projections were used in the modeling:

» the entire site could potentially be graded on a single day, regardless of project size; and

» cach off-site element could potentially be constructed as early as the year 2011. This is a conservative
assumption because equipment exhaust emissions from subsequent years are anticipated to be lower as new
regulations and emissions technologies for off-road equipment come into place.

Emission levels associated with the construction of each of the proposed off-site elements were modeled
separately. Model inputs include conservative estimates about size (i.e., dimensions and acreage) of the
construction area associated with each off-site element based on the map in Exhibit 2-9 on page 2-35 of the
DEIR/DEIS and default parameters (i.e., equipment types and numbers) from the applicable model. Table 3A.4-2
on page 3A.4-21 of the DEIR/DEIS summarizes the modeled worst-case daily GHG emission levels associated
with construction of each off-site element. Refer to Appendix C1 of the DEIR/DEIS for a detailed summary of the
modeling assumptions, inputs, and outputs.
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The estimated GHG emission levels do not include embodied GHG emissions, which are associated with the
types and quantities of materials (e.g., concrete) used to construct each off-site element. Thus, in the discussion of
each off-site element below, embodied emissions are addressed qualitatively.

Prairie City Road Interchange, Rowberry Drive Overcrossing, Oak Avenue Interchange, and Roadway
Extensions

Estimated maximum daily exhaust GHG emission levels associated with the construction of the Prairie City Road
Interchange, Rowberry Drive overcrossing, Oak Avenue Interchange, and two roadway extensions into El Dorado
County are also shown in Table 3A.4-2 on page 3A.4-21 of the DEIR/DEIS. The emission levels shown in Table
3A.4-2 in the DEIR/DEIS for these off-site elements generally correlate with the size (i.e., acreage) of each element
because it is estimated that the entire area of each off-site element would be graded in a single day. It is important to
note that these estimates of maximum daily emission levels do not necessarily serve as strong indicators of the total
level of GHG emissions that would result from construction of these off-site elements. There is the potential,
however, that the total level of GHG-emitting equipment, the number of workers, and/or the length of time to build
these off-site elements could be substantial. In addition, levels of embodied GHG emissions associated with
construction of these off-site elements could be high because they could involve high quantities of concrete, asphalt,
and/or other energy-intensive construction materials. Given that detailed parameters about the construction of these
infrastructure improvements are not known at the time of writing the DEIR/DEIS, it is assumed that GHG emissions
associated with construction of these elements could result in cumulatively considerable incremental contributions to
climate change. This would be a significant cumulative impact.

Implementation of Mitigation Measure 3A.2-1a and Mitigation Measure 3A.2-1b would reduce construction
vehicle emissions to the degree feasible, by requiring all SMAQMD-recommended measures that are applicable
to the project such as the use of certain engines, following specific criteria, and other requirements. By reducing
emissions of criteria air pollutants, GHG emissions also would be reduced. Implementation of Mitigation Measure
3A.4-1 would result in additional reductions in GHG emissions associated with construction activity. Mitigation
Measures 3A.2-1a, 3A.2-1b, and 3A.4-1 are programmatic in that they recognize that emission control
technologies will continue to evolve and the feasibility of more GHG reductions will likely increase over the 19-
year buildout period of the project. They also recognize that a framework for understanding GHG emissions
embodied in construction materials (e.g., concrete) may continue to evolve such that embodied emissions can be
reduced through project-level mitigation. However, the extent to which feasible technologies and GHG reduction
measures will continue to be developed is not known at the time of writing the DEIR/DEIS. Therefore, this
analysis concludes that these reductions would not be sufficient to fully reduce the construction-generated GHGs
to the extent that they would not be cumulatively considerable. The regulatory changes that are likely under AB
32 and other legislation may result in additional, more substantial reductions in emissions through the use of low
carbon fuels or off-road engine standards. Because of the uncertainty with respect to GHG reductions from
regulations that have not yet been developed, and because the GHGs generated by construction of the Prairie City
Road Interchange, Rowberry Drive overcrossing, Oak Avenue Interchange, and Roadway Connections to El
Dorado County could be considerable, the incremental contribution of GHG emissions from project-related
construction would be cumulatively considerable and significant and unavoidable.

This significance determination is based according to the program-level analysis presented above. However, an
alternate impact conclusion for each of these four off-site elements may be supported by a project-level analysis
that is based on detailed project-specific parameters (i.e., schedule, equipment, materials) used to estimate the
total GHG emissions level associated with construction of the element and/or conducted in accordance with new
guidance provided by ARB or the respective air district (i.e., SMAQMD or EDCAQMD). However, for purposes
of this analysis and because additional detail is currently unavailable, a project-level significance determination
cannot be made with reasonable accuracy.

No other feasible mitigation measures are available to reduce impacts associated with temporary, short-term
construction-related GHG emissions resulting from project development to a less-than-significant level because it
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is technically infeasible to allow new development without some amount of temporary, short-term construction-
related GHG emissions. The project’s objectives include providing a large-scale mixed-use and mixed-density
residential housing development within the City of Folsom, south of U.S. 50. Therefore, mitigation to a less-than-
significant level is not possible while still allowing for implementation of the specific plan. Thus, because it is
impossible to allow new development without temporary, short-term construction-related GHG emissions,
mitigation of this impact to a less-than-significant level would be facially infeasible and this impact is significant
and unavoidable. As explained in Section 4, “Statement of Overriding Considerations”, the environmental,
economic, legal, social, technological, and other benefits outweigh and override the remaining significant impacts
related to temporary, short-term construction-related GHG emissions.

IMPACT  Generation of Long-Term Operational GHG Emissions. Operation of the project over the long term would
3A.4-2 result in increased generation of GHGs, which would contribute considerably to cumulative GHG emissions.

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

Each increment of new development within the project site requiring a discretionary approval (e.g.,
proposed tentative subdivision map, conditional use permit), shall be subject to a project-specific
environmental review (which could support an applicable exemption, negative or mitigated negative
declaration or project-specific EIR) and will require that GHG emissions from operation of each phase of
development, including supporting roadway and infrastructure improvements that are part of the selected
action alternative, will be reduced by an amount sufficient to achieve the 2020-based threshold of
significance of 4.36 CO,e/SP/year for development that would become operational on or before the year
2020, and the 2030-based threshold of significance of 2.86 CO2¢/SP/year for development that would
become operational on or before the year 2030.

The above-stated thresholds of significance may be subject to change if SMAQMD approves its own
GHG significance thresholds, in which case, SMAQMD-adopted thresholds will be used. The amount of
GHG reduction required to achieve the applicable significance thresholds will furthermore depend on
existing and future regulatory measures including those developed under AB 32).

For each increment of new discretionary development, the City shall submit to the project applicant(s) a
list of potentially feasible GHG reduction measures to be considered in the development design. The
City’s list of potentially feasible GHG reduction measures shall reflect the current state of the regulatory
environment, available incentives, and thresholds of significance that may be developed by SMAQMD,
which will evolve under the mandate of AB 32 and Executive Order S-3-05. If the project applicant(s)
asserts it cannot meet the 2020-based goal, then the report shall also demonstrate why measures not
selected are considered infeasible. The City shall review and ensure inclusion of the design features in the
Proposed Project Alternative before applicant(s) can receive the City’s discretionary approval for the any
increment of development. In determining what measures should appropriately be imposed by the City
under the circumstances, the City shall consider the following factors:

» the extent to which rates of GHG emissions generated by motor vehicles traveling to, from, and
within the SPA are projected to decrease over time as a result of regulations, policies, and/or plans
that have already been adopted or may be adopted in the future by ARB or other public agency
pursuant to AB 32, or by EPA;
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the extent to which mobile-source GHG emissions, which at the time of writing this EIR/EIS
comprise a substantial portion of the state’s GHG inventory, can also be reduced through design
measures that result in trip reductions and reductions in trip length;

the extent to which GHG emissions emitted by the mix of power generation operated by SMUD, the
electrical utility that will serve the SPA, are projected to decrease pursuant to the Renewables
Portfolio Standard required by SB 1078 and SB 107, as well as any future regulations, policies,
and/or plans adopted by the federal and state governments that reduce GHG emissions from power
generation;

the extent to which any stationary sources of GHG emissions that would be operated on a proposed
land use (e.g., industrial) are already subject to regulations, policies, and/or plans that reduce GHG
emissions, particularly any future regulations that will be developed as part of ARB’s implementation
of AB 32, or other pertinent regulations on stationary sources that have the indirect effect of reducing
GHG emissions;

the extent to which other mitigation measures imposed on the project to reduce other air pollutant
emissions may also reduce GHG emissions;

the extent to which the feasibility of existing GHG reduction technologies may change in the future,
and to which innovation in GHG reduction technologies will continue, effecting cost-benefit analyses
that determine economic feasibility; and

whether the total costs of proposed mitigation for GHG emissions, together with other mitigation
measures required for the proposed development, are so great that a reasonably prudent property
owner would not proceed with the project in the face of such costs.

In considering how much, and what kind of, mitigation is necessary in light of these factors, the City shall
consider the following list of options, though the list is not intended to be exhaustive, as GHG emission
reduction strategies and their respective feasibility are likely to evolve over time. These measures are
derived from multiple sources including the Mitigation Measure Summary in Appendix B of the
California Air Pollution Control Officer’s Association (CAPCOA) white paper, CEQA & Climate
Change (CAPCOA 2009a); CAPCOA’s Model Policies for Greenhouse Gases in General Plans
(CAPCOA 2009b); and the California Attorney General’s Office publication, The California
Environmental Quality Act: Addressing Global Warming Impacts at the Local Agency Level (California
Attorney General’s Office 2008).

Energy Efficiency

>

Include clean alternative energy features to promote energy self-sufficiency (e.g., photovoltaic cells,
solar thermal electricity systems, small wind turbines).

Design buildings to meet CEC Tier Il requirements (e.g., exceeding the requirements of the Title 24
[as of 2007] by 35%).

Site buildings to take advantage of shade and prevailing winds and design landscaping and sun
screens to reduce energy use.

Install efficient lighting in all buildings (including residential). Also install lighting control systems,
where practical. Use daylight as an integral part of lighting systems in all buildings.

Install light-colored “cool” pavements, and strategically located shade trees along all bicycle and
pedestrian routes.
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Water Conservation and Efficiency

With the exception of ornamental shade trees, use water-efficient landscapes with native, drought-
resistant species in all public area and commercial landscaping. Use water-efficient turf in parks and
other turf-dependant spaces.

Install the infrastructure to use reclaimed water for landscape irrigation and/or washing cars.
Install water-efficient irrigation systems and devices, such as soil moisture-based irrigation controls.
Design buildings and lots to be water-efficient. Only install water-efficient fixtures and appliances.

Restrict watering methods (e.g., prohibit systems that apply water to nonvegetated surfaces) and
control runoff. Prohibit businesses from using pressure washers for cleaning driveways, parking lots,
sidewalks, and street surfaces. These restrictions should be included in the Covenants, Conditions,
and Restrictions of the community.

Provide education about water conservation and available programs and incentives.

To reduce stormwater runoff, which typically bogs down wastewater treatment systems and increases
their energy consumption, construct driveways to single-family detached residences and parking lots
and driveways of multifamily residential uses with pervious surfaces. Possible designs include
Hollywood drives (two concrete strips with vegetation or aggregate in between) and/or the use of
porous concrete, porous asphalt, turf blocks, or pervious pavers.

Solid Waste Measures

Reuse and recycle construction and demolition waste (including, but not limited to, soil, vegetation,
concrete, lumber, metal, and cardboard).

Provide interior and exterior storage areas for recyclables and green waste at all buildings.

Provide adequate recycling containers in public areas, including parks, school grounds, golf courses,
and pedestrian zones in areas of mixed-use development.

Provide education and publicity about reducing waste and available recycling services.

Transportation and Motor Vehicles

Promote ride-sharing programs and employment centers (e.g., by designating a certain %age of
parking spaces for ride-sharing vehicles, designating adequate passenger loading and unloading zones
and waiting areas for ride-share vehicles, and providing a Web site or message board for coordinating
ride-sharing).

Provide the necessary facilities and infrastructure in all land use types to encourage the use of low- or
zero-emission vehicles (e.g., electric vehicle charging facilities and conveniently located alternative
fueling stations).

At industrial and commercial land uses, all forklifts, “yard trucks,” or vehicles that are predominately
used on-site at non-residential land uses shall be electric-powered or powered by biofuels (such as
biodiesel [B100]) that are produced from waste products, or shall use other technologies that do not
rely on direct fossil fuel consumption.
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Implementation: The project applicant(s) for any particular discretionary development.

Timing: Before approval of final maps and building permits for all project phases, including
all on- and off-site elements.

Enforcement: City of Folsom Community Development Department.

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.

The trees on the project site contain sequestered carbon and would continue to provide future carbon
sequestration during their growing life. For all harvestable trees that are subject to removal, the project
applicant(s) for any particular discretionary development application shall participate in and provide
necessary funding for urban and community forestry program (such as the UrbanWood program managed
by the Urban Forest Ecosystems Institute [Urban Forest Ecosystems Institute 2009]) to ensure that wood
with an equivalent carbon sequestration value to that of all harvestable removed trees is harvested for an
end-use that would retain its carbon sequestration (e.g., furniture building, cabinet making). For all
nonharvestable trees that are subject to removal, the project applicant(s) shall develop and fund an off-site
tree program that includes a level of tree planting that, at a minimum, increases carbon sequestration by
an amount equivalent to what would have been sequestered by the blue oak woodland during its lifetime.
This program shall be funded by the project applicant(s) of each development phase and reviewed for
comment by an independent Certified Arborist unaffiliated with the project applicant(s) and shall be
coordinated with the requirements of Mitigation Measure 3.3-5, as stated in Section 3A.3, “Biological
Resources - Land.” Final approval of the program shall be provided by the City. Components of the
program may include, but not be limited to, providing urban tree canopy in the City of Folsom, or
reforestation in suitable areas outside the City. Reforestation in natural habitat areas outside the City of
Folsom would simultaneously mitigate the loss of oak woodland habitat while planting trees within the
urban forest canopy would not. The California Urban Forestry Greenhouse Gas Reporting Protocol shall
be used to assess this mitigation program (CCAR 2008). All unused vegetation and tree material shall be
mulched for use in landscaping on the project site, shipped to the nearest composting facility, or shipped
to a landfill that is equipped with a methane collection system, or combusted in a biomass power plant.
Tree and vegetative material should not be burned on- or off-site unless used as fuel in a biomass power
plant.

Implementation: The project applicant(s) for any particular discretionary development application.

Timing: Before approval of final maps and/or building permits for all project phases requiring
discretionary approval, including all on- and off-site elements.

Enforcement: The City of Folsom Community Development Department.
Finding

Specific economic, legal, social, technological, or other considerations, including provision of
employment opportunities for highly trained workers, make infeasible the mitigation measures or
project alternatives identified in the FEIR/FEIS.

GHG emissions would be generated throughout the operational life of the Proposed Project Alternative.
Operational emissions would be generated by area-, mobile-, and stationary-sources. Area-source emissions
would be associated with activities such as combustion of natural gas for space and water heating, maintenance of
landscaping and grounds, waste disposal, and other sources. Mobile-source emissions of GHGs would include
project-generated vehicle trips for residents, employees, and visitors. In addition, increases in stationary-source
emissions could occur at off-site utility providers from electricity generation that would supply power to the
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proposed land uses. Thus, the GHG’s associated with the consumption of electricity in the SPA is considered an
indirect source. On-site consumption of water would also result in indirect GHG emissions because of the
electricity consumption associated with the off-site conveyance, distribution, and treatment of that water. In
addition, mobile and area source GHG emissions would be generated as a result of the operation and maintenance
of on-site water treatment and conveyance facilities.

GHG emissions generated by operation of the proposed land uses under the Proposed Project Alternative

would be primarily in the form of CO,. Although emissions of other GHGs, such as CH, and N,0, are important
with respect to global climate change, the emissions levels of these other GHGs from the sources considered for
this project are relatively small compared with CO, emissions, even when factoring in the relatively larger global
warming potential of CH, and N,O.

At the time of writing the DEIR/DEIS emission factors and calculation methods for GHGs from development
projects have not been formally adopted for use by the state, SMAQMD, or EDCAQMD. However, SMAQMD’s
Guide to Air Quality Assessment in Sacramento County does recommend that direct and indirect emissions of
GHGs from a project be quantified and disclosed in the respective CEQA document, including area- and mobile-
source emissions, and indirect emissions from in-state energy production and water consumption (SMAQMD 2009a,
page 6-6). Direct operational CO2 emissions were calculated using URBEMIS 2007, Version 9.2.4 (Rimpo and
Associates 2008). Indirect operational emissions associated with electricity consumption were estimated according
to methodologies of the CCAR’s General Reporting Protocol (CCAR 2009). Indirect operational emissions
associated with water consumption were estimated using information provided by the CEC (CEC 2007) as well as
CCAR’s General Reporting Protocol (CCAR 2009). The Proposed Project Alternative and four action alternatives
would also result in the loss blue oak woodland and individual oak trees, which are a form of carbon storage and
sequester carbon from the atmosphere; however, the loss in trees is not quantified for this analysis. The loss blue oak
woodland and individual oak trees is discussed further in Section 3A.3, “Biological Resources — Land.”

A summary of the operational GHG emissions were estimated for full buildout of the Proposed Project
Alternative and four action alternatives, in the Year 2030 and are presented in Table 3A.4-1 of the DEIR/DEIS.
The annual operational emissions level under the Proposed Project Alternative and four action alternatives was
estimated using the best available methodologies and emission factors available at the time of writing this
EIR/EIS. However, for many operational GHG emission sources GHG emission rates for future years are not yet
developed, in part, because regulations continue to evolve under the mandate of AB 32. The URBEMIS model, as
well as other GHG estimation protocols, do not yet account for the impact reductions of the future regulatory
environment and future technological improvements that will result in GHG efficiencies. Thus, this analysis uses
the emissions estimates modeled for full buildout as a proxy for evaluating GHG emissions associated with
operation of the Proposed Project Alternative and four action alternatives.

Estimated GHG emissions associated with operation of the land uses proposed under the Proposed Project
Alternative would total approximately 291,049 annual metric tons. At full buildout the size of the residential
population accommodated by the Proposed Project Alternative would be approximately 24,335 residents and the
number of jobs supported by these action alternatives would be approximately 13,209. When estimated CO,e
emissions are normalized with respect to service population, the average annual efficiency rate of operations
under full buildout of the Proposed Project Alternative would be 7.8 metric tons CO,e/SP/year.

However, in many respects the annual CO,e/SP values for the Proposed Project Alternative are representative of
the Proposed Project Alternative’s GHG efficiency under a business-as-usual scenario and are higher than what
would likely occur. First, the level of mobile-source emissions, which was estimated to be 34-38% of the total
operational emissions (depending on which action alternative is selected), is overstated because it is based on the
VMT estimated by the traffic study, which is conservative. The total VMT estimated by the traffic study includes
all trips associated with the Proposed Project Alternative, including trips that originate or terminate outside the
project area. Many of these are trips would occur with or without the project, but in order to be conservative, the
traffic study attributes all of them to the project’s land uses. Moreover, the estimated level of mobile-source
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emissions also includes some emissions associated with trips that would merely replace trips that already take
place elsewhere in the Sacramento region. For instance, the VMT estimate includes mobile-source emissions
associated with workers who would commute to the SPA from outside the area, even though these trips may be
replacing the workers’ existing commutes to other locations. This point is particularly pertinent to the proposed
mix of land use types, because the project includes a large regional employment center (i.e., the regional shopping
mall) that is out of proportion with the amount of housing proposed and thus would draw in worker commute trips
from outside areas.

The location of a large regional employment center in this location is consistent with the Sacramento Area
Council of Governments (SACOG) Sacramento Region Blueprint, which is intended to reduce overall VMT and
GHG emissions in the region.

Furthermore, the VMT estimate accounts for only some (not all) of the trip reduction features that would be part
of the project design under the Proposed Project Alternative and four action alternatives. The Proposed Project
Alternative and each of the other four action alternatives include some “smart growth” concepts, such as a mix of
uses configured for convenient bike and pedestrian access, an extensive network of bike and pedestrian
connections and integration of transit infrastructure. The transportation model used in the traffic analysis
functions at a regional scale, so all the nuances of the land use planning under the Proposed Project Alternative
and each of the other four action alternatives are not necessarily reflected in their respective estimates of net
VMT. By the same token, the Proposed Project Alternative, which is consistent with the SACOG Sacramento
Region Blueprint, can only go so far in balancing land uses while remaining consistent with the direction from the
SACOG Sacramento Region Blueprint to create a large regional employment center in this location — which
results in a disproportionately high number of jobs in the SPA. This increases VMT compared to a fully integrated
land use plan that has a balanced jobs/housing ratio. In addition, the emissions rates used to estimate mobile-
source GHG emissions do not account for GHG reductions that would result from the Low Carbon Fuel Standard,
which was adopted as a discrete early-action measure of AB 32, or the CAA waiver that California received from
EPA allowing the state to adopt more stringent fuel efficiency standards for passenger vehicles and light trucks
(AB 1493, which is discussed in the “Regulatory Framework™ section above).

With regard to the other largest category of operational GHG emissions shown in Table 3A.4-1, indirect GHG
emissions related to the consumption of fossil fuel-based electricity, these estimated emissions do not account for
reductions that will result from future regulatory changes under AB 32. The estimate of these emissions is not
discounted to reflect the alternative-energy mandate of SB 107, which requires the Sacramento Municipal Utility
District (SMUD) and other electric utilities to provide at least 20% of its electricity supply from renewable
sources by 2010 and 30% by 2020; this mandate would be fully implemented before full buildout of the Proposed
Project Alternative and other four action alternatives. Because SMUD is still procuring enough renewable energy
to meet this goal, the estimated rate of GHG emissions from electricity is expected to decrease between now and
2010. In addition, SB 1368 requires more stringent emissions performance standards for new power plants, both
in-state and out-of-state, that will supply electricity to California consumers. Thus, implementation of SB 1368
will also reduce GHG emissions associated with electricity consumption.

Further reductions are also expected from other regulatory measures that will be developed under the mandate of
AB 32, as identified and recommended in ARB’s Scoping Plan (ARB 2008). In general, the Scoping Plan focuses
on achieving the state’s GHG reduction goals with regulations that improve the efficiency of motor vehicles and
the production (and consumption) of electricity. Thus, even with the implementation of no project-specific
mitigation, the rate of GHG emissions from development under the Proposed Project Alternative and other four
action alternatives are projected to decrease in subsequent years as the regulatory environment progresses under
AB 32. Additionally, new technology improvements may become available or the feasibility of existing
technologies may improve. Nonetheless, a complete picture of the future regulatory environment is unknown at
this time. GHG reduction measures promulgated under the AB 32 mandate may not be sufficient to cause future
development to achieve ARB’s recommended 30% reduction from business-as-usual emissions levels projected
for 2020 (as discussed in the Scoping Plan) or the CO,e/SP/year goals for the years 2020 or 2030 discussed above.
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Also worth consideration is that, for the moment, the total annual GHG emissions level associated with operation
of the Proposed Project Alternative and the other four action alternatives would exceed 25,000 metric tons of CO,
per year throughout their operational life, which is the mandatory reporting level for stationary sources as part of
implementation of AB 32. In comparison to this reporting level, the amount of operational GHG emissions of the
Proposed Project Alternative and the other four action alternatives would be considered substantial.

Because the total GHG emissions associated with project operations under the Proposed Project Alternative and
other four action alternatives would be considered substantial, and due to the uncertainty about to what degree
future regulations developed through implementation of AB 32 would help enable achievement of the
CO,e/SP/year thresholds for the years 2020 or 2030, the Proposed Project Alternative would result in a
cumulatively considerable contribution to a significant cumulative impact related to long-term operational
generation of GHGs.

By acknowledging that the regulatory environment will continue to progress and that new GHG reduction
technologies will continue to be innovated over time, Mitigation Measure 3A.4-2 requires the implementation of
project-specific mitigation measures that are appropriate and feasible during each phase or increment of project
development. Although Mitigation Measure 3A.4-2 would require the implementation of all feasible GHG
reduction measures known at this time, it is unknown at the time of writing this EIR/EIS whether the selected
project-specific measures during each project phase, in combination with the GHG reductions realized from the
regulatory environment that exists at that time, would result in attainment of the applicable CO,e/SP goal.

As the preceding discussion suggests, much of the difficulty in achieving the applicable CO,e/SP goal through
measures imposed by the City reflects the reality that the vast majority of GHG emissions associated with the
Proposed Project Alternative would be attributable to the combustion of fossil fuels, either in motor vehicles or
in electricity-generating power plants. The state, it is clear, must make significant strides in changing the make-
up of transportation fuels and power plant fuels if it is to achieve compliance with AB 32. Based on the
Scoping Plan adopted by ARB on December 11, 2008, however, it is reasonable to expect that the state should
be able to make such strides through regulations and policies adopted pursuant to AB 32. Given the long period
of time needed for build-out of the project, these regulations and policies should be effective in reducing GHG
emissions from vehicles and power plants during the period of time in which the City approves the vast
majority of project-level development entitlements needed for development pursuant to, and consistent with,
the Proposed Project Alternative. As these regulations and policies gradually become effective, the task of
achieving the applicable CO,e/SP goal should become comparatively easier. However, the precise level of
reductions is difficult to calculate for all phases of development, and therefore would be speculative at this time.
As a precaution, this EIR/EIS concludes that the Proposed Project Alternative’s incremental contribution to long-
term operational GHG emissions is cumulatively considerable and significant and unavoidable.

No other feasible mitigation measures are available to reduce impacts associated with long-term operational GHG
emissions to a less-than-significant level because it is technically infeasible to allow development activities without
some GHG emissions. The project’s objectives include providing a large-scale mixed-use and mixed-density
residential housing development within the City of Folsom, south of U.S. 50. Therefore, mitigation to a less-than-
significant level is not possible while still allowing for implementation of the specific plan. Thus, because it is
impossible to allow new development without GHG emissions, mitigation of this impact to a less-than-significant
level would be facially infeasible and this impact is significant and unavoidable. As explained in Section 4,
“Statement of Overriding Considerations”, the environmental, economic, legal, social, technological, and other
benefits outweigh and override the remaining significant impacts related to long-term operational GHG emissions.
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CLIMATE CHANGE — WATER

IMPACT
3B.4-1

Mitigation

Generation of Short- and Long-term Increases in Greenhouse Gases. Construction and operation of the
Off-site Water Facility Alternatives would result in a net increase in greenhouse gas emissions, which would
contribute considerably to cumulative GHG emissions.

Mitigation Measure 3B.4-1a: Implement GHG Reduction Measures during Construction.

The bid specifications for construction of the Off-site Water Facilities shall require that bidders
demonstrate how they will comply with each of the following measures during all construction and
demolition activities:

1)

2)

3)

4)

Construction vehicles and equipment will be properly maintained at all times in accordance with
manufacturer’s specifications, including proper tuning and timing of engines. Equipment maintenance
records and equipment design specification data sheets shall be kept on-site during construction and
demolition activities and subject to inspection by the SMAQMD.

Operators will turn off all construction vehicles and equipment and all delivery vehicles when not in
use, and not allow idling for more than 5 minutes or for such other more restrictive time as may be
required in law or regulation.

On-site construction vehicles and equipment will use ARB-certified biodiesel fuel if available (a
minimum of B20, or 20 % of biodiesel) except for those with warranties that would be voided if B20
biodiesel fuel were used. Prior to issuance of grading or demolition permits, the contractor shall
provide documentation to the City that verifies whether any equipment is exempt; that a biodiesel
supply has been secured; and that the construction contractor is aware that the use of biodiesel is
required.

A City-approved Solid Waste Diversion and Recycling Plan (or such other documentation to the
satisfaction of the City) will be in place for the Off-site Water Facilities that demonstrates the
diversion from landfills and recycling of all nonhazardous, salvageable and re-useable wood, metal,
plastic and paper products during construction and demolition activities. The Plan or other
documentation shall include the name of the waste hauler, their assumed destination for all waste and
recycled materials, and the procedures that will be followed to ensure implementation of this
measure.

Implementation: City of Folsom Utilities Department.

Timing: Prior to the approval of grading plans and building permits for all off-site water
facilities.
Enforcement: 1. For improvements that would be located within the City of Folsom: City of

Folsom Community Development Department and SMAQMD.

2. For improvements that would be located within unincorporated Sacramento
County: Sacramento County Planning and Community Development Department
and SMAQMD.

3. For improvements that would be located within the City of Rancho Cordova:
City of Rancho Cordova Planning Department and SMAQMD.
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Mitigation Measure 3B.4-1b: Prepare and Implement an Off-site Water Facilities Climate Action Plan.

Prior to operation, the City shall have in place a Off-site Water Facilities Climate Action Plan and
Greenhouse Reduction Strategy (Plan) that has been adopted by the City following an opportunity for
review and recommendation by the SMAQMD. At a minimum, the Plan shall include:

» Designation of Person Responsible for Implementation. The Plan shall designate the name and
contact information of the person(s) responsible for ensuring continuous and on-going
implementation of the Plan.

» GHG Inventory and Reduction Target. The City shall prepare a complete GHG Inventory for the
Off-site Water Facilities components within one year following occupancy and a GHG reduction
target based on State guidance.

» Off-site Water Facilities Design Features. The Off-site Water Facilities shall include design
features to reduce operational GHG emissions, as well as an estimate of the reduction in GHG
emissions that is expected to result from each facility. Initial measures that may be considered
include, but are not limited to:

* Design all conditioned occupancies with “cool roofs” using products certified by the Cool Roof
Rating Council, and other exposed roof surfaces coated with “cool paints”;

* Design all conditioned occupancies to take advantage of shade through the planting of deciduous
canopy-type trees and/or prevailing winds to reduce energy use;

* Make maximum use of EnergyStar-qualified energy efficient appliances, heating and cooling
systems, office equipment and lighting products;

» Install a photovoltaic array (solar panels) or other source of renewable energy generation on-site,
or otherwise acquire energy that has been generated by renewable sources to meet a portion of the
electricity needs of the Off-site Water Facilities;

* In an effort to reduce GHG emissions from transportation sources, the bid specifications for the
Off-site Water Facilities should require that bidders demonstrate that they have given preference
to local sources of building materials or offer evidence to support why such local sources have
not been used.

Implementation: City of Folsom Utilities Department.

Timing: Prior to the approval of grading plans and building permits for all off-site water
facilities.
Enforcement: 1. For improvements that would be located within the City of Folsom: City of

Folsom Community Development Department and SMAQMD.

2. For improvements that would be located within unincorporated Sacramento
County: Sacramento County Planning and Community Development Department
and SMAQMD.

3. For improvements that would be located within the City of Rancho Cordova:
City of Rancho Cordova Planning Department and SMAQMD.

AECOM Folsom South of U.S. Highway 50 Specific Plan
Findings of Fact and Statement of Overriding Considerations 148 City of Folsom and USACE



Finding

Specific economic, legal, social, technological, or other considerations, including provision of
employment opportunities for highly trained workers, make infeasible the mitigation measures or
project alternatives identified in the FEIR/FEIS.

At minimum, the Off-site Water Facilities improvements would be required to comply with Title 24 energy
efficiency standards (2007), to the extent applicable; however, the extent to which these standards would help the
individual improvements in achieving the goals outlined in AB 32 is unknown. In response to this uncertainty and
to provide clarification to lead agencies for assessing GHG impacts, ARB and local air districts have began
developing thresholds of significance for common project types that, collectively, are responsible for substantial
GHG emissions. As part of updating its CEQA Guidelines, BAAQMD has proposed a threshold of 10,000 metric
tons of CO, equivalent per year (MTCO,e/yr) for operational increases in GHG emissions from stationary sources
and a separate threshold of 1,100 MTCO,e/yr for operational sources other than stationary sources (i.e., mobile
vehicle trips). However, no construction threshold is currently proposed by BAAQMD. Nevertheless, at the State-
level, ARB is considering the inclusion of mandatory performance standards for construction-related GHGs.

The Off-site Water Facilities would emit GHGs during construction from combustion of fuels in worker vehicles
and material product delivery and removal accessing the site as well as the off-road construction equipment. Off-
and on-road construction GHG emissions were calculated using URBEMIS2007 for the WTP and SMAQMD’s
Roadway Construction Model (2007) for linear pipeline construction. These models cover the CO, emission
estimates for the readily quantifiable construction sources, but do not cover the quantities of indirect CO,
emissions that go into the manufacturing/processing of steel pipe, construction aggregate, etc. In the absence of an
significance threshold for construction-related CO,-emissions, but in acknowledging that the State is considering
mandatory performance measures for construction, without the inclusion of any performance measures for
construction, the resulting CO, emissions would be greater than if no performance measures were incorporated.
Based on these considerations, short-term emissions of CO, resulting from the construction of the Off-site Water
Facility Alternatives could result potentially significant direct and indirect impacts.

Following construction, the operation of the Off-site Water Facilities is expected to contribute to regional GHG
emissions over the long-term. The primary sources of GHG emissions would be associated with daily vehicle trips
to and from the WTP along with indirect emissions from new electrical loads associated with the booster pump
station, water treatment operations, and distribution of treated water to users within the Folsom SPA. Based on the
methodology employed in Section 3A.2.3, quantification of GHG for the Off-site Water Facilities was focused to
the CO, outputs generated for off-site conveyance pumping, water treatment (On- or Off-site), distribution
pumping within the Folsom SPA, and mobile sources. To estimate emissions generated from these sources,
emission factors derived from the California Climate Action Registry Power/Utility Protocol Public Reports (as of
September 2008)” where used in combination with the base electrical usage requirements for the booster pumping
station, 1,700 HP, and 1,406 kWh/MG for treatment and local distribution pumping (including those facilities
within the Folsom SPA) (ICF International 2008). Assuming the most-conservative operational scenario in which
the booster pumping station is operated 24 hours a day, 7 days a week, at an average of 6.5 mgd, Table 3B.4-1 on
page 3B.4-5 of the DEIR/DEIS provides the GHG emissions in MTCO,e/year for each of the Off-site Water
Facility Alternatives. The GHG estimates calculated for each of the Off-site Water Facility Alternatives is
substantially higher than the applied threshold for stationary sources as proposed by BAAQMD and, therefore,
this indirect impact is considered significant. As shown in Table 3B.4-1 on page 3B.4-5 of the DEIR/DEIS, non-
stationary sources of GHGs would not be significant.

Offsite electricity generation emissions are based on SMUD’s utility specific verified electricity CO, Emissions factors for
2006. These calculations, presented in Appendix M-VI of the DEIR/DEIS, are estimates of expected GHG emissions from
carbon dioxide, methane, and nitrous oxide generation, the combination of which are representative of CO, equivalent
emissions.
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Given the overwhelming scope of global climate change, it is not anticipated that a single public infrastructure
project would have an individually discernable effect on global climate change (e.g., that any increase in global
temperature or rise in sea level could be attributed to the emissions resulting from one single development project).
Rather, it is more appropriate to conclude that the GHG emissions generated by the Off-site Water Facilities would
combine with emissions across the state, nation, and globe to cumulatively contribute to global climate change.
Based on the nature and size of the Off-site Water Facilities components, without mitigation, the construction and
operation of the Off-site Water Facilities could contribute to the State’s inability to reach the emission reduction
limits/standards set forth by the State of California by Executive Order S-3-05 and AB 32. For these reasons, the
construction and operation of the Off-site Water Facility Alternatives could result in a substantial contribution to
global climate change and the direct and indirect impacts are considered potentially significant.

With implementation of the measures listed above, Off-Site Water Facility construction-related impacts to global
climate change from GHG emissions would be reduced to the extent feasible through the inclusion of mandatory
performance standards for Off-Site Water Facility construction. However, given the quantities of GHGs indirectly
produced by all the Off-site Water Facility Alternatives greatly exceeds the applied operational threshold of
10,000 MTCO,e/yr for stationary sources, and the range of feasible mitigation measures available for reducing
these emissions, the City does not expect that it would be able to reduce these emissions to a less-than-significant
level. For this reason, this impact is considered significant and unavoidable.

No other feasible mitigation measures are available to reduce impacts associated with short-term and long-term
GHG emissions to a less-than-significant level because it is technically infeasible to allow construction and
development activities without some GHG emissions. The objectives of the “Water” elements of the project
include construction of necessary infrastructure and sufficient water supply for the planned SPA. Therefore,
mitigation to a less-than-significant level is not possible while still allowing for implementation of the specific
plan. Thus, because it is impossible to allow construction and development without the potential for some GHG
emissions, mitigation of this impact to a less-than-significant level would be facially infeasible and this impact is
significant and unavoidable. As explained in Section 4, “Statement of Overriding Considerations”, the
environmental, economic, legal, social, technological, and other benefits outweigh and override the remaining
significant impacts related to short-term and long-term GHG emissions.

CULTURAL RESOURCES — LAND

IMPACT  Possible Destruction of or Damage to Known Prehistoric and Historic-Era Cultural Resources from
3A.5-1 Ground-Disturbance or Other Construction-Related Activities. Construction activities during project
implementation could result in the destruction of or damage to known prehistoric and historic-era cultural
resources that are potentially eligible for or listed on the CRHR or NRHP.

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

The PA for the proposed project is incorporated by reference. The PA provides a management framework
for identifying historic properties, determining adverse effects, and resolving those adverse effects as
required under Section 106 of the NHPA. This document is incorporated by reference. The PA is
available for public inspection and review at the California Office of Historic Preservation 1725 23rd
Street Sacramento, CA 95816.

Implementation: USACE (or designee) and the project applicant(s) of all project phases (as directed by
USACE).

Timing: The PA shall be prepared and executed (signed) prior to issuance of any Federal
permit or authorization for any aspect or component of the specific plan project.
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Enforcement: USACE and the project applicant(s) of all project phases (as directed by USACE),
with oversight by the SHPO.

Mitigation Measure 3A.5-1b: Perform an Inventory and Evaluation of Cultural Resources for the California Register of
Historic Places, Minimize or Avoid Damage or Destruction, and Perform Treatment Where Damage or Destruction
Cannot be Avoided.

Management of cultural resources eligible for or listed on the CRHR under CEQA mirrors management
steps required under Section 106. 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 CRHR listing criteria and significance thresholds that apply under CEQA. Prior to ground-
disturbing work for each individual development phase or off-site element, the applicable oversight
agency (City of Folsom, El Dorado County, Sacramento County, or Caltrans), or the project applicant(s)
of all project phases, with applicable agency oversight, shall perform the following actions:

» 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 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.
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» 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 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).

Implementation: The applicable oversight agency and the project applicant(s) (at the agency’s
direction) of all project phases.

Timing: Before issuance of building permits and ground-disturbing activities.

Enforcement: 1. For all project-related improvements that would be located within the City of
Folsom: City of Folsom Community Development Department.

2. For the two roadway connections in El Dorado Hills: El Dorado County
Development Services Department.

3. For the detention basin west of Prairie City Road: Sacramento County Planning
and Community Development Department.

4. For the U.S. 50 interchange improvements: Caltrans.
Finding

Specific economic, legal, social, technological, or other considerations, including provision of
employment opportunities for highly trained workers, make infeasible the mitigation measures or
project alternatives identified in the FEIR/FEIS.

The SPA and areas where off-site elements would be constructed contain numerous identified prehistoric and
historic-era cultural resources as documented in Appendix E2 of the DEIR/DEIS. While the densest concentration
of resources occurs in the northwest corner of the SPA, documented prehistoric and historic cultural resources
occur throughout the SPA. Many of these resources have not been specifically evaluated for eligibility for listing
on the NRHP or the CRHR, but the quality and range of identified resources as described in Appendix E2 of the
DEIR/DEIS suggests that many of these resources are likely eligible for listing in these registers. Construction
that would be implemented as part of the Proposed Project Alternative would likely result in direct adverse
impacts to these resources. These direct impacts are considered significant. No indirect impacts would occur.

Implementation of Mitigation Measures 3A.5-1a and 3A.5-1b would substantially reduce the level of direct
impacts on identified cultural resources under the Proposed Project Alternative, but not to a less-than-significant
level. Because this potential impact would not be fully reduced and because it would not be feasible to avoid all
direct impacts to identified resources, ground-disturbing work could still result in direct impacts to cultural
resources, some of which are likely to be eligible for listing on the CRHR and NRHP. Additionally, some of the
off-site elements (two roadway connections in El Dorado County and detention basin in Sacramento County) fall
under the jurisdiction of El Dorado and Sacramento Counties; therefore, neither the City nor the project
applicant(s) would have control over their timing or implementation. Even if the affected county(ies) cooperate in
allowing and enforcing the mitigation, the impacts to the off-site elements would not be fully reduced to a less-
than-significant level. Therefore, under all alternatives, impacts to identified cultural resources are considered
potentially significant and unavoidable.

No other feasible mitigation measures are available to reduce impacts associated with possible damage or
destruction of known cultural resources from project construction to a less-than-significant level because it is
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technically infeasible to allow construction activities without some potential to damage cultural resources. The
project’s objectives include providing a large-scale mixed-use and mixed-density residential housing development
within the City of Folsom, south of U.S. 50. Therefore, mitigation to a less-than-significant level is not possible
while still allowing for implementation of the specific plan. Thus, because it is impossible to allow new
development without some potential to damage cultural resources, mitigation of this impact to a less-than-
significant level would be facially infeasible and this impact is significant and unavoidable. As explained in
Section 4, “Statement of Overriding Considerations”, the environmental, economic, legal, social, technological,
and other benefits outweigh and override the remaining significant impacts related to damage or destruction of
known cultural resources.

IMPACT Possible Destruction of or Damage to Previously Undiscovered Cultural Resources from Ground-
3A.5-2 Disturbance or Other Construction-Related Activities. Construction activities during project
implementation could result in the destruction of or damage to “significant” (under CEQA) undiscovered
cultural resources.
Mitigation

Mitigation Measure 3A.5-2: Conduct Construction Personnel Education, Conduct On-Site Monitoring if Required,
Stop Work if Cultural Resources are Discovered, Assess the Significance of the Find, and Perform Treatment or
Avoidance as Required.

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

» 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.

» Asaresult of the work conducted for Mitigation Measures 3A.5-1a and 3A.5-1D, if the archacologist
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 monitoring in the locations specified by the archaecologist. USACE should review and
approve any recommendations by archaeologists with respect to monitoring.

» 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., El Dorado and/or Sacramento Counties, or Caltrans).
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Implementation: Project applicant(s) of all project phases.

Timing: Before and during ground-disturbing activities.
Enforcement: 1. For actions taken to satisfy the requirements of Section 106: the SHPO and
USACE.

2. For all project-related improvements that would be located within the City of
Folsom: City of Folsom Community Development Department.

3. For the two roadway connections off-site into El Dorado Hills: El Dorado County
Development Services Department.

4. For the detention basin west of Prairie City Road: Sacramento County Planning
and Community Development Department.

5. Forthe U.S. 50 interchange improvements: Caltrans.
Finding

Specific economic, legal, social, technological, or other considerations, including provision of
employment opportunities for highly trained workers, make infeasible the mitigation measures or
project alternatives identified in the FEIR/FEIS.

The density of documented resources within the SPA and in the vicinity of the off-site elements suggests that the
entire project footprint is also sensitive for previously unidentified and currently unknown cultural resources.
These resources may be obscured by surface vegetation or thin overlying strata of culturally sterile soils, with
little surface manifestation; thus, it is unlikely that a surface inventory effort would not identify all cultural
resources that could be disturbed or destroyed by ground-disturbing construction activities associated with the
Proposed Project Alternative. If these resources were determined to be “significant” under CEQA, disturbance or
destruction would be a significant impact. Therefore, direct impacts to previously undiscovered cultural resources
are considered potentially significant. No indirect impacts would occur.

Implementation of Mitigation Measure 3A.5-2, and Mitigation Measures 3A.5-1a and 3A.5-1b if required, would
reduce the potentially significant impacts from possible damage or destruction of previously unknown cultural
resources under the Proposed Project Alternative, but not to a less-than-significant level. Although construction
worker personnel training would be conducted, construction monitoring would occur (if determined to be
necessary by the qualified archaeologist), and evaluation and treatment of resources after they are discovered as
required under Section 106 and CEQA would occur, the potential remains that “significant” (under CEQA)
cultural deposits could be disturbed during construction and other ground-disturbing activities before they can be
identified and protected under all action alternatives. Additionally, some of the off-site elements fall under the
jurisdiction of El Dorado and Sacramento Counties, or Caltrans; therefore, neither the City nor the project
applicant(s) would have control over their timing or implementation. Even if the affected county(ies)/Caltrans
cooperate in allowing and enforcing the mitigation, the impacts to the off-site elements would not be fully
reduced to a less-than-significant level. Therefore, under all of the action alternatives, potential impacts to
previously unknown cultural resources are considered potentially significant and unavoidable.

No other feasible mitigation measures are available to reduce impacts associated with possible damage or
destruction of previously undiscovered cultural resources to a less-than-significant level because it is technically
infeasible to allow construction activities without risk of damage to previously undiscovered cultural resources.
The project’s objectives include providing a large-scale mixed-use and mixed-density residential housing
development within the City of Folsom, south of U.S. 50. Therefore, mitigation to a less-than-significant level is
not possible while still allowing for implementation of the specific plan. Thus, because it is impossible to allow
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construction activities without the risk of damage to previously undiscovered cultural resources, mitigation of this
impact to a less-than-significant level would be facially infeasible and this impact is significant and unavoidable.
As explained in Section 4, “Statement of Overriding Considerations”, the environmental, economic, legal, social,
technological, and other benefits outweigh and override the remaining significant impacts related to previously
undiscovered cultural resources.

IMPACT Possible Destruction of or Damage to Interred Human Remains during Construction. Ground-
3A.5-3 disturbing activities could inadvertently disinter and/or destroy buried human skeletal remains.
Mitigation

Mitigation Measure 3A.5-3: Suspend Ground-Disturbing Activities if Human Remains are Encountered and Comply
with California Health and Safety Code Procedures.

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 coroner determines that the remains are those of a Native American, he or
she must contact the 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 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:

» record the site with the NAHC or the appropriate Information Center,
» Use an open-space or conservation zoning designation or easement, or
» 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
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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).

Implementation: Project applicant(s) of all project phases.
Timing: Upon the discovery of suspected human remains.

Enforcement: 1. For all project-related improvements that would be located within the City of
Folsom: City of Folsom Community Development Department.

2. For the two roadway connections in El Dorado Hills: El Dorado County
Development Services Department.

3. For the detention basin west of Prairie City Road: Sacramento County Planning
and Community Development Department.

4. For the U.S. 50 interchange improvements: Caltrans.
Finding for Elements within the City of Folsom’s Jurisdiction

Changes or alterations have been required in, or incorporated into, the Proposed Project Alternative
which would avoid or substantially lessen this potentially significant environmental effect as identified
in the FEIR/FEIS.

Under the five action alternatives, while no documented prehistoric or historic burial sites occur within the SPA
or in the vicinity of the off-site elements, the density and number of identified resources suggests that there is at
least the potential that interred human remains exist in the project footprint. Ground-disturbing activities
associated with Proposed Project Alternative may inadvertently disinter or destroy these remains. Therefore, this
direct impact is considered potentially significant. No indirect impacts would occur.

Implementation of Mitigation Measure 3A.5-3 would reduce the potentially significant impact associated with the
possible destruction of human remains under the Proposed Project Alternative to a less-than-significant level by
immediately suspending work in the vicinity of the discovery and complying with state laws requiring contact
with the applicable county coroner and a professional archaeologist to determine the nature of the find, and
subsequent contact with the NAHC and appropriate treatment if the remains are determined to be those of a
Native American.

Finding for Elements Outside the City of Folsom’s Jurisdiction

Changes or alterations which avoid or substantially lessen the significant environmental effect as
identified in the FEIR/FEILS are within the responsibility and jurisdiction of another public agency and
not the agency making the finding. Such changes have been adopted by such other agency or can and
should be adopted by such other agency.

For the on-site elements and off-site elements within the City’s jurisdiction, changes or alterations have been
required in, or incorporated into, the Proposed Project Alternative which would avoid or substantially lessen this
potentially significant environmental effect as identified in the FEIR/FEIS. However, some of the off-site
elements fall under the jurisdiction of El Dorado and Sacramento Counties; therefore, the City of Folsom would
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not have control or authority over timing or implementation of Mitigation Measure 3A.5-3. If the agency(ies) with
jurisdiction over these off-site elements would implement Mitigation Measure 3A.5-3, this potential impact would
be mitigated to a less-than-significant level.

CULTURAL RESOURCES — WATER

IMPACT  Possible Destruction of or Damage to Known Prehistoric and Historic-Era Cultural Resources from
3B.5-1 Ground-Disturbance or Other Construction-Related Activities. Construction activities associated with the
Off-site Water Facility Alternatives could result in the destruction of or damage to known prehistoric and
historic-era cultural resources that are potentially eligible for or listed on the CRHR or NRHP.

Mitigation

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

Implement Mitigation Measure 3A.5-1b: Perform an Inventory and Evaluation of Cultural Resources for the California
Register of Historic Places, Minimize or Avoid Damage or Destruction, and Perform Treatment Where Damage or

Destruction Cannot be Avoided.

Implementation: City of Folsom Utilities Department.

Timing: Prior to completion of final design and start of construction.
Enforcement: 1. For actions taken to satisfy the requirements of Section 106: the SHPO and
USACE.

2. For all project-related improvements that would be located within the City of
Folsom: City of Folsom Community Development Department.

3. For off-site improvements within unincorporated Sacramento County and the
City of Rancho Cordova: Sacramento County Planning and Community
Development Department or City of Rancho Cordova Planning Department.

Finding

Specific economic, legal, social, technological, or other considerations, including provision of
employment opportunities for highly trained workers, make infeasible the mitigation measures or
project alternatives identified in the FEIR/FEIS

Portions of the historic alignment of White Rock Road are listed as a historical resource and are located within or
immediately adjacent to the conveyance alignment for these alternatives. This historical roadway is potentially
subject to disturbance as a result of Off-site Water Facilities construction; especially if constructed within the
roadway. However, the County is currently planning to realign and widen portions White Rock Road within Zone
4 of the “Water” Study Area, which is further described in the White Rock Road Widening EIR and incorporated
by reference into the EIR/EIS. Based on this circumstance, it is possible that installation of the conveyance
portion of these Off-site Water Facility Alternatives could occur concurrently with the widening project thereby
minimizing potential impacts to this historical resource. However, in addition to White Rock Road, other historic-
era resources have also been identified on portions of the White Rock WTP site and in close proximity to White
Rock Road (see Appendix M—VI of the DEIR/DEIS). In addition, the On-Site WTP is located in an area
potentially containing historical resources. As a result, construction-related direct impacts to these previously-
documented resources could be potentially significant. No indirect impacts would result.
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Construction-related excavation for the conveyance pipeline and other above-ground facilities under these
alternatives carries to the potential to adversely affect previously recorded archaeological sites. As a result,
potential construction-related impacts to these previously documented archaeological resources could be
potentially significant if these resources qualify as unique archaeological resource or historical resources within
the meaning of CEQA or historic properties within the meaning of Section 106 of the NHPA.

Implementation of Mitigation Measures 3A.5-1a and 3A.5-1b would substantially reduce the level of direct
impacts on identified cultural resources under the Proposed Off-site Water Facility Alternative, but not to a less-
than-significant level. Because this potential impact would not be fully reduced and because it would not be
feasible to avoid all direct impacts to identified resources, ground-disturbing work could still result in direct
impacts to historic and cultural resources. Additionally, portions of the off-site water facilities fall under the
jurisdiction of Sacramento County and the City of Rancho Cordova; therefore, neither the City nor the project
applicant(s) would have control over timing or implementation of mitigation measures. Even if the affected
jurisdictions cooperate in allowing and enforcing the mitigation, the impacts would not be fully reduced to a less-
than-significant level. Therefore, under all alternatives, impacts to identified cultural resources are considered
potentially significant and unavoidable.

No other feasible mitigation measures are available to reduce impacts associated with possible damage or
destruction of known cultural resources from project construction to a less-than-significant level because it is
technically infeasible to allow construction activities without some potential to damage cultural resources. The
objectives of the “Water” elements of the project include construction of necessary infrastructure and sufficient
water supply for the planned SPA. Therefore, mitigation to a less-than-significant level is not possible while still
allowing for implementation of the “Water” portion of the proposed project. Thus, because it is impossible to
allow construction activities without some potential to damage cultural resources, mitigation of this impact to a
less-than-significant level would be facially infeasible and this impact is significant and unavoidable. As
explained in Section 4, “Statement of Overriding Considerations,” the environmental, economic, legal, social,
technological, and other benefits outweigh and override the remaining significant impacts related to damage or
destruction of known cultural resources.

IMPACT  Possible Destruction of or Damage to Previously Undiscovered Cultural Resources from Ground-
3B.5-2 Disturbance or Other Construction-Related Activities. Construction activities during project implementation
could result in the destruction of or damage to “significant” (under CEQA) undiscovered cultural resources.

Mitigation
Implement Mitigation Measure 3A.5-2: Conduct Construction Personnel Education, Conduct On-Site Monitoring if
Required, Stop Work if Cultural Resources are Discovered, Assess the Significance of the Find, and Perform

Treatment or Avoidance as Required.

Implementation:  City of Folsom Utilities Department.

Timing: Prior to completion of final design and start of construction.
Enforcement: 1. For actions taken to satisfy the requirements of Section 106: the SHPO and
USACE.

2. For all project-related improvements that would be located within the City of
Folsom: City of Folsom Community Development Department.

3. For off-site improvements within unincorporated Sacramento County and the
City of Rancho Cordova: Sacramento County Planning and Community
Development Department or City of Rancho Cordova Planning Department.
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Finding

Specific economic, legal, social, technological, or other considerations, including provision of
employment opportunities for highly trained workers, make infeasible the mitigation measures or
project alternatives identified in the FEIR/FEIS.

Although the Off-site Water Facilities conveyance routes would generally be constructed within existing roadway
right-of-way, this design feature would not completely avoid the potential for encountering previously
unidentified archaeological resources. A similar situation could exist for the pump station and WTP sites. Given
that traditional survey methods are constrained along roadways due to the presence of pavement, thick annual
grasslands along roadway shoulders and WTP sites and the presence of fill materials, buried or previously
unidentified resources can be easily obscured. As a result, construction could inadvertently unearth and damage
previously unidentified archaeological resources that could qualify as unique archaeological resources or
historical resources under CEQA or historic properties within the meaning of Section 106. For the above reasons,
this direct impact could be potentially significant. No indirect impacts would occur.

Implementation of Mitigation Measure 3A.5-2 would substantially reduce the level of direct impacts on
previously unknown cultural resources under Proposed Off-site Water Facility Alternative, but not to a less-than-
significant level. Because this potential impact would not be fully reduced and because it would not be feasible to
avoid all direct impacts to resources, ground-disturbing work could still result in direct impacts to historic and
cultural resources. Additionally, portions of the off-site water facilities fall under the jurisdiction of Sacramento
County and the City of Rancho Cordova; therefore, neither the City nor the project applicant(s) would have
control over timing or implementation of mitigation measures. Even if the affected jurisdictions cooperate in
allowing and enforcing the mitigation, the impacts would not be fully reduced to a less-than-significant level.
Therefore, under all alternatives, impacts to identified cultural resources are considered potentially significant
and unavoidable.

No other feasible mitigation measures are available to reduce impacts associated with possible damage or
destruction of previously undiscovered cultural resources from project construction to a less-than-significant level
because it is technically infeasible to allow construction activities without some potential to damage cultural
resources. The objectives of the “Water” elements of the project include construction of necessary infrastructure
and sufficient water supply for the planned SPA. Therefore, mitigation to a less-than-significant level is not
possible while still allowing for implementation of the “Water” portion of the proposed project. Thus, because it
is impossible to allow construction activities without some potential to damage previously unknown cultural
resources, mitigation of this impact to a less-than-significant level would be facially infeasible and this impact is
significant and unavoidable. As explained in Section 4, “Statement of Overriding Considerations”, the
environmental, economic, legal, social, technological, and other benefits outweigh and override the remaining
significant impacts related to damage or destruction of previously unknown cultural resources.

IMPACT  Possible Destruction of or Damage to Interred Human Remains during Construction. Ground-disturbing
3B.5-3 activities could inadvertently disinter and/or destroy buried human skeletal remains.

Mitigation

Mitigation Measure 3A.5-3: Suspend Ground-Disturbing Activities if Human Remains are Encountered and Comply
with California Health and Safety Code Procedures.

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
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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 coroner determines that the remains are those of a Native American, he or
she must contact the 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 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:

» record the site with the NAHC or the appropriate Information Center,
» Use an open-space or conservation zoning designation or easement, or
» 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).

Implementation: City of Folsom Utilities Department.

Timing: Before issuance of building permits and ground-disturbing activities.
Enforcement: 1. For actions taken to satisfy the requirements of Section 106: the SHPO and
USACE.

2. For all project-related improvements that would be located within the City of
Folsom: City of Folsom Community Development Department.
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3. For off-site improvements within unincorporated S