
HISTORIC DISTRICT COMMISSION AGENDA 
August 19, 2020 

CITY COUNCIL CHAMBERS 
5:00 p.m. 

50 Natoma Street 
Folsom, California 95630 

Pursuant to Governor Newsom’s Executive Order N-29-20, members of the Folsom Historic District 
Commission and staff may participate in this meeting via teleconference. 

Due to the coronavirus (COVID-19) public health emergency, the City of Folsom is allowing remote public 
input during Commission meetings. Members of the public are encouraged to participate by e-mailing 

comments to kmullett@folsom.ca.us. E-mailed comments must be received no later than thirty minutes before 
the meeting and will be read aloud at the meeting during the agenda item. Please make your comments brief. 

Written comments submitted and read into the public record must adhere to the principles of the three-minute 
speaking time permitted for in-person public comment at Commission meetings. Members of the public 

wishing to participate in this meeting via teleconference may email kmullett@folsom.ca.us no later than thirty 
minutes before the meeting to obtain call-in information. Each meeting may have different call-in information. 

Verbal comments via teleconference must adhere to the principles of the three-minute speaking time permitted 
for in-person public comment at Historic District Commission meetings.  

Members of the public may continue to participate in the meeting in person at Folsom City Hall, 50 
Natoma Street, Folsom CA while maintaining appropriate social distancing. 

CALL TO ORDER HISTORIC DISTRICT COMMISSION: Kevin Duewel, Mary Asay, Vice Chair Rosario 
Rodriguez, Kathleen Cole, Mickey Ankhelyi, Daniel West, Chair Daron Bracht 

Any documents produced by the City and distributed to the Historic District Commission regarding any item on this agenda will 
be made available at the Community Development Counter at City Hall located at 50 Natoma Street, Folsom, California and at 
the table to the left as you enter the Council Chambers.  

PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE 

CITIZEN COMMUNICATION: The Historic District Commission welcomes and encourages participation in City 
Historic District Commission meetings, and will allow up to five minutes for expression on a non-agenda item. 
Matters under the jurisdiction of the Commission, and not on the posted agenda, may be addressed by the 
general public; however, California law prohibits the Commission from taking action on any matter which is not on 
the posted agenda unless it is determined to be an emergency by the Commission.  

MINUTES 

The minutes of the August 5, 2020 meeting will be presented for approval. 

CONTINUED 

1. PN 17-145, 603 Sutter Street Mixed-Use Building and Adoption of a Mitigated Negative Declaration
for the Proposed Project

A Public Hearing to consider a request from Exit CPP, LLC for approval of a Building Height Variance,
Parking Variance, and Design Review for development of a three-story, 14,811-square-foot mixed-use
building on a .17-acre site located at the southwest corner of the intersection of Sutter Street and Scott
Street. The zoning classification for the site is HD/SUT, while the General Plan land-use designation is
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HF. An Initial Study and Mitigated Negative Declaration have been prepared in accordance with the 
requirements of the California Environmental Quality Act. (Project Planner: Principal Planner, Steve 
Banks / Applicant: Exit CPP/LLC).   

HISTORIC DISTRICT COMMISSION / PRINCIPAL PLANNER REPORT 

The next Historic District Commission meeting is scheduled for September 2, 2020. Additional non-public hearing 
items may be added to the agenda; any such additions will be posted on the bulletin board in the foyer at City Hall 
at least 72 hours prior to the meeting. Persons having questions on any of these items can visit the Community 
Development Department during normal business hours (8:00 a.m. to 5:00 p.m.) at City Hall, 2nd Floor, 50 
Natoma Street, Folsom, California, prior to the meeting. The phone number is (916) 461-6200 and fax number is 
(916) 355-7274.

In compliance with the Americans with Disabilities Act, if you are a disabled person and you need a disability-
related modification or accommodation to participate in the meeting, please contact the Community Development 
Department at (916) 461-6231, (916) 355-7274 (fax) or kmullett@folsom.ca.us. Requests must be made as early 
as possible and at least two-full business days before the start of the meeting. 

NOTICE REGARDING CHALLENGES TO DECISIONS 

The appeal period for Historic District Commission Action: Pursuant to all applicable laws and regulations, 
including without limitation, California Government Code, Section 65009 and/or California Public Resources 
Code, Section 21177, if you wish to challenge in court any of the above decisions (regarding planning, zoning, 
and/or environmental decisions), you may be limited to raising only those issues you or someone else raised at 
the public hearing(s) described in this notice/agenda, or in written correspondence delivered to the City at, or prior 
to, this public hearing. Any appeal of a Historic District Commission action must be filed, in writing with the City 
Clerk’s Office no later than ten (10) days from the date of the action pursuant to Resolution No. 8081.  
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Historic District Commission 
August 5, 2020 

Page 1 of 3 

HISTORIC DISTRICT COMMISSION MINUTES 
August 5, 2020 

CITY COUNCIL CHAMBERS 
5:00 p.m. 

50 Natoma Street 
Folsom, California 95630 

CALL TO ORDER HISTORIC DISTRICT COMMISSION: Mary Asay, Vice Chair Rosario Rodriguez, 
Kathleen Cole, Mickey Ankhelyi, Daniel West, Kevin Duewel, Chair Daron Bracht 

ABSENT: Duewel arrived after roll call. 

PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE 

CITIZEN COMMUNICATION: 

1. Bob Delp submitted comments to the Historic District Commission, citing concerns regarding the
City’s development application review processes and the applicability of various provisions in the
Folsom Municipal Code.

MINUTES: The minutes of July 15, 2020 were approved as submitted. 

PUBLIC HEARING 

3. PN 17-145, 603 Sutter Street Mixed-Use Building

A Public Hearing to consider a request from Exit CPP, LLC for approval of a Building Height 
Variance, Parking Variance, and Design Review for development of a three-story, 14,811-square-
foot mixed-use building on a .17-acre site located at the southwest corner of the intersection of 
Sutter Street and Scott Street. The zoning classification for the site is HD/SUT, while the General 
Plan land-use designation is HF. An Initial Study and Mitigated Negative Declaration have been 
prepared in accordance with the requirements of the California Environmental Quality Act. 
(Project Planner: Principal Planner, Steve Banks / Applicant: Exit CPP/LLC).   

1. Paul Keast submitted comments to the Historic District Commission, commending the
Commissioners work on this project over the past three years, and the patience they have showing
in working with residents and City staff.

COMMISSIONER COLE MOVED TO CONTINUE PN 17-145 FOR THE 603 SUTTER STREET 
MIXED-USE BUILDING TO THE AUGUST 19TH, 2020 HISTORIC DISTRICT COMMISSION 
MEETING. 
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COMMISSIONER RODRIGUEZ SECONDED THE MOTION WHICH CARRIED THE 
FOLLOWING VOTE: 

AYES: ASAY, RODRIGUEZ, COLE, ANKHELYI, WEST, DUEWEL, BRACHT 
NOES: NONE 
RECUSED: NONE 
ABSENT: NONE 

NEW BUSINESS 

1. PN 20-145, 301 Coloma Street Remodel and Rear Porch Demolition and Determination that

the Project is Exempt from CEQA

A Public Meeting to consider a request from Robert and Joan Walter for approval of a Design
Review  application to demolish a rear porch and remodel an existing residence located at 301
Coloma Street.  The zoning classification for the site is R-1-M/FIG, while the General Plan land-
use designation is SFHD. The project is exempt from the California Environmental Quality
Act in accordance with Section 15303 of the CEQA Guidelines. (Project Planner: Associate
Planner, Josh Kinkade/Applicant: Robert and Joan Walter)

1. John Shaw addressed the Historic District Commission on behalf of Geraldine Price Radich, a
neighboring resident to 301 Coloma Street, in support of the project.

COMMISSIONER RODRIGUEZ MOVED TO APPROVE THE APPLICATION (PN 19-145) FOR 
DESIGN REVIEW TO DEMOLISH A REAR PORCH AND REMODEL OF AN EXISTING 
RESIDENCE LOCATED AT 301 COLOMA STREET (PN 20-145) AS ILLUSTRATED IN 
ATTACHMENTS 5 & 6 SUBJECT TO THE FINDINGS INCLUDED IN THIS REPORT (FINDINGS 
A-I) AND ATTACHED CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL (CONDITIONS 1-7)

COMMISSIONER DUEWEL SECONDED THE MOTION WHICH CARRIED THE FOLLOWING 
VOTE: 

AYES: RODRIGUEZ, ANKHELYI, WEST, DUEWEL, BRACHT 
NOES: NONE 
RECUSED: ASAY, COLE 
ABSENT: NONE 

PUBLIC HEARING 

2. PN 20-118, 301 Coloma Street Tentative Parcel Map and Determination that the Project is
Exempt from CEQA

A Public Hearing to consider a request from MSA Engineering for approval of a Tentative Parcel
Map application to subdivide a 21,036-square-foot single-family residential property located at
301 Coloma Street into three individual parcels. The zoning classification for the site is R-1-
M/FIG, while the General Plan land-use designation is SFHD.  The project is exempt from the
California Environmental Quality Act in accordance with Section 15315 of the CEQA Guidelines.
(Project Planner: Associate Planner, Josh Kinkade/Applicant: MSA Engineering)

COMMISSIONER DUEWEL MOVED TO APPROVE THE 301 COLOMA STREET TENTATIVE
PARCEL MAP PROJECT CREATING THREE (3) PARCELS AS ILLUSTRATED IN
ATTACHMENT 6, WITH THE FOLLOWING FINDINGS INCLUDED IN THE REPORT (FINDINGS
A-K) AND THE ATTACHED CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL (CONDITIONS 1-17).

COMMISSIONER ANKHELYI SECONDED THE MOTION WHICH CARRIED THE FOLLOWING 
VOTE: 

AYES: RODRIGUEZ, ANKHELYI, WEST, DUEWEL, BRACHT 
NOES: NONE 
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RECUSED: ASAY, COLE 
ABSENT: NONE 

PRINCIPAL PLANNER REPORT 

The 603 Sutter Street mixed-use building project has been continued to the August 19th Historic District 
Commission meeting.  

Kelly Mullett, ADMINISTRATIVE ASSISTANT 

APPROVED: 

Daron Bracht, CHAIR 
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AGENDA ITEM NO. 1

Type: Public Hearing
Date: August 19,2020

tror-6@Nd
CITY OF

DI9TINCA'VE BY NATURE

Project:
File #:
Request:
Location:
APN:
Staff Contact:

Historic District Gommission Staff Report
50 Natoma Street, Council Chambers

Folsom, CA 95630

603 Sutter Street Mixed-Use Building
PN-17-145
Height Variance, Parking Variance, and Design Review
603 Sutter Street
070-0111-010
Steve Banks, Principal Planner, 916-461-6207
sbanks@folsom.ca.us

Property Owner/Applicant
Name: EXIT CPP, LLClZiad Alaywan
Address: 1432 Tiburon Way
El Dorado Hills, CA 95762

Recommendation: Conduct a public hearing and upon conclusion recommend approval
of a Variance to allow the project to exceed the maximum allowable building height, a
Variance to allow the project to deviate from the minimum amount of required on-site
parking, and Design Review for development of a new three-story,14,811-square-foot
mixed-use building on a .17-acre site located at the southwest corner of the intersection
of Sutter Street and Scott Street (603 Sutter Street) as illustrated on Attachments 5 through
12for the 603 Sutter Street Mixed-Use Building project (PN 17-145) subject to the findings
(Findings A-N) and conditions of approval (Conditions 1-67) attached to this report.

Proiect Summary: The proposed project involves a request for approval of two Variances
(building height and parking) and Design Review for development of a three-story, 14,811-
square-foot mixed use building at 603 Sutter Street. The proposed project, which includes
development of retail/restaurant space on the first floor and office space on the second
and third floors of the building, does not include any on-site parking spaces. A Variance
is requested to allow the proposed building to exceed the maximum allowed building height
(35 feet) established for the Sutter Street Subarea by being constructed to a height of 50
feet, 6-inches. A Variance is also requested to deviate from the parking standards
established by the Sutter Street Subarea Special Use and Design Standards by providing
no on-site parking spaces whereas 43 on-site parking spaces are required. Lastly, Design
Review approval is requested forthe architecture, design, colors, and materials associated
with the proposed 14,811-square-foot mixed-use building.

City of Folsom Page 1
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Table of Contents:
1 - Background/Setting
2 - Description/Analysis
3 - Conditions of Approval
4 - Vicinity Map
5 - Preliminary Site Plan, dated March 14,2019
6 - Preliminary Grading and Drainage Plan, dated March 25,2019
7 - Preliminary Utility Plan, dated March 25,2019
8 - Preliminary Landscape and lrrigation Plan, dated March 14,2019
9 - Building Elevations and Floor Plan, dated March 14,2019
10 - Building Cross Sections, dated March 14,2019
11 - Building Renderings, dated March 14,2019
12 - Uniform Sign Criteria, dated August 19,2019
13 - Project Narrative
14 - Traffic lmpact Study, dated July 30, 2019
15 - Historic District Parking lmplementation Plan Update, dated October 18,2018
16 - Historic District Parking Solutions Ad Hoc Committee Findings and

Recommendations, dated June 23, 2020
17 - lnitial Study, Mitigated Negative Declaration, and Mitigation Monitoring and

Reporting Program, dated June, 2020 (Appendices Available for Viewing at
https ://www. fo lsom. ca. us/com m u n itv/p la n n i nq/cu rre nt p roj ect i nformation . asp)

18 - Applicant's Variance Statement Letter, dated July 7,2020
19 - Public Comment Letters
20 - Applicant's Response Letter to Public Comments, dated August 7,2020
21 - CiW Staff Response to Bob Delp's Comments, dated August 6,2020
22 - Response to CEQA Comments, dated July 29, 2020
23 - Site Photographs
24 - Historic District Commission PowerPoint Presentation

Submitted,

PAM JOHNS, Community Development Director
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H istoric District Commission
603 Sutter Street Mixed-Use Building (PN 17-145)
August 19,2020

ATTACHMENT 1

BACKGROUND/SETTING

BACKGROUND
On May 3,2017, the applicant submitted an application for approval of Building Height
and Parking Variances and Design Review for development of a three-story, 23,486-
square-foot mixed use building with underground parking at the southwest corner of the
intersection of Sutter Street and Scott Street within the Historic District. The proposed
project was evaluated by the Historic District Commission at its September 6, 2017
meeting as an informational item only. At this meeting, the Commission, representatives
of the Heritage Preservation League, and members of the public provided comments and
feedback regarding the proposed project.

On June 14,2017, the Heritage Preservation League (HPL) provided City staff with a
comment letter regarding the proposed project. ln the letter, HPL recommended that the
footprint of the proposed building be reduced so that the building would not encroach into
the Scott Street right-of-way. HPL also recommended that the proposed building be
redesigned to be more reflective of buildings constructed prior to 1900. Lastly, HPL
recommended that the height of the proposed building be reduced to minimize potential
impacts to adjacent and nearby residential uses.

Between August 2,2017 and September 6,2017, the applicant hosted several meetings
with residents to discuss the proposed project. During these meetings, residents
expressed concern that the underground garage associated with the proposed project
could pose some challenges in terms of pedestrian safety with the garage entrance being
located on Sutter Street. However, residents were also concerned that the proposed
project did not include sufficient parking to serve the building. Residents also requested
that the height of the building be reduced to minimize visual impacts to nearby properties.
ln addition, residents recommended that the building be redesigned to replace some the
contemporary building elements with more historic building features.

Listed below are some of the most notable comments from the Historic District
Commission, the Heritage Preservation League, and residents:

o Concern regarding buibing height (S7-feet, 6-inches tall)
. Concern regarding the size and scale of building
. Concern regarding architecture and design of building
o Concern regarding limited parking provided by project (15 parking spaces)
. Concern regarding pedestrian safety in the underground parking garage
r Concern regarding building encroachment into Scott Street right-of-way

On March 14,2019, the applicant submitted a revised development application to the City
in response to the above-stated concerns. The most significant changes to the proposed

City of Folsom Page 3
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Historic District Commission
603 Sutter Street Mixed-Use Building (PN 17-145)
August 19,2020

project included; reducing the size of the building from 23,486 square feet to 14,811
square feet, reducing the height of the building from 57 feet, 6-inches to 50 feet, 6 inches,
modifying the building footprint to eliminate encroachment into the Scott Street right-of-
way, eliminating the underground parking garage, and updating the architecture and
design of the building.

The proposed project was originally scheduled for consideration by the Historic District
Commission on July 1 5,2020. However, the project was continued to the August 5,2020
Historic District Commission meeting at the request of the applicant in order to provide
more time for residents to comment on the project and also to allow more time for the
applicant to consider comments from the public. At the August 5,2020 Historic District
Commission meeting, City staff recommended that the proposed project be continued
again to the August 19, 2O2O at the request of property owners in the project vicinity and
other stakeholders in order to provide additional time for public review of the project and
staff report.

Subsequent to the July 15, 2020 Historic District Commission meeting, the project
applicant continued his public outreach efforts by meeting with a number of neighbors
and local residents to better understand their concerns and comments regarding the
proposed project. During these meetings, residents expressed concern regarding a
number of issues associated with the proposed project including but not limited to building
height, building massing, building design, trash enclosure location, privacy, noise, and
parking. As a result of the input provided by neighbors and residents, the applicant
provided City staff with a letter (Attachment 20) in which the applicant outlines a number
of specific modifications he is willing to implement to address the community concerns.
The following is a list of modifications proposed by the applicant for consideration by the
H istoric District Commission :

1. An approximately 15 space underground parking structure will be included as part
of the project at the 603 Sutter Street location.

2. The trash enclosure on the south side bordering Mr. Fuente's house on Scott
Street will be removed (if compliant with the City of Folsom Solid Waste) and
relocated most likely to the 603 Sutter Street garage area.

3. We will work with Mr. Fuentes to provide options for privacy from the windows on
the south side of the building bordering his property.

4. We will enclose the fire escape (brick or other material) making it internal to the
building versus exposed as it is now along Scott Street.

5. We will eliminate the roof top deck all together to alleviate neighbor's concerns
regarding parties, noise, and privacy.

City of Folsom Page 4
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Historic District Commission
603 Sutter Street Mixed-Use Building (PN 17-145)
August 19,2020

6. The third-floor office space will be reduced and pushed back from Sutter Street,
providing a setback of at least 6 to 8 feet from Sutter Street, and a portion of Scott
Street. This will also reduce the mass of the building and possibly the height.

7. The small rear balcony on the west elevation will be eliminated once the third floor
is set back. This will create further privacy for Mr. Fuentes to the south.

8. After speaking with Ms. Hettinger from the Folsom Heritage Preservation League
and viewing public comments, it is evident that neighbors would like to see more
architectural detailfrom the 1850 - 1900 period associated with the building. This
could easily be achieved through incorporating such elements as the following:

a. Adding foundational rock to the building
b. Adding brick to the sides of the building where there is now stucco
c. Adding eyebrow brick detail to windows
d. Adding western elemental details to the roofline fascia

ln general, staff is supportive of the proposed modifications to the project as described
above. lf the Historic District Commission is supportive of these specific changes to the
proposed project, these project modifications could be incorporated as conditions of
approval for the project. However, if the Commission determines that it is too difficult to
visualize these changes to the proposed building without seeing updated building
elevations and color renderings, the Commission could request that the applicant provide
updated building elevations and color renderings for review by the Commission at a future
Historic District Commission meeting date. lt is important to note that the applicant is
hosting two additional public outreach meetings (Zoom meetings) prior to the public
meeting on August 19,2020. Staff, the applicant, and community members can provide
the Commission with additional information regarding these meetings and outcomes at
the August 19,202A Historic District Commission meeting.

Outside of this discussion regarding the applicant's public outreach efforts since the July
15,2020 Historic District Commission meeting, the remainder of the staff report (analysis,
recommendation, findings, and conditions of approval) is unchanged since the original
staff report from August 5, 2020. However, there are one or more attachments that have
been updated including new public correspondence received (Attachment 19), the
applicant's response letter to public comments (Attachment 20), and the City's response
letter to comments from resident Bob Delp (Attachment2l) since that original staff report
distribution.

City of Folsom Page 5
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Historic District Commission
603 Sutter Street Mixed-Use Building (PN 17-145)
August 19,2020

Detailed information regarding the project's General Plan land use designation, zoning,
adjacent land uses, site characteristics, and applicable codes is described below.

GENERAL PLAN DESIGNATION HF (Historic Folsom Mixed-Use)

ZONING SUT/HD (Sutter Street Subarea of the
Commercial Primary Area)

ADJACENT LAND USES/ZONING Sutter Street with Commercial
Development (SUT/HD) Beyond

Sing le-Family Residential
Development (SUT/HD) with
Peddlers Lane Beyond

Scott Street with Single Family
Residential Development
(SUT/HD) Beyond

Commercial Development (SUT/H D)
with Riley Street Beyond

North

South

East:

West:

SITE CHARACTERISTICS The undeveloped 0.17-acre project site, which
slopes steeply downward from south to north,
is vegetated with bamboo, vinca, non-native
grasses, and22 trees including 17 native oak
trees. The Sutter Street frontage includes a
short retaining wall, curb, gutter, sidewalk,
landscape planter, streetlights, and three on-
street parking spaces. The Scott Street
frontage includes curb, gutter, and a
landscape planter.

APPLICABLE CODES FMC Section 17.52 HD, Historic District
FMC Section 17.52.300. Design Review
FMC Section 17.52.510, Sutter Street
Subarea Special Use and Design
Standards
FMC Section 17.52.370, Variance Review

SETTING
The undeveloped 0.17-acre project site is located at the southwest corner of Sutter Street
and Scott Street within the Sutter Street Subarea of the Historic District. The project site,
which slopes steeply downward from south to north, is vegetated with bamboo, vinca,
non-native grasses, and 22 trees including 17 native oak trees. The Sutter Street frontage
includes a short retaining wall, curb, gutter, sidewalk, landscape planter, streetlights, and

City of Folsom Page 6
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H istoric District Commission
603 Sutter Street Mixed-Use Building (PN 17-145)
August 19,2020

three on-street parking spaces. The Scott Street frontage includes curb, gutter, and a
landscape planter.

The project site is bounded by Sutter Street to the north with the three-story Folsom
Electric Building and public parking lot beyond, single-family residential development to
the south with Peddlers Lane beyond, commercial development to the west with Riley
Street beyond, and Scott Street to the east with the Cohn House and residential
development beyond. An aerial photograph of the project site and surrounding land uses
in shown in Figure 1 below.

FIGURE 1:AERIAL PHOTOGRAPH (2018)

City of Folsom Page 7
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H istoric District Commission
603 Sutter Street Mixed-Use Building (PN 17-145)
August 19,2020

ATTACHMENT 2
DESCRIPTION/ANALYSIS

APPLICANT'S PROPOSAL
The applicant, EXIT CPP, LLC, is requesting approval of a Variances and Design Review
for development of a three-story, 14,811-square-foot mixed-use building on a .17-acre
site located at the southwest corner of the intersection of Sutter Street and Scott Street
(603 Sutter Street). The proposed project features 4,885 square feet of retail/restaurant
development on the first floor of the building, with 9,926 square feet of office development
proposed for the second and third floors of the building. The proposed project also
features various outdoor use areas including an outdoor patio adjacent to Sutter Street,
balconies on the second and third floors of the building, and a roof deck. No on-site
parking is proposed with the project.

As noted above, the applicant is requesting approval of several entitlements to allow for
development of the proposed mixed-use building. The first entitlement is a request for
approval of a Variance to allow the proposed building to exceed the maximum allowed
building height (35 feet) established for the Sutter Street Subarea by being constructed
to a height of 50 feet, 6-inches. The second entitlement is a request for approval of a
Variance to deviate from the parking standards established by the Sutter Street Subarea
Special Use and Design Standards by providing no on-site parking spaces whereas 43
on-site parking spaces are required. The third entitlement is a request for approval of
Design Review for the architecture, design, colors, and materials associated with the
proposed 14,811 -square-foot mixed-use building.

The proposed three-story building features a historic design concept that is intended to
compliment the design, colors, and materials of other commercial buildings found along
Sutter Street. Significant design elements include a prominent covered entry, multiple
recessed balconies, large arched window openings, and decorative cornices. Primary
building materials include brick, smooth plaster, cast stone, wood columns, wood trim,
wood paneling, iron railing, iron gates, and steelcanopies. Primary building colors include
red (brick) and stone (plaster), with black as the main accent color.

Primary vehicle access to the general project area is provided by Sutter Street and Scott
Streets. No on-site parking is being proposed with this project. Rather, the applicant is
proposing to utilize the existing on-street parking, public parking lots, and public parking
garages to serve the parking needs of the proposed mixed-use building. Pedestrian
access to the project site is provided by an existing sidewalk located on the south side of
Sutter Street and a proposed sidewalk along the west side of Scott Street. The primary
entrance into the building is located along Sutter Street, with secondary pedestrian
access (emergency access only) being located along Scott Street via multiple doors

City of Folsom Page 8
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Historic District Commission
603 Sutter Street Mixed-Use Building (PN 17-145)
August 19,2020

accessed from an exterior staircase. Proposed site improvements include underground
utilities, a sidewalk, curb, gutter, an outdoor patio, retaining/stem walls, and fencing.

City of Folsom Page 9
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H istoric District Commission
603 Sutter Street Mixed-Use Building (PN 17-145)
August 19,2020

ATTACHMENT 3
ANALYSIS

The following sections provide an analysis of the applicant's proposal. Staff s analysis
includes:

A. General Plan and Zoning Consistency

B. Variances (Building Height and Parking)

C. Design Review

D. Encroachments

E. Traffic/Access/Circulation

F. Noise lmpacts

G. Retaining/Stem Walls

H. Building Lighting

l. Trash/Recycling

J. Uniform Sign Program

K. Existing and Proposed Landscaping

L. Biological Resources

M. Cultural Resources

A. General Plan and Zoning Consistency

The General Plan land use designation for the project site is HF (Historic Folsom Mixed-
Use) and the zoning designation is SUT/HD (Sutter Street Subarea of the Historic
District). The project is consistent with both the General Plan land use designation and
the zoning designation for the site as retail, service, and office uses permitted in Folsom's
modern central business district are permitted pursuant to Section 17.52.510 of the
Folsom Municipal Code The proposed project meets the development standards
established by the Sutter Street Subarea Special Use and Design Standards with respect
to building setbacks. However, the proposed project does not meet the minimum
development standards with respect to maximum building height and minimum amount
of parking spaces. A detailed discussion of the applicant's Variance requests is contained
in the following section (B. Variances) of this staff report. The table on the following page
list the existing and proposed development standards for the proposed project.

City of Folsom Page 10
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Historic District Commission
603 Sutter Street Mixed-Use Building (PN 17-145)
August 19,2020

TABLE 1: SUTTER STREET SUBAREA DEVELOPMENT STANDARDS TABLE

Development Standards Table
603 Sutter Street Mixed-Use Proiect

Front Yard
Setback

Rear Yard
Setback

Side Yard
Setbacks

Maximum
Building
Heiqht

Minimum
Parking

Required
Sutter Street
Subarea

0 Feet
Proper$ Line

NA NA 35 feet 43 Spaces

Proposed
Project

0 Feet
Property Line

10.5 Feet 0, 5.5 Feet 50.5 feet 0 Spaces

ln terms of land use compatibility, the project site is located at the southwest corner of
Sutter Street and Scott Street within the Sutter Street Subarea of the Historic District. The
project is bounded by Sutter Street to the north with the three-story Folsom Electric
Building beyond, a single-family residence to the south with Peddlers Lane beyond,
commercial development to the west with Riley Street beyond, and Scott Street to the
east with the Cohn Mansion and single-family residential development beyond. lt is
important to mention that all of the adjacent land uses, including the single-family
residence to the south and the Cohn Mansion across Scott Street to the east, are situated
within the Sutter Street Subarea and have a zoning designation of HD (Historic District).

As described above, the project site is located within an area that is predominantly
commercial in nature. The proposed project is also situated within the Sutter Street
Subarea, an area in which the most intensive commercial development within the Historic
District is located including restaurants, bars, retail shops, and offices. The proposed
three-story mixed-use building is compatible with existing land uses, building massing
and scale with other commercial and mixed-use buildings long Sutter Street in the project
vicinity.

The recently approved City of Folsom General Plan (2035) outlines a number of goals,
policies, and implementation programs designed to guide the physical, economic, and
environmental growth of the City. Staff has determined that the proposed project is
consistent with the General Plan goals and policies as outlined and discussed below:

Aoolicable General Plan Goals and Policies

GP GOAL LU 1.1 (Land Use/Growth and Ghanqe)
Retain and enhance Folsom's quality of life. unique identity. and sense of communitv
while continuing to qrow and chanqe.

GP POLICY LU 1.1.12-1 (lnfill Develooment)
Resoect the local context: New deve nt should improve the character and
connectivity of the neiqhborhood in which it occurs. Phvsical desisn should respond to
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the scale and features of the surroundinq communitv, while improving critical elements
such as transparencv and permeabilitv.

The proposed project is consistent with this policy in that the project features significant
site and design improvements which will enhance the overall character of the area
including development of a commercial building designed to complement the architecture
and design of existing commercial buildings in the vicinity.

GP POLICY LU 1.1.12-2 (lnfill Development)
Work with neiqhbors: lnfill development requires neiqhborhood consultation to
understand the concerns, qoals, and needs of existinq neighborhoods. Ensure the
planninq and design process provides proper avenues for neighborhood input while
fr rlfillino fhe eommr rnitv's la rncr onals fnrwa lkahilitv and eomnaeJ develnnment

The proposed project is consistent with this policy in that the project applicant solicited
feedback from the public on a number of occasions including at a Historic District
Commission meeting held on September 6, 2017 where the project was discussed as an
informational item only and at several neighborhood outreach meetings that occurred
between August 2,2017 and September 6,2017.

GP POLICY LU 1.1.15 (SACOG Blueprint Principles)
Strive to adhere to the Sacramento Reqional Blueprint Growth Principles.

The proposed project is consistent with this policy in that the project has been designed
to adhere to the primary SACOG Blueprint Principles including Compact Development
and Quality Design. Compact Development involves creating environments that are more
compactly built and use space in an efficient but attractive manner and helps to encourage
more walking, biking, and transit use and shorter auto trips. Quality Design focuses on
the design details of any land development (such as relationship to the street, placement
of buildings, sidewalks, street widths, landscaping, etc.), which are all factors that
influence the attractiveness of living in a compact development and facilitate the ease of
walking within and in and out of a community.

B. Variances (Building Height and Parking)

Variance for Building Heiqht
As described in the applicant's proposal, the project includes a request for a Variance to
allow the proposed building to exceed the maximum allowed building height established
for the Sutter Street Subarea by being constructed to a height of 50 feet, 6-inches along
the northwest portion of the Sutter Street frontage.

The Folsom MunicipalCode (FMC, Section 17.52.510 C Heiqht) permits buildings located
along Sutter Street to be a maximum of 35 feet along Sutter Street and up to 50 feet in
height along the rear alley way. Architectural elements such as towers, spires and
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cupolas are permitted to extend an additional25 feet above the height limit allowed within
a particular zoning district. As shown on the submitted building elevations (Attachment
9), the proposed building is 50 feet, 6-inches tall at the northwest corner, 45 feet, 6-inches
tall at the northeast corner, 33 feet, 6-inches tall at the southwest corner, and 33 feet, 6-
inches tall at the southeast corner. ln addition, there is a mechanical equipment enclosure
located in the central portion of the roof that is approximately eight feet in height. Based
on this information, staff determined that a Variance is required to allow the proposed
building to exceed the maximum allowable height established for the Sutter Street
Subarea.

Consistent with the discussions at the September 6,2017 Historic District Commission
meeting, the applicant provided a variance justification letter to City staff (Attachment 18)
which indicates that the Variance to increase the building height is necessary due to the
severe topography of the project site. The project site slopes from southeast to northwest,
with existing elevations ranging from 251 feet to 234 feet above sea level. ln addition,
the average slope of the property is approximately 19 percent. The applicant also states
that the steep topography of the project site will require special reinforcement with steel
support structures to ensure adjacent structures are not impacted by grading activities,
which represents a special circumstance specific to the property. Lastly, the applicant
notes that there are no other commercial properties located on Sutter Street that have a
17-foot elevation change such as the subject property has.

In order to grant a Variance relative to building height, the Historic District Commission
must find that all of the following circumstances apply (Folsom Municipa I Code. Section
17.62.02$:

That there are exceptional or extraordinary circumstances or conditions applying
to the land, building or use referred to in the application, which circumstances or
conditions do not apply generally to other land, buildings, and/or uses in the district;

and

a That the granting of the application is necessary for the preservation and
enjoyment of substantial property rights of the applicant;

and

That the granting of such application will not, under the circumstances of the
particular case, materially affect the health or safety of persons, residing or working
in the neighborhood of the property of the applicant, and will not, under the
circumstances of the particular case, be materially detrimental to the public welfare
or injurious to property or improvements in the neighborhood.

a

a

City of Folsom Page 13

18



Historic District Commission
603 Sutter Street Mixed-Use Building (PN 17-145)
August 19,2020

The subject property located at 603 Sutter Street is rectangular in shape and measures
approximately 100 feet in width by 70 feet in depth. As mentioned previously, the project
site slopes steeply from southeast to northwest, with the lowest elevations located
adjacent to Sutter Street. Existing elevations on the site range from 251 feet to 234 feet
above sea level, with an average slope of approximately 19 percent. As a result of the
significant topography of the project site, grading of the project site will require cuts up to
20 feet in depth, with stem and retaining walls ranging from one to 18 feet in height and
22to 100 feet in length. ln addition, special reinforcement with steel support structures
will be required for development of the project site. Staff has determined that the unique
topography of the project site constitute a unique and special circumstance relative to
other properties located in the project vicinity within the same zoning classification (HD).

One of the primary goals of the Historic District Design and Development Guidelines
(Design Guidelines) specific to the Sutter Street Subarea is to encourage construction of
buildings on infill lots, both for historic authenticity and for the benefit to shoppers and
merchants of an uninterrupted length of shops to explore. ln addition, the Design
Guidelines strive to provide a continuous fagade of shops along the sidewalk to
encourage shoppers to walk the entire length of the shopping area. Staff has determined
that infill projects are a critical means for preservation of the historic character and
authenticity found on Sutter Street and that this also constitutes a special circumstance
specific to the project site.

The 600-block of Sutter Street where the building is proposed includes a variety of one,
two, and three-story commercial buildings. Two of the three-story buildings in the block
near the proposed site were constructed in the last 15 years and exceed the 35 foot height
limit: the Fire and Rain building(42 feettall) and the Folsom Electric Building (42to57
feet tall). Further to the west along Sutter Street, the Historic Folsom Station project (not
yet developed) was approved for buildings that range from 19 to 48 feet in height.

The closest residentialdevelopment to the project site is a single-family residence located
at 306 Scott Street, directly adjacent to the site to the south. The single-family residence
at 306 Scott Street has a 10-foot side yard setback along the northern property boundary
and a pad elevation that is approximately 18 to 20 feet above the elevation of Sutter
Street. The proposed project has 1O-foot, 6-inch rear yard setback (southern project
boundary), resulting in the building being located approximately 20 feet from the single-
family residence at 306 Scott Street. As viewed from the residence at 306 Scott Street,
the proposed building would be 33 feet, 6-inches tall, which is similar to heights of many
two-story residences in the Historic District. Based on this information, staff has
determined that the proposed project will not materially impact surrounding commercial
and residential properties. ln addition, staff has determined that all of the required findings
(listed on the previous page) can be made for approval of the proposed Building Height
Variance.
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19



H istoric District Commission
603 SutterStreet Mixed-Use Building (PN 17-145)
August 19,2020

Variance for Parkino
On-site parklng for commercial property citywide has traditionally been the responsibility
of the individual property owners. However, the Historic District is unique with existing
lotting and development patterns that pre-dated the automobile. Along Sutter Street in
particular, the predominant building pattern includes continuous building facades with
significant lot coverage and few driveways or parking areas. Rather, most of the vehicle
parking for the Historic District is provided on streets, in shared lots, and in the existing
City parking structure.

There are a limited number of private parking lot areas within the Sutter Street Subarea
which supplement the public parking provided by the City. Prior to formalization of the
Historic District (FMC, Section 17.52) bythe City in 1998, existing and new businesses
located within the Sutter Street Subarea were not required to obtain a Parking Variance
if they were unable to provide the required on-site parking based on the assumption that
sufficient parking was provided by the City in public parking lots. In 1998, the City
established specific parking standards and a procedure (Parking Variance) for deviating
from the established parking standards for the Sutter Street Subarea. Since 1998, the
Historic District Commission has approved a total of 8 Parking Variances (203 total
parking spaces) within the Sutter Street Subarea as shown in the table below.

TABLE 2: SUTTER STREET SUBAREA PARKING VARIANCE TABLE

Four of the properties (606 Sutter Street, 607 Sutter Street, 925 Sutter Street, and 305
Wool Street) that were granted a Parking Variance by the Historic District Commission
have no on-site parking, whib the other four properties granted a Parking Variance (602
Sutter Street, 723 Sutter Street, 824 Sutter Street, and 905 Sutter Street) have some
degree of on-site parking. Of the four properties that have on-site parking, three of the
properties have a combination of residential and commercial uses. The property most
similar to the subject property in terms of parking requirements is the property located at

Parking Variance Table
Sutter Street Subarea

Name Address Variance
Parkinq Spaces

Year
Approved

Folsom Electric Buildinq 6021604 Sutter Street 26 Parking Spaces 2006
Office Buildins 606 Sutter Street 6 Parkino Spaces 2000
Fire and Rain Buildinq 607 Sutter Street 20 Parkinq Spaces 2013
Precious Gems 723 Sutter Street 5 Parkinq Spaces 2016
Sutter Court 905/915 Sutter Street 42 Parkino Soaces 2004
Westwood Familv Cellars 925 Sutter Street 12 Parkino Spaces 2013
Truong Office Buildinq 305 Wool Street 5 Parkinq Spaces 2014
Historic Folsom Station 824 Sutter Street 87 Parkinq Spaces 2007

Totals 203 Parkinq Spaces
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905 Sutter Street (Sutter Court Building). The Sutter Court Building, which includes a
mixture of retail, office, and residential uses was required to provide 55 on-site parking
spaces. The Sutter Court Building includes 13 on-site parking spaces, eight spaces which
are dedicated for the residential uses and five spaces that are reserved for office uses.
The Sutter Court Building provided 23 percent of the required parking on-site and
received a Parking Variance for the remaining 77 percent of the required parking.

The Folsom Municipal Code (FMC, Section 17.52.510 F Parkinq) states that retail, offices,
restaurants, mrlseums, and similar uses are required to provide one on-site parking
spaces per 350 square feet of building floor area. As shown on the submitted site plan
(Attachment 5), the building floor area for the mixed-use building is 14,811 square feet.
Utilizing this building floor area, the proposed project is required to provide a minimum of
43 on-site parking spaces. Thus, a Variance is required to allow the proposed project to
deviate from the parking standards established for the Sutter Street Subarea.

ln a letter provided to City staff (Attachment 18), the applicant indicates that the Variance
to deviate from the minimum parking requirements is triggered by a number of factors
including the steep topography of the project site, substantial challenges associated with
installing site improvements, and the substantial costs associated with constructing an
underground parking structure on a site of this size and topography. As described eidier
within this section of the report, the applicant states that the project slopes severely from
the southern portion of the property to the northern portion of the property, with an
average grade of approximately 19 percent. The applicant also comments that due to the
challenging topography of the site, significant engineered improvements are necessary
to construct the proposed building. Lastly, the applicant notes that the site improvements
combined with cost of constructing an underground parking is cost prohibitive.

ln order to grant a Variance relative to on-site parking, the Historic District Commission
must find that
17.62.020t:

Code. Section

That there are exceptional or extraordinary circumstances or conditions applying
to the land, building or use referred to in the application, which circumstances oi
conditions do not apply generally to other land, buildings, and/or uses in the district;

and

That the granting of the application is necessary for the preservation and
enjoyment of substantial property rights of the applicant;

all of the following circumstances apply (Folsom Mun

a
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a That the granting of such application will not, under the circumstances of the
particular case, materially affect the health or safety of persons, residing or working
in the neighborhood of the property of the applicant, and will not, under the
circumstances of the particular case, be materially detrimental to the public welfare
or injurious to property or improvements in the neighborhood.

As described earlier, the project site slopes steeply from southeast to northwest, with the
lowest elevations located adjacent to Sutter Street. Existing elevations on the site range
from251 feet to 234feet above sea level, with an average slope of approximately 19
percent. Due to the significant topography of the project site, grading of the property will
require cuts up to 20 feet in depth, with stem and retaining walls ranging from one to 18
feet in height and 22 to 100 feet in length. ln addition, special reinforcement with steel
support structures will be required for development of the project site. According to the
applicant, the construction of an underground parking structure combined with the
required site improvements represent a financial hardship to the applicant. Staff has
determined that the unique topography of the project site and the lack of alley access
constitute unique and special circumstances relative to other properties located in the
project vicinity within the same zoning classification (HD).

As stated earlier, one of the primary goals of the Historic District Design and Development
Guidelines (Design Guidelines) relative to Sutter Street is to encourage construction of
buildings on infill lots, both for historic authenticity and for the benefit to shoppers and
merchants of an uninterrupted length of shops to explore. In addition, the Design
Guidelines strive to provide a continuous fagade of shops along the sidewalk to
encourage shoppers to walk the entire length of the shopping area. Staff has determined
that infill projects in keeping with the desired historic development pattern are a critical
means to enhance the historic character and authenticity found on Sutter Street and that
this also constitutes a special circumstance specific to the project site. Based on these
factors, staff supports approval of the Variance request to allow the proposed project to
deviate from the parking standards established for the Sutter Street Subarea with specific
conditions relative to dedicated parking for the project and mitigation measures as
described herein and included as conditions of approval.

ln evaluating whether the granting of a Variance for a parking reduction would materially
impact the health or safety or people residing or working in the neighborhood or be
materially detrimental to property or improvements in the neighborhood, staff considered
the Historic District Parking lmplementation Plan Update that was prepared on October
18,2018 by Kimley-Horn & Associates (Attachment 15) and the project-specific parking
analysis that was that was prepared for the project by Kimley Horn & Associates on July
30,2019 (Attachment 14). ln addition, staff considered the parking recommendations
(Attachment 16) that were presented to the City Council on June 23,2020 by the Historic
District Parking Solutions Ad Hoc Committee.
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To address ongoing concerns regarding employees and visitors from the commercial
portion of the Historic District utilized limited available on-street parking spaces in the
residential area of the Historic District at various times of day and night, a series of parking
studies were conducted at the request of the City beginning in 1999. On October 18,
2018, Kimley-Horn & Associates prepared the Historic District Parking lmplementation
Plan Update (Plan Update). The purpose of the Plan Update was to provide the status
of current and future parking availability and demand in the Historic District. ln addition,
the Plan Update identified a number of potential strategies to address Historic District
parking concerns including but not limited to establishing time limit parking in the
residential areas, establishing permit parking in the residential areas, creating a
wayfinding/outreach program, and identifying parking management strategies.

For the purpose of evaluating parking availability and demands, the Plan Update divided
the Historic District into three distinct parking zones. Parking Zone I is an area generally
located between Riley Street and Scott Street, Zone ll is an area generally located
between Wool Street and Riley Street, and Zone lll is an area generally located between
Reading Street and Wool Street. The exhibit on the following page shows the parking
supply in each of these three parking zones

FIGURE 2: HISTORIC DISTRICT PARKING ZONES
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As show in the exhibit above, there are a total of 801 parking spaces in the Historic District
including 622 off-street (garages, parking lots, etc.) and 179 on-street parking spaces. In
Zone l, which is where the proposed project is located, there are 177 parking spaces
including 126 off-street parking spaces and 51 on-street parking spaces. The Plan
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Update observed that the Historic District's peak parking occupancy during peak weekday
periods was 60 percent (480 parking spaces filled), while the peak parking occupancy
during peak weekend periods was 55 percent (440 parking spaces filled). Based on this
information, the Plan Update concluded that there is currently sufficient parking available
in the Historic District to meet the parking demand. lt is important to acknowledge that
the Plan Update did indicate that upon full development of the Historic Folsom Station
project located in the railroad block area, additional parking would be needed (most likely
in the form of a new parking structure). There is no clear indication of when the remaining
portions of the Historic Folsom Station project are scheduled to be completed.

A project-specific Parking Analysis was prepared by Kimley Horn & Associates on July
30,2019 to evaluate the parking demand and supply associated with the proposed mixed-
use building. The tables generated from the Parking Analysis excerpted below show the
expected weekday and weekend parking demand and supply associated with the
proposed project.

TABLE 3: 603 SUTTER STREET WEEKDAY PEAK PARKING DEMAND AND SUPPLY

Parking Demand

Land UseTyp€

Data Source

ffice R€tail Resteurent

Maximum
Parking
Demand

Minlmum
Parklng
Demand

City of Folsom Municipal Code 29 7
-7

76 43ITE Parking Generation, 5'r' Edition 75 5 24

Historic District Parking Study 46 11 19

TABLE 4: 603 SUTTER STREET WEEKEND PEAK PARKING DEMAND AND SUPPLY

Parklng Demand
Maxlmum

Parklng
Demand'

Mlnlmum
Parklng

DemandData Source

Land UseType
(# oarklnc spacesl

Off,ce Retall Resburant

City of Folsom Municipal Code 29 7 7

51 18ITE Parking Generation, 5tl' Edition 3 7 31

Historic District Parking Study 11 36

Office parking demand is not anticipated to exceed 4 spaces during the weekend peak period. Therefore, maximum

estimates assume a demand of 4 parking spaces for office use.

As shown in the two tables above, the proposed project is expected to generate demand
for 43 to 76 parking spaces during a typicalweekday and 18 to 51 parking spaces during
the typical weekend day. As presented in the previously discussed Historic District
Parking lmplementation Plan Update, the Historic District currently has a total of 801
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parking spaces with observed peak occupancy of 60-percent during the weekday peak
periods and occupancy at S5-percent observed during the weekend peak periods. Based
on the information, the Parking Analysis concluded that the proposed parking demand
will be satisfied by existing on-street and off-street parking spaces available within the
Historic District.

While the Parking Analysis concluded that there is sufficient parking currently available in
the Historic District to serve the parking needs of the proposed project, the Analysis
recommended that a number of measures be implemented to encourage employees and
visitors to the proposed project to park within the commercial portion of the Historic District
rather than in the nearby residential areas including:

Establish or contribute to a privately operated or coordinated trolley service
between Historic District parking and the proposed Project site

Direct customers and employees to the newly installed wayfinding signs for the
Historic District parking garage

Remind customers not to park in residential areas and offer incentives to
customers who park in the Historic District parking garage on Reading Street

Provide maps of the Historic District parking facilities to customers by adding
information to the proposed Project website

Offer incentives to employees for parking in the Historic District parking garage on
Reading Street

Staff is supportive of many of these parking recommendations and will discuss them later
in this section of the staff report.

On June 23, 2O2O by the Historic District Parking Solutions Ad Hoc Committee
(Committee) presented recommendations from their year-long effort to explore solutions
to alleviate traffic and parking concerns in the residential and commercial portions of the
Historic District. The core issues that the Committee evaluated included impacts to
residential area quality of life, access to parking for Historic District patrons, employee
and commuter access to parking, underutilized parking garage capacity, lack of dedicated
parking enforcement, special event parking impacts, and immediate and future growth
and parking demands.

The Committee presented a number of different traffic and parking solutions to the City
Council including short-term high priority recommendations, short-term low priority
recommendations, long-term high priority recommendations, and longterm low priority

a

a

o

a
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recommendations
recommendations

The following is a comprehensive list of all the Committee

Short-term hiqh prioritv recommendations
o Establish designated loading zones for ridesharing and Smart RT
o Design, implement, and enforce residential parking permit program
. Establish an in-lieu fee for parking
o Enhance pedestrian safety to and from the Railroad Block garage
. lmprove and expand wayfinding signage to encourage use of parking garage
o lncrease frequency and scope of parking enforcement
. Creation of a special district for parking

Short-term low priority recommendations
o Provide shuttle options to parking garage and Light Rail
o Educate employees about parking options

Lonq-term hiqh prioritv recommendations
Offer behavioral incentives to reward beneficial parking behavior
Build an additional public parking garage

Lonq-term low prioritv recommendations
o Consider establishing valet parking services at key locations
. lmprove overall circulation design for access to the Historic District
o Consider use of small undeveloped or underdeveloped lots for infill parking

ln addition to recommending a number of short-term and long-term solutions to traffic and
parking challenges in the Historic District, the Committee provided the City Council with
suggested funding options to facilitate implementation of the solutions including creating
or establishing the following:

o Parking Benefit District
o Permit program parking fees
. Grant funding for parking improvements
o Parking enforcement fines
. Additional fees on downtown purchases, hotel stays, and development
o Fees from parking meters or paid parking programs

As described above, the Committee provided comprehensive list of solutions to address
traffic and parking solutions to address concerns that impact the entire Historic District
including both the residential and commercial areas. While the parking studies prepared
for the proposed project demonstrate that there is sufficient parking currently available
within Historic District to serve the parking demand created by the project, staff has
determined that there are a number of measures the applicant can take to contribute

City of Folsom Page21

26



Historic District Commission
603 Sutter Street Mixed-Use Building (PN 17-145)
August 19,2020

towards district-wide shared parking solutions. As a result, staff recommends that the
following measures be included as conditions of approval for the project (Condition No.
56).

lf a Parking Benefit District or similar parking assessment mechanism is formed
within the Historic District in the future, the owner/applicant shall be required to
participate fully in the Parking Benefit District or parking assessment mechanism

a

a The owner/applicant and business operators shall provide maps of the Historic
District public parking facilities to employees and visitors. ln addition, the
owner/applicant and business operators shall provide information on the
company's website regarding public parking locations within the Historic District.

The owner/applicant and business operators shall educate employees and
visitors about parking options within the Historic District.

The owner applicant and business operators shall notiff their employees that
they are not permitted to park in the nearby residential neighborhoods. lf
employees of any business located within the building violate this requirement,
the business is subject to immediate suspension of the right to operate on the
subject property.

The owner/applicant and business operators shall offer a financial incentive in
the amount of $50 per month to employees for parking in the Historic District
parking garage on Reading Street or other public parking lot areas located within
the Historic District.

The owner/applicant and business operators shall offer incentives to employees
to utilize alternative forms of transportation (light rail, bus, bicycle, walk, etc.) to
commute to and from work.

As mentioned above, one of the long-term recommendations of the Committee to
address parking concerns in the Historic District is to construct a new public parking
garage. As part of the evaluation for developing a new public parking garage, City staff
provided the Committee with updated cost estimates for the construction of a parking
structure on various candidate sites located throughout the Historic District. The
estimated cost for a new parking structure included an average cost per parking space
of $28,438 per stall. This average cost represents a national average cost of $65 per
square foot, adjusted by 125o/o to account for regional costs to $81.25 per square foot.
Assuming each parking stall requires 350 square feet, the resulting cost is $28,348 per
parking stall. lt is important to mention that the actual method and means for financing
of a new public parking garage in the Historic District has not been determined or
evaluated.

a

a

o
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ln addition to the parking recommendations listed above, staff has concluded that the
proposed project should bear responsibility for providing a portion of the required
parking in one of two ways: 1) either on-site in an underground parking garage, or 2) otr-
site at a dedicated location in close proximity to the project site. With respect to on-site
parking option, the applicant has identified that a single-level underground garage could
accommodate approximately 16 parking spaces, which equates to 37 percent of the
required parking for the project (similar to the Sutter Court project). Unfortunately, the
addition of an underground garage would increase the building height by approximately
five feet, which was initially opposed by residents in the vicinity of the project site and
would increase the Height Variance request. In addition, the incorporation of an
underground garage would change the design of the proposed building, thus altering
the request for Design Review approval.

lf the Commission prefers the on-site parking option, the project would need to be
continued to allow for modifications to the application prior to any action/decision.
Given previous community concerns about building height and pedestrian safety
associated with driveway ingress/egress along Sutter Street to access on-site parking,
staff is recommending the second option/alternative to provide a minimum of 16
dedicated parking spaces in close proximity to the project site for exclusive use by
employees. As such, we have included Condition No. 57 as follows:

The owner/applicant shall record a deed restriction with a nearby property owner
in a form to be approved by the City Attorney, for the purpose of providing at
least 16 off-site parking spaces for exclusive use by employees and customers of
the proposed project. The dedicated parking area shall be located within one
block (approximately 500 feet) of the subject property to the satisfaction of the
Community Development Department.

Based on the information provided in the Historic District Parking lmplementation Plan
Update that was prepared on October 18,2018 by Kimley-Horn & Associates and the
project-specific parking analysis prepared for the project by Kimley Horn & Associates on
July 30, 2019, and with incorporation of some of the recommended measures from these
traffic studies and the Historic District Parking Solutions Ad Hoc Committee as well as
staffs recommendation for the applicant to provide off-site parking spaces, staff has
determined that the proposed Variance for a reduction in parking would not materially
impact the health or safety or people residing or working in the neighborhood or be
materially detrimental to property or improvements in the neighborhood. As a result, staff
is supportive of the Variance for a reduction in parking for the project as proposed.

C. Design Review

The proposed three-story building features a historic design concept (1850-1900's) that
is intended to compliment the design, colors, and materials of other commercial
buildings found along Sutter Street. The proposed building is vertically broken into

a
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smaller widths, similar to other building along Sutter Street, to create a more pedestrian
friendly appearance. Specific design elements that were chosen to reflect the historic
fabric of Sutter Street include the use a of smooth plaster finish to supplement the brick
finishes provided on the building. Additional building design elements chosen to
support the historic nature of Sutter Street include awnings, decorative railings, and
balconies. Primary building materials selected for the building include brick, smooth
plaster, cast stone, wood columns, wood trim, wood paneling, iron railing, iron gates,
and steel canopies. The primary building colors chosen for the building include red
(brick) and natural stone (plaster), with black utilized as the main accent color.
Proposed building elevations and a rendering are on the below and on the following
pages.

FIGURE 3: BUILDING ELEVATIONS (NORTH-EAST)
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FIGURE 4: BUILDING ELEVATIONS (SOUTH-WEST)
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FIGURE 5: BUILDING RENDERING (SUTTER STREET)
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The Sutter Street Subarea encompasses Folsom's original central business district, the
area first zoned for historic preservation. Retail shops and restaurants have predominated
in recent history. The Subarea is intended to become a more "complete" downtown,
serving convenience shopping, service, and community needs of Folsom residents and
visitors. Overall, the Sutter Street Subarea represents a mixture of development that is
representative of the 1850 to early 1900s timeframe. The Historic District Design and
Development Guidelines (Design Guidelines), which were adopted on October 1, 1998,
provide guidance for development activity within the Sutter Street Subarea.

Buildinq Desiqn
ln terms of building design, the intent of the Design Guidelines is to encourage new
construction to follow the patterns and principals of historic architectural design. New
construction should also take into consideration the design of buildings within the
immediate project area. With respect to articulation, the Design Guidelines recommend
that windows, doors, cornices, and other architectural elements be designed with respect
to the entire building fagade and be relatable to adjacent and nearby buildings. The
proportions of these design elements should also relate the building fagade at a human
scale.

Building Placement
The Design Guidelines recommend that new commercial structures be designed to be of
a pre-1900 design and a continuous fagade of shops along the sidewalk should be
provided to encourage shoppers to walk the entire length of the shopping area. ln
addition, the Design Guidelines state that "the context for design evaluation will be the
buildings along the same street adjacent to the property being developed or predominant
style for the Subarea." Consistent with these recommendations, the proposed building is
located on northern property boundary adjacent to Sutter Street.

Storefront Windows and Entries
The Design Guidelines recommend that street-level storefront windows are large and
transparent, allowing for displays which will draw interest of pedestrians. Upper floor
windows are encouraged to be recessed to create a sense of depth and interest. With
respect to shape, the Design Guidelines discourage irregular, polygonal, or circular
shapes. Glass in windows and doors is encouraged to be clear, no dark-tinted or
reflective glass should be utilized.

As shown on the submitted building elevations (Attachment 9), the proposed building
features large, rectangular doors and windows. The windows and doors are both divided
into small panes. There are also two, large arched windows located on the upper fagade
of the building, also divided into small panes. Staff has determined that the scale and
shape of the doors and windows on the proposed building are consistent with Design
Guidelines. However, staff does recommend that no dark-tinted or reflective glass be
utilized on the Sutter Street or Scott Street building elevations. ln addition, staff
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recommends that all windows be dual paned windows to increase energy efficiency
Condition No. 29-3 is included to reflect these requirements.

Balconies. Awnings, and Arch Features
The Design Guidelines encourage new developments on Sutter Street to provide
balconies and canopies over the public sidewalk area. Balconies and awnings are
permitted to extend up to 9 feet, 6-inches into the public-right-of-way to provide maximum
coverage over the sidewalk. Recommended building materials for sidewalk coverings
include wood shakes, canvas fabric, metal frames, and wood frames.

The proposed project features a large uncovered balcony on the second level of the
building and two smaller recessed balconies on the third level of the building, both facing
Sutter Street. The larger balcony on the second levelwill encroach five feet into the Sutter
Street right-of-way. The proposed project also includes two arched window features on
the third level of the building facing Sutter Street. ln addition, the proposed project
provides two metal awnings which are located on the third level facing Sutter Street.

The design of the uncovered second level balcony, which is supported wood-clad
columns at the ground level, features decorative wood panels and ornamental iron railing
painted black. The two balconies on the third levelof the building are covered with a steel
canopy and utilize wood-clad columns, decorative wood panels, and ornamental iron
railing painted black. The two arched openings on the third level, which include brick
soldier course trim, are filled with windows broken into smaller panes. Staff has
determined that the proposed balconies, awnings, and arch features are consistent with
the recommendations of the Design Guidelines.

Cornices
The Design Guidelines encourage new development to utilize roof cornices as decorative
elements to enhance the appearance of building facades. The proposed project features
a decorative smooth-finish stone cornice that extends around the entire building on all
four elevations. The proposed cornice extends approximately 1 to 2 feet outward from
the building and into the Sutter Street right-of-way on the north elevation. Staff has
determined that the proposed cornice feature is consistent with the Design Guidelines.

Materials and Colors
The Design Guidelines encourage the use of durable, high quality building materials that
are complementary to the historic context of Sutter Street. Appropriate building materials
include brick, stone, plaster, stucco, wood, and metal. The Design Guidelines also
recommend the innovative use of color and texture in order to create visual interest and
enhance the streetscape.

As mentioned in the project description, proposed building materials include brick, smooth
plaster, cast stone, wood columns, wood trim, wood paneling, iron railing, iron gates, and
metal canopies. Primary building colors include red (brick) and stone (plaster), with black
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as the main accent color. Staff has determined that the proposed building materials and
colors are consistent with the Design Guidelines.

Rooftop
The roof of the proposed mixed-use building will not be visible from the Sutter Street or
Scott Street right-of-way. Roof material is consistent with the design of Sutter Street
Subarea and will not include standing seam metal, glazed ceramic, concrete, or imitation
mission tiles. Staff recommends that all rooftop mechanical equipment be screened and
not extend above the height of the parapet walls. Condition No. 29-4 is included to reflect
this requirement.

D. Encroachments

Excavation and construction-related activities associated with the proposed project may
result in an encroachment into the public right-of-way along Sutter Street and Scott Street.
Staff recommends that the owner/applicant obtain an encroachment permit from the City
for any work conducted in the public right-of-way. Condition No. 58 is included to reflect
this requirement.

The proposed building includes a number of architectural features and improvements that
will be located in the public right-of-way along Sutter Street and Scott Street.
Encroachments into the Sutter Street public right-of-way include the second level balcony,
roof cornice elements, a concrete patio, landscaping, and fencing. Encroachments in the
Scott Street right-of-way include a concrete walkway, a retaining wall, and landscaping.
Staff recommends that the owner/applicant enter into an encroachment agreement with
the City for maintenance of private structures and improvements located within the public
right-of-way. Condition No. 59 is included to reflect this requirement.

E. Traffic/Access/Circulation

Existinq Roadwav Network
The project site is located at the southwest corner of the intersection of Sutter Street and
Scott Street (603 Sutter Street) within the Historic District. Since no on-site parking is
proposed with the project, vehicles traveling to the project site will utilize existing on-street
parking, public parking lots, and public parking garages within the Historic District.

Significant roadways in the project vicinity include Riley Street, Sutter Street, and Scott
Street. ln the vicinity of the project site, Riley Street is a two-lane, north-south arterial
roadway that runs through the center of the Historic District and crosses Lake Natoma
along the Rainbow Bridge. Sutter Street is a two-lane, east-west local roadway that
provides access to the Folsom Historic District between Folsom Boulevard and east of
Riley Street. Scott Street is a two-lane, north-south local roadway that provides access
to the eastern edge of the Historic District between Greenback Lane/Riley Street to
Persifer Street.
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The traffic, access, and circulation analysis associated with the proposed project is based
on the results of a Traffic lmpact Study (Traffic Study) that was prepared in July 2019 by
Kimley Horn & Associates. The Traffic Study analyzed traffic operations at the following
five study intersections in the vicinity of the project site:

o Riley StreeUGreenback Lane at Folsom-Auburn Road
o Riley Street at Scott Street
. Riley Street at Leidesdorff Street
. Riley Street at Sutter Street
o Sutter Street at Scott Street

Four different scenarios were evaluated in reviewing traffic operations at the five
aforementioned study intersections including; Existing Conditions (2019), Existing
Conditions (2019) Plus Project, Cumulative Conditions (2035), and Cumulative
Conditions (2035) Plus Project.

The proposed 603 Sutter Street Mixed-Use Building project is expected to generate a
total of 35 vehicle-trips during the weekday AM peak hour and 38 vehicle trips during the
weekday PM peak hour. Overall, the proposed project is projected to generate a total of
418 daily vehicle trips. Based on the relatively low volume of project-related vehicle trips,
the Traffic Study concluded that the proposed project would not have a significant impact
on vehicle level of service (LOS) at any of the five study intersection under any of the four
scenarios evaluated.

The Governors' Office of Planning and Research (OPR) has published guidance
recommending a CEQA threshold for transportation impacts of land use projects of a 15%
Vehicle Miles Traveled (VMT) reduction per capita, relative to either city or regional
averages, based on the California's Climate Scoping Plan. Under State Law (SB 743),
VMT will become the only CEQA threshold of significance for transportation impacts on
July 1 ,2020. However, the California EnvironmentalQualityAct (CEQA Section 15064.4)
states that land use projects that are located within one-half mile of an existing major
transit stop, such as the subject project, should be presumed to cause a less-than-
significant transportation impact, thus they and are not subject to the recently established
VMT requirements.

Construction of the proposed project construction would involve trenching within Sutter
and Scott Streets to connect the project to existing underground utilities. ln addition,
construction operations are likely to involve activities associated with hauling excess earth
materials and construction materials to and from the project site. These construction
operations have the potential to result in lane closures on Sutter Street and Scott Street,
resulting in delays and queuing of vehicle traffic in the project vicinity. To mitigated
potential impacts associated with construction activities, staff recommends that the
following measure be implemented (Condition No. 60):
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a Prior to the initiation of construction, the applicant, any successor in interest,
and/or its contractor shall obtain an encroachment permit from the City of Folsom
for construction within Sutter and Scott Streets. The applicant, any successor in
interest, and/or its contractor shall prepare a Traffic Control Plan that meets the
requirements of the City. The TCP shall include all required topics, including:
traffic handling during each stage of construction, maintaining emergency service
provider access by, if necessary, providing alternate routes, repositioning
emergency equipment, or coordinating with nearby service providers for
coverage during construction closures, covering trenches during the evenings
and weekends, pedestrian safety/access, and bicycle safety/access. A
component of the TCP will involve public dissemination of construction-related
information through notices to adjacent neighbors, press releases, and/orthe use
of changeable message signs. The project contractor will be required to notify
all affected residences and businesses, post the construction impact schedule,
and place articles and/or advertisements in appropriate local newspapers
regarding construction impacts and schedules.

F. Noise lmpacts

The noise environment in the vicinity of the project site consists primarily of traffic-related
noise generated from vehicles on Sutter Street and Scott Street and, to a lesser extent,
traffic-related noise from Riley Street. Lesser sources of noise in the project area include
those arising from typical urban activities, including those associated with nearby
commercial uses. There are no industrial noise sources located in the vicinity of the
proposed project, and there are no airports located within two miles of project site.
Persons and activities potentially sensitive to noise in the project vicinity include residents
of homes to the south and east of the project site.

Potential noise impacts associated with the proposed project can be categorized as those
impacts resulting from construction activities and those impacts resulting from operational
activities. Construction noise would have a short-term effect, while operational noise
would continue throughout the lifetime of the project.

Construction of the proposed project would temporarily increase noise levels in the project
vicinity during the construction period, which would take approximately 12 months.
Construction activities, including site clearing, excavation, grading, building construction,
and paving, would be considered an intermittent noise impact throughout the construction
period of the project. The City's Noise Ordinance excludes construction activities from
meeting the General Plan Noise Element standards, provided that all phases of
construction are limited to the hours between 7:00 a.m. and 6:00 p.m. on weekdays, and
between 8:00 a.m. and 5:00 p.m. on Saturdays. To ensure compliance with the City's
Noise Control Ordinance and General Plan Noise Element, staff recommends that the
following measures be implemented (Condition No. 37)
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a Construction Hours/Scheduling: The following are required to limit construction
activities to the portion of the day when occupancy of the adjacent sensitive
receptors are at their lowest:

o Construction activities for all phases of construction, including servicing of
construction equipment shall only be permitted during the hours of 7:00 a.m.
and 6:00 p.m. Monday through Friday and between 8:00 a.m. to 5:00 p.m. on
Saturdays. Construction shall be prohibited on Sundays and on all holidays.

o Delivery of materials or equipment to the site and truck traffic coming to and
from the site is restricted to the same construction hours specified above.

Construction Equipment Mufflers and Maintenance: All construction equipment
powered by internal combustion engines shall be properly muffled and
maintained.

ldling Prohibitions: All equipment and vehicles shall be turned off when not in
use. Unnecessary idling of internal combustion engines is prohibited.

Equipment Location and Shielding: All stationary noise-generating construction
equipment, such as air compressors, shall be located as far as practical from
adjacent homes. Acoustically shield such equipment when it must be located
near adjacent residences.

Quiet Equipment Selection: Select quiet equipment, particularly air compressors,
whenever possible. Motorized equipment shall be outfitted with proper mufflers in
good working order.

Staging and Equipment Storage: The equipment storage location shall be sited
as far as possible from nearby sensitive receptors.

At least 5 days prior to the initiation of grubbing or other ground disturbing
construction operations, the project applicant, and successor in interest, or the
general contractor in charge will provide a notice of the initiation of construction
to all parcels located within 250 feet of the project site. Such notice shall contain
an outline of construction activities, their duration, and contact information for a
person designated to respond to public questions and complaints regarding
construction activities.

As an undeveloped project site located within an existing commercial and residential area,
there are no existing sources of vibration or groundborne noise on the project site or in
the project vicinity. Due to the shallow depth to bedrock across much of the site, the
leveling of the building pad would require ripping by heavy equipment. To minimize

a

o

a

a

a
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potential impacts associated with removal of bedrock, staff recommends that the following
measure be implemented (Condition No. 38):

Condition No. 38
Prior to the removal of any bedrock, the owner/applicant, any successor in interest, or the
project contractor shall prepare a bedrock removal plan for review and approval by the
Community Development Department. No removal activity shall occur prior to City
approval. The bedrock removal plan shall be prepared by a licensed geologist, engineer,
or equivalent accredited professional, and will include at least the following components:

o The location, volume, and type of bedrock to be removed
. Removal procedures to be used, both primarily and as options if necessary
o The expected duration of removal activities
. Type of equipment to be used
. Any types of chemical or other materials to be used, including any storage and

safety requirements
. Requirements for personal safety and the protection of private and public

property
o A program to notify all parcels within 250 feet of the project site

As mentioned previously, noise environment in the vicinity of the project site consists
primarily of Sutter Street and Scott Street traffic noise and, to a lesser extent, Riley Street
traffic noise. Traffic noise from vehicles on Riley Street were measured at 64 dB Ldn at
a point 1O0-feet from the centerline of the street; traffic noise had degraded to less than
60 dB Ldn at 199 feet from the street centerline. The project site is located approximately
400 feet from Riley Street. By the year 2035, these noise levels would increase to 65 dB
Ldn at 100 feet from the centerline and the 60 dB Ldn contour would be located 218 feet
away from the centerline. As noted above, doubling sound energy results in a 3-dB
increase in sound; therefore, doubling sound energy (e.9., doubling the volume of traffic
on a highway) would result in a barely perceptible change in sound level. The traffic study
prepared for this project indicates that increases in traffic as a result of the project would
be minor, and substantially less than a doubling of traffic volumes at any location.
Therefore, staff has determined that the operation of the proposed project would not
create a noticeable increase traffic noise in the project vicinity.

Operation of the proposed project would also result in several intermittent sources of
noise including noise generated from trash/recycling collection activities and noise
created by activities on the rooftop deck. The Folsom Municipal Code (FMC, Section
8.42.060 G) exempts noise sources associated with the collection of solid waste or
garbage from properties devoted to commercial or industrial uses. As noted earlier in this
report, the subject property is located in an area that is designated for commercial uses
according to the General Plan land use and zoning designations.
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The second source of intermittent operational noise would be a proposed rooftop deck
that would occupy the northern and eastern portions of the building roof adjacent to Sutter
and Scott Streets. According to the applicant, the roof deck would be accessible to
building tenants, although the general public potentially could attend private events in this
area if sponsored by a building tenant. The private rooftop deck area would be set back
approximately 18 feet from the rear of the building and separated from the adjacent single-
family residence to the south by a screened elevator and air conditioning equipment
enclosure, except on the easterly side of the building where the deck would be extended
to the south to access an emergency access stainarell.

Activities that could occur on the rooftop deck, their duration, or their frequency are
currently unknown, but would be subject to the noise standards of the Noise Ordinance
as set forth in Section 8.42 of the Folsom Municipal Code, including the performance
standards/limitations contained in Table 8.42.040 of the Ordinance. While the limitations
of the Noise Ordinance would generally restrict noise generated by activities on the
rooftop deck to the levels found to be acceptable by the City, staff recommends that
activities on the rooftop deck be limited to between the hours of 8:00 a.m. and 8:00 p.m.
seven days per week to further reduce potential noise impacts. Condition No. 40 is
included to reflect this requirement.

G. Retaining/Stem Walls

As shown on the preliminary grading and drainage plan (Attachment 8), grading of the
project site to establish the foundations, subgrade, and building pad would require cuts
on the project site ranging from up to 20 feet in depth at the rear of the building to three
feet in depth at the building's northwest corner adjacent to Sutter Street.

To permanently maintain the stability of the cut slopes, retaining walls would be
constructed at the rear of the site (13 to 18 feet tall) and along the western site boundary
one to 1 1 feet tall). Retaining walls would act to prevent collapse or settlement of existing
structures both south and west of the site in addition to protecting the proposed building
from the potential failure of surrounding slopes. Retaining walls would be incorporated
into the first floor of the building at both locations; in the rear of the building, a portion of
the second floor and the trash enclosure would also be used to retain the slope.
Excavation and construction activities associated with incorporated retaining walls on the
west side and the rear of the building could encroach into the planned building setbacks.
However, these areas would be backfilled and leveled at the completion of construction.

Freestanding retaining walls (5 to 15 feet tall) would be constructed near the northeast
corner of the project site adjacent to the intersection of Sutter and Scott Streets, and along
the Scott Street frontage of the proposed project. Freestanding retaining walls (2-5 feet
tall) would also be located along a small portion of the Sutter Street frontage. These
retaining walls would be separated from the building to provide an outdoor seating area
and a walkway. Staff recommends that the final location, design, height, materials, and

Ci$ of Folsom Page 33

38



H istoric District Commission
603 Sutter Street Mixed-Use Building (PN 17-145)
August 19,2020

colors of the retaining and stem walls be subject to review and approval by the Community
Development Department. Condition No. 31 is included to reflect this requirement.

H. Building Lighting

Proposed lighting for the building includes three gooseneck-style light fixtures located on
the upper level of the building fagade facing Sutter Street. Specific details regarding the
design, materials, and colors of the gooseneck light fixtures have not been provided.
However, gooseneck-style lighting is commonly found along Sutter Street and is
considered historic in nature. Staff recommends that the final location, design, materials,
and colors of the building-attached light fixtures be subject to review and approval by the
Community Development Department to ensure consistency with the Historic District
Design and Development Guidelines. Condition No. 25 is included this requirement.

l. Trash/Recycling

As shown on the submitted site plan (Attachment 6), the proposed project includes
construction of a trash/recycling enclosure behind the building in the southeast corner of
project site with access being provided from Scott Street. The proposed trash/recycling
enclosure, which is attached to the building, is constructed of a textured split-face blocks
that will be painted to match the earth-tone stone color of the building. The trash/recycling
enclosure will also include a metal gate to secure access. Staff recommends that the
final location, design, materials, and colors of the trash/recycling enclosure shall be
subject to review and approval by the Community Development Department. ln addition,
to minimize potential noise and aesthetic impacts associated with collection of trash and
recycling by solid waste vehicles, staff recommends that a six-foot-tall masonry wall (to
match the design of the trash/recycling enclosure) be attached to the eastern edge of the
trash/recycling enclosure and extended outward towards Scott Street approximately 15
feet in distance to match the location of the eastern wall plane of the mixed-use building.
Condition No. 30 is included to reflect these requirements.

J. Signage

The Design Guidelines encourages graphic design and signage that attracts business
and contributes to the quality of the historic commercial environment. Sign types
recommended by the Design Guidelines include wall signs, awning signs, window signs,
under canopy signs, and blade signs. Appropriate sign materials include wood, metal, or
other historically appropriate combination of materials. Signs are permitted to be
externally illuminated; however, internally illuminated plastic letters and cabinet signs are
not allowed.

The Folsom Municipal Code (FMC. Section 17.52.510 E) indicates that indicates that
each business whose entry door is located in the building frontage is permitted one wall
sign with a maximum sign area of 50 square feet. ln addition to the one wall sign, one
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under canopy sign or similar sign is permitted per business with a maximum sign area of
3 square feet.

The applicant has submitted a Uniform Sign Program (Attachment 12) lo provide project
identification for the proposed building and its tenants. The Sign Program includes two
wall signs located on the Sutter Street building facade, two under-canopy signs on the
Sutter Street frontage, one to four blade signs on the Sutter Street frontage, and a wall-
mounted directory sign located within an atrium area at the building entrance on Sutter
Street. The two wall-mounted signs feature individual letters (bronze colored) that are
proposed to be constructed of aluminum. The two hanging under-canopy signs are
proposed to be aluminum cabinets with acrylic lettering (no color selected). The four
blade signs are proposed to be mounted on an iron rod with wood panels (no color
selected). The following table provides the specific details regarding the proposed signs:

TABLE 2: 603 SUTTER STREET BUILDING UNIFORM SIGN PROGRAM

Uniform Sign Program for 603 Sutter Street Mixed-Use Building
otv Sign Type Building

Frontaqe
Sign
Area

Sign Placement lllumination

2 Wall-Mounted
Siqn

100 feet 26 SF
18 SF

Mounted on building
facade

lndirect
Lishtins

2 Under-Canopy
Hanqinq Siqn

100 feet 40 SF Suspended under balcony None

1-4 Blade Sign 100 feet 3 (12) SF Mounted on Wood
Support Columns

None

1 Wall-Mounted
Directorv Siqn

100 feet 4SF Mounted on Atrium Wall None

Total Sign Area: 91 Square Feet

In reviewing the submittal Uniform Sign Program, staff is supportive of the two proposed
walls signs located on the Sutter Street building fagade in that they meet the maximum
sign area requirement of 50 square feet, while also providing proper identification for the
overall building as well as a wall sign opportunity for a future ground-level retail or
restaurant tenant. Staff does not support the two under canopy signs due to fact that they
exceed the maximum allowable sign area and are proposed to be aluminum cabinet
signs, which are not an approved material for signs in the Historic District. Lastly, staff is
supportive of the proposed blade signs and the proposed wall-mounted directory sign as
they are consistent with the Design Guidelines. Staff recommends that the following
conditions be applied to the Uniform Sign Program to ensure proper implementation of
staff direction (Condition No. 32):
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The 603 Sutter Street Mixed-Use Project is approved for two wall-mounted
signs, one to four blade signs, and one wall-mounted directory sign as illustrated
and described in the submitted Uniform Sign Program (Attachment 12). The two
under canopy signs shall not be permitted.

a The applicanUowner shall obtain the necessary sign and building permits before
installing any signs.

K. Existing and Proposed Landscaping

Existing vegetation on the 0.17-acre project site includes a mixture of bamboo, non-native
grasses, and 22 trees comprised of 17 native oaks trees (16 of which are considered
protected), four fruit trees and one camphor tree. Due to the significant amount of grading
required for development of the project site, all of the existing vegetation on the project
site will be removed. There is an existing landscape planter along the Sutter Street
frontage that contains a street tree and shrubs which will be preserved.

Proposed landscape improvements, which will be located along the Scott Street frontage,
include three street trees (Japanese Maple), shrubs, and groundcover. Proposed shrubs
and groundcover include: Blue Oat Grass, Cast lron Plant, Creeping Snowberry, English
Lavender, Fortnight Lily, New Zealand Flax, Rosemary, and Sageleaf Rockrose. Staff
recommends that the final landscape plans be reviewed and approved by the Community
Development Department. Condition No. 33 is included to reflect this requirement.

L. Biological Resources

As mentioned previously, the vegetation community present on the project site is a mix
of ruderal grassland, mainly consisting of nonnative annual grasses, and woodland that
is a mixture of native and horticultural trees. The nearest undeveloped biological habitat
is located within the American River Parkway, approximately 425 feet wesUnorthwest of
the project site, separated from the project by buildings, parking lots, and roadways. The
nearest point on the American River (Lake Natoma) is approximately 1,000 feet northwest
of the site, again separated by intervening urban development. Wildlife use of the site is
limited to species that are adapted to urban environments.

The native oak and ornamental trees on the project site may provide nesting habitat for
bird species found in the vicinity of the project. Tree-cutting and excavation activities
associated with the proposed project could potentially impact federally protected nesting
birds. lf construction activities are conducted during the nesting season (from March to
September), nesting birds could be directly impacted by tree removal, and indirectly
impacted by noise, vibration, and other construction-related disturbance. To minimize
impacts to special-status bird species, staff recommends that the following measure be
implemented (Condition No. 46):

o
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a Avoid construction or tree removal during the nesting season (usually from March
through September). lf construction activities will occur during the nesting season
and trees on the site have not been removed, no more than 30 days prior to the
initiation of construction, preconstruction surveys for the presence of special-status
bird species or any nesting bird species shall be conducted by a qualified biologist
within a 500 foot radius of the proposed construction area. lf active nests are
identified in these areas, construction should be delayed until the young have
fledged, or the CDFW should be consulted to develop measures to avoid the take
of active nests prior to the initiation of any construction activities. Avoidance
measures may include establishment of a buffer zone using construction fencing,
or the postponement of vegetation removal until after the nesting season, or until
after a qualified biologist has determined the young have fledged and are
independent of the nest site.

An arborist report (Attachment 17) prepared by ECORP Environmental Consultants, lnc.
on March 12,2019 and updated on July 9,2020 identified 16 protected oak trees that
would be impacted by development of the proposed project. Protected trees that would
be removed under the current tree removal plan include 16 oak trees that meet the
definition of protected native oak tree. The City of Folsom Tree Preservation Ordinance

MC Section 12.1 is responsible for regulating and protecting oak trees throughout
the City. To mitigate for the removal of protected oak trees from the project site, staff
recommends that the following measures be implemented (Condition Nos 47, 35, and
36):

Condition No.47
Prior to the initiation of ground disturbance, the owner/applicant or any successor
in interest shall comply with City's Tree Preservation Ordinance by obtaining a
Tree Removal Permit and implementing a City-approved Tree Protection and
Mitigation Plan.

Condition No. 35
o The project is subject to the Tree Preservation Ordinance and any mitigation

required as a result of impacts to oak trees. The owner/applicant shall retain a
certified arborist for the project. The project arborist will oversee tree removal and
the preservation of the trees on site during and after construction. The
owner/applicant shall provide funding for this arborist.

Condition No. 36
o The owner/applicant shall place high-visibility orange mesh protective fencing and

signing every 50 feet around the Tree Protection Zone of any existing trees on the
project site that are identified for preservation pursuant to FMC Chapter 12.16.The
fencing shall remain in place throughout the construction process to assure that
the protected trees are not damaged. Placement of the fencing shall be subject to
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the review and approval of staff prior to the issuance of any improvement, grading,
or building permits. Simply protecting the area within the Tree Protection Zone may
not always save the tree(s), so other tree protection measures may be required.

M. Cultural Resources

As part of the proposed project, a records search was conducted of the North Central
Information Center (NCIC). The NCIC records search indicated that the is one historic
district and nine historic period resources that lie within a 200-foot radius of the project
site. According to all available information, the proposed project site is in a highly
sensitive area related to the possible discovery of subsurface historic resources. While
the project site is considered to be low sensitivity for archaeological resources, project
construction could result in the destruction or degradation of unknown cultural, historic,
or archaeological resources. Project construction could also result in the destruction or
degradation of human remains. To mitigate for potential impacts to unknown prehistoric
resources, historic resources, and human remains, staff recommends that the following
measures be implemented (Condition Nos.40 through 43):

Condition No.40
. Prior to initiation of construction on the project site, all construction personnel that

will work on the proposed project site shall be provided with Cultural Sensitivity
Training taught by a professional archaeologist or historian meeting the Secretary
of the lnterior's standards. The training shall include information regarding cultural
resources, their recognition, avoidance, and treatment in the event of fortuitous
discovery. Project plans shall also contain a notation requiring that if any
archaeological, cultural, historical resources, artifacts, or other features are
discovered during the course of construction anywhere on the project site, work
shall be immediately suspended in that location. Attendance at Cultural Sensitivity
Training is mandatory for all construction personnel that would work on the site
during grading and leveling.

Condition No.41
. lf any archaeological, cultural, or historical resources or artifacts, or other features

are discovered during the course of construction anywhere on the project site, work
shall be suspended in that location until a qualified professional archaeologist
assesses the significance of the discovery and provides recommendations to the
City. The qualified professional archeologist shall be retained consistent with
Condition No. 42. The City shall determine and require implementation of the
appropriate mitigation as recommended by the consulting archaeologist. The City
may also consult with individuals that meet the Secretary of the lnterior's
Professional Qualifications Standards before implementation of any
recommendation. lf agreement cannot be reached between the project applicant
and the City, the Historic District Commission shall determine the appropriate
implementation method.
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Condition No.42
A professional archaeologist or historian meeting the Secretary of the lnterior's
standards shall be present to monitor for the presence of historic or other cultural
resources during all grading and leveling operations until excavation reaches
bedrock. This includes excavation for for.indation and sound wall footings. Should
the monitor identify potential or confirmed cultural resources, they will implement
Mitigation Measures described in Condition No. 40 and No. 41 as appropriate to
the discovery.

a

Condition No.43
o Pursuant to $5097.98 of the State Public Resources Code, and Section 7050.5 of

the State Health and Safety Code, in the event of discovery of human skeletal
remains, however fragmentary or disturbed from their original context, the
Sacramento County Coroner and the Native American Heritage Commission are
to be notified of the discovery immediately. All work in the vicinity of the find is to
cease, and there shall be no further excavation or disturbance of the find site or
any nearby area reasonably suspected to overlie adjacent remains until the
coroner has determined whether the remains are those of a Native American.

lf the remains are determined to be those of a Native American, the coroner must
contact that California Native American Heritage Commission. CEQA Guidelines
(Public Resources Code Section 5097) specifu the procedure to be followed in the
event of discovery of human remains on non-Federal land. The disposition of
Native American burials is within the jurisdiction of the Native American Heritage
Commission. Upon request, the NAHC will provide project leaders with a list of
Most Likely Descendants, who will specify treatment and disposition of any Native
American remains found within the Area of Potential Effects of a project. Human
remains and associated grave goods are protected under Section 5097.94 of the
California Public Resources Code and Section 7050.5 of the California Health and
Safety Code.

ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW
Staff has prepared an Initial Study, Mitigated Negative Declaration, and Mitigation
Monitoring and Reporting Program (Attachment 17'1for the project in accordance with the
California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) regulations and determined that with the
proposed mitigations, the project will not have a significant effect on the environment.
The Mitigated Negative Declaration has been prepared and noticed for public comment
on the project, and mitigation measures have been included as Conditions of Approval.
To date, the City received a number of written comments (Attachment 19) from the public
during the Mitigated Negative Declaration public review period (July 17,2020 to August
5,2020). The above referenced comments are addressed in Attachment 22 (Response
to CEQA Comments, dated July 29, 2020) and also within the context of this staff report
and associated attachments.
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o

a

o

RECOMMENDATION/HISTORIC DISTRICT COMMISSION ACTION
Move to recommend that the Historic District Commission:

Adopt the Mitigated Negative Declaration and Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting
Program prepared for the 603 Sutter Street Mixed-Use Building project (PN 17-145\
per Attachment 17; and

Approve a Variance to allow the project to exceed the maximum allowable building
height; and

Approve a Variance to allow the project to deviate from the minimum amount of
required on-site parking; and

Approve Design Review for development of a three-story, 14,811-square-foot mixed-
use building on a .17-acre site located at the southwest corner of the intersection of
Sutter Street and Scott Street (603 Sutter Street) as illustrated on Attachments 5-12.

These approvals are subject to the proposed findings below (Findings A-N) and the
recommended conditions of approval (Conditions 1-67) attached to this report.

GENERAL FINDINGS

NOTICE OF HEARING HAS BEEN GIVEN AT THE TIME AND IN THE
MANNER REQUIRED BY STATE LAWAND CIry CODE.

THE PROJECT IS CONSISTENT WITH THE GENERAL PLAN AND THE
ZONING CODE OF THE CIry.

CEQA FINDINGS

A MITIGATED NEGATIVE DECLARATION HAS BEEN PREPARED FOR THE
PROJECT IN ACCORDANCE WITH CEQA.

THE HISTORIC DISTRICT COMMISSION HAS CONSIDERED THE
PROPOSED MITIGATED NEGATIVE DECLARATION AND MITIGATION
MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM BEFORE MAKING A DECISION
REGARDING THE PROJECT.

ON THE BASIS OF THE WHOLE RECORD BEFORE THE HISTORIC
DISTRICT COMMISSION, THERE IS NO SUBSTANTIAL EVIDENCE THAT THE
PROJECT, AS CONDITIONED, WILL HAVE A SIGNIFICANT EFFECT ON THE
ENVIRONMENT.

A.

B.

c

D

E
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F

G.

H

THE MITIGATED NEGATIVE DECLARATION REFLECTS THE INDEPENDENT
JUDGMENT AND ANALYSIS OF THE CIry OF FOLSOM.

THE MITIGATED NEGATIVE DECLARATION HAS DETERMINED THAT THE
PROPOSED PROJECT, AS CONDITIONED AND CONSISTENT WITH THE
REQUIRED MITIGATION MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM,
WOULD NOT HAVE A SIGNIFICANT EFFECT ON THE ENVIRONMENT WITH
MIT]GATION MEASURES.

THE MODIFIED AND SUBSTITUTED MITIGATION MEASURES ARE
EQUIVILENT OR MORE EFFECTIVE IN MITIGATING OR AVOIDING
POTENTIAL SIGNIFICANT EFFECTS AND WILL NOT CAUSE ANY
POTENTIALLY SIGNIFICANT EFFECT ON THE ENVIRONMENT.

VARIANCE FINDINGS

THERE ARE EXCEPTIONAL OR EXTRAORDINARY CIRCUMSTANCES OR
CONDITIONS APPLYING TO THE LAND, BUILDING OR USE REFERRED TO
IN THE APPLICATION, WHICH CIRCUMSTANCES OR CONDITIONS DO NOT
APPLY GENERALLY TO OTHER LAND, BUILDINGS, AND/OR USES IN THE
DISTRICT.

THE GRANTING OF THE APPLICATION IS NECESSARY FOR THE
PRESERVATION AND ENJOYMENT OF SUBSTANTIAL PROPERTY RIGHTS
OF THE APPLICANT.

THE GRANTING OF SUCH APPLICATION WILL NOT, UNDER THE
CIRCUMSTANCES OF THE PARTICULAR CASE, MATERIALLY AFFECT THE
HEALTH OR SAFEry OF PERSONS, RESIDING OR WORKING IN THE
NEIGHBORHOOD OF THE PROPERry OF THE APPLICANT, AND WILL NOT,
UNDER THE CIRCUMSTANCES OF THE PARTICULAR CASE, BE
MATERIALLY DETRIMENTAL TO THE PUBLIC WELFARE OR INJURIOUS TO
PROPERry OR IMPROVEMENTS IN THE NEIGHBORHOOD.

DESIGN REVIEW FINDINGS

THE PROPOSED PROJECT COMPLIES WITH THE GENERAL PLAN AND
ZONING ORDINANCES OF THE CITY.

THE BUILDING MATERIALS, TEXTURES AND COLORS USED IN THE
PROPOSED PROJECT ARE COMPATIBLE WITH SURROUNDING
DEVELOPMENT AND ARE CONSISTENT WTH THE GENERAL DESIGN
THEME OF THE NEIGHBORHOOD.

J

K.

L

M
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N THE PROPOSED PROJECT IS IN CONFORMANCE WITH THE HISTORIC
DISTRICT DESIGN AND DEVELOPMENT GUIDELINES ADOPTED BY CITY
couNctL.
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Attachment 3

Gonditions of Approval
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CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL FOR 603 SUTTER STREET MDGD-USE BrrrLDrNG PROJECT (pN t7-145)
603 SUTTERSTREET

BUILDNG IIEIGIIT VARIANCE, PARKING AND DESIGN REVTf,W
Responsible
DeDartment

cD (PXE)

cD (PXEXB)

cD (P)

When
Required

B

B

B

Condition/lVlitigation Measure

The applicant shall submit final site development plans to the Community Development
Department that shall substantially conform to the exhibits referenced below:

o Preliminary Site Plan, dated March 14,2019
o Preliminary Grading and Drainage Plan, dated March 25,2019
o Preliminary Utility Plan, dated March 25,2019
r Preliminary Landscape and Irrigation Plan, dated March 14,2079
o Building Elevations and Floor Plan, dated March 14,2079
o Building Cross Sections, dated March 74,2019
o Building Renderings, dated March 14,2079
o Uniform Sign Criteria, dated August 19,2019
. Project Narrative
o Traffic Impact Study, dated July 30,2079
r Historic District Parking Implementation Plan Update, dated October 18, 2018

This project approval is for the 603 Sutter Street Mixed-Use Building project, which
includes development of a three-story, 14,811-square-foot mixed-use building and
associated site improvements on a .17 -acre site located at the southwest corner of Sutter
Street and Scott Street (603 Sutter Street). Implementation of the project shall be
consistent with the above-referenced items as modified by these conditions of aDproval.
Building plans shall be submitted to the Community Development Department for
review and approval to ensure conformance with this approval and with relevant codes,
policies, standards and other requirements of the City of Folsom.
The project approvals granted under this staff report (Building Height Variance, Parking
Variance, and Design Review shall remain in effect for two from final date of approval
(August 19,2022). Failure to obtain the relevant building (or other) permits within this
time period, without the subsequent extension of this approval, shall result in the
termination of this approval.

Mitigation
Measure

I

2.

a
J
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coNDmroNs oF APPROVAL FOR 603 SUTTER STREET MD{ED-USE Brm,DrNG PROJECT (PN tt-t45)
603 SUTTER STRNET

BUILDNG IIBIGHT VARIANCE, PARKING VARIANCE, AND DESIGN REVIEW
Responsible
Denartment

cD (PXEXB)
PW, PR, FD,

PD, NS

cD (PXE)

DEVELOPMENT COSTS AND FEE REQUIREMENTS
cD (PXE)

cD (E)

When
Required

OG

G,I

B

B

Condition/lVlitigation Measure

The owner/applicant shall defend, indemnif, and hold harmless the City and its agents,
officers and employees from any claim, action or proceeding against the City or its
agents, officers or employees to attack, set aside, void, or annul any approval by the
City or any of its agencies, deparhnents, commissions, agents, officers, employees, or
legislative body concerning the project. The City will promptly notif the
owner/applicant of any such claim, action or proceeding, and will cooperate fully in the
defense. The City may, within its unlimited discretion, participate in the defense of any
such claim, action or proceeding if both of the following occur:

o The City bears its own attorney's fees and costs; and
r The City defends the claim, action or proceeding in good faith

The owner/applicant shall not be required to pay or perform any settlement of such
claim. action or proceedins unless the settlement is approved bv the owner/applicant.
The owner/applicant shall be required to participate in a mitigation monitoring and
reporting program pursuant to City Council Resolution No. 2634 and Public Resources
Code 21081.6. The mitigation monitoring and reporting measures identified in the
Mitigated Negative Declaration prepared for this project have been incorporated into
these conditions of approval in order to mitigate or avoid significant effects on the
environment. These mitigation monitoring and reporting measures are identified with a
check mark (/; in ttre mitigation measure column.

The owner/applicant shall pay all applicable taxes, fees and charges at the rate and
amount in effect at the time such taxes. fees and charges become due and payable.

If applicable, the owner/applicant shall pay off any existing assessments against the
property. or file necessary segregation request and pav applicable fees.

Mitigation
Measure

4

5

6.

7
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CONDTTIONS OF APPROVAL FOR 603 SUTTER STREET MDmD-USE BI]II,DTNG PROJECT (pN 17-140
603 SUTTER STREET

BUILDNG HEIGHT VARIANCE, PARI(ING VARIANCE, A]\D DESIGN REVIEW
Responsible
Department

cD (PXE)

cD (PXE)

cD (PXE), PW, PK

When
Required

B

B

B

Condition/lVlitigation Measure

The City, at its sole discretion, may utilize the services of outside legal counsel to assist
in the implementation of this project, including, but not limited to, drafting, reviewing
and/or revising agreements and/or other documentation for the project. If the City
utilizes the services of such outside legal counsel, the applicant shall reimburse the City
for all outside legal fees and costs incurred by the City for such services. The applicant
may be required, at the sole discretion of the City Attorney, to submit a deposit to the
City for these services prior to initiation of the services. The applicant shall be
responsible for reimbursement to the City for the services regardless of whether a
deposit is required.
If the City utilizes the services of consultants to prepare special studies or provide
specialized design review or inspection services for the project, the applicant shall
reimburse the City for actual costs it incurs in utilizing these services, including
administrative costs for City personnel. A deposit for these services shall be provided
prior to initiating review of the improvement plans or beginning inspection, whichever
is applicable.
This project shall be subject to all City-wide development impact fees, unless exempt
by previous agreement. This project shall be subject to all City-wide development
impact fees in effect at such time that a building permit is issued. These fees may
include, but are not limited to, fees for fire protection, park facilities, park equipment,

Quimby, Humbug-Willow Creek Parkway, Light Rail, TSM, capital facilities and traffic
impacts. The 90-day protest period for all fees, dedications, reservations or other
exactions imposed on this project has begun. The fees shall be calculated at the fee rate
in effect at the time of building permit issuance.

Mitigation
Measure

8.

9

1 0
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COI\TDITIONS OF APPROVAL FOR 603 SUTTER STREET MDGD.USE BI]ILDING PROJECT (PN I7.I45]
603 SIITTER STREET

BI]ILDNG IIEIGHT VARIANCE, PARKING VARIANCE, AND DESIGN REVIEW
Responsible
Department

cD (P)

cD (E)

SITE DEVELOPMENT REQUIREMENTS

cD (E)

cD (PXE)

cD (E)

When
Required

B

B

G, B

I,B

B

Condition/lVlitigation Measure

The owner/applicant agrees to pay to the Folsom-Cordova Unified School District the
maximum fee authorized by law for the construction and/or reconstruction of school
facilities. The applicable fee shall be the fee established by the School District that is in
effect at the time of the issuance of a building permit. Specifically, the owner/applicant
agrees to pay any and all fees and charges and comply with any and all dedications or
other requirements authorized under Section 17620 of the Education Code; Chapter 4.7
(commencing with Section 65970) of the Government Code; and Sections 65995,
65995.5 and65995.7 of the Government Code.
If applicable, the owner/applicant shall pay off any existing assessments against the
property. or file necessarv segregation request and pav apnlicable fees.

Prior to the issuance of any grading and/or building permit, the owner/applicant shall
have a geotechnical report prepared by an appropriately licensed engineer that includes
an analysis ofsite suitability, proposed foundation design for all proposed structures,
and roadway and pavement desim.
Public and private improvements, including roadways, curbs, gutters, sidewalks,
underground infrastructure, and all other improvements shall be provided in accordance
with the current edition of the City of Folsom Standard Construction Specifications and
the Design and Procedures Manual and Improvement Standards. All necessary rights-
of-way and/or easements shall be dedicated to the City of Folsom for these
improvements.
The improvement plans for the required public and private improvements, including but
not limited to frontage improvements on Sutter Street and Scott Street shall be reviewed
and approved by the Community Development Department prior to issuance of the

Permit.

Mitigation
Measure

II

t2

13

l4

15
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coNDrTroNs oF APPROVAL FOR 603 SUTTER STREET MD(ED-USE BTTILDTNG PROJECT (pN t7-t45)
603 SUTTER STREET

BUILDNG HEIGHT VARIANCE, PARI(ING VARIANCE, AI\D DESIGN REVIEW
Responsible
I)epartment

cD (E)

cD (PXE)

cD (E)

cD (E)

cD (E)

cD (E)

cD (E)

cD (E)

When
Required

I

I

I

B

o

G,I

I

I

Condition/Ilitigation Measu re

The applicanVowner shall submit water, sewer and drainage studies to the satisfaction
of the Community Development Departrnent and provide sanitary sewer, water and
storm drainage improvements with corresponding easements, as necessary, in
accordance with these studies and the current edition of the City of Folsom Standard
Construction Specifications and the Design and Procedures Manual and Improvement
Standards.
The owner/applicant shall coordinate the planning, development and completion of this
proiect with the various utilitv agencies (i.e., SMUD. PG&E. etc.).
The final location, design, and materials of the proposed sidewalk and walkways shall
be subiect to review and approval bv the Community Development Department.
Final lot and building configurations may be modified to allow for overland release of
storm events lreater than the capacitv of the underground svstem.
The owner/applicant shall be responsible for replacing any and all damaged or
hazardous public sidewalk, curb and gutter along the site frontage and/or boundaries,
including pre-existing conditions and construction damage, to the satisfaction of the
Community Development Department.
For any improvements constructed on private properly that are not under ownership or
control of the owner/applicant, a right-of-entry, and if necessary, a permanent easement
shall be obtained and provided to the City prior to issuance of a grading permit and/or
approval of improvement plans.

Any reimbursement for public improvements constructed by the applicant shall be in
accordance with a formal reimbursement agreement entered into between the City and
the owner/applicant prior to approval of the improvement plans.

The owner/applicant shall dedicate a 12.5-foot-wide public utility easement for
underground facilities and appurtenances adiacent to all public rights-of-way.

Mitigation
Measure

16.

1 7

8I

9I

20

21

22

23
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CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL FOR 603 SUTTER STREET MD(ED-USE BI]u,DING PROJECT (pN t7-t4$)
603 SUTTER STREET

BT]ILDNG HEIGHT VARIANcE, PARTilNG VARTANCE, AND DESTGN RE\rTEW
Responsible
Department

cD (E)

Final exterior building and site lighting plans shall be submitted for review and approval
by Community Development Deparhnent for location, height, aesthetics, level of
illumination, glare and trespass prior to the issuance of any building permits. All
lighting, including but not limited to building-attached lights and landscape lights shall
be designed to be screened, shielded, and directed downward onto the project site and
away from adjacent properties and public rights-of-way. The final design of the
building-attached lights shall be subject to review and approval by the Community
Development Department. Lighting shall be equipped with a timer or photo condenser.
In addition, pole-mounted parking lot lights shall utilize a low-intensity, energy efficient

method.
STORM WATER POLLUTION/CLEAI\I WATER ACT

The owner/applicant shall be responsible for litter control and sweeping of all paved
surfaces in accordance with City standards. All on-site storm drains shall be cleaned

before the commencement of the season

I,B

G, I,B

cD (P)

cD (E)

25

26

cD (E)

When
Required

G,I

G, I,B,O

Condition/lVlitigation Measu re

Prior to the approval of the final facilities design and the initiation of construction
activities, the applicant shall submit an erosion control plan to the City for review and
approval. The plan shall identifr protective measures to be taken during excavation,
temporary stockpiling, any reuse or disposal, and revegetation. Specific techniques may
be based upon geotechnical reports, the Erosion and Sediment Control Handbook of the
State of California Departrnent of Conservation, and shall comply with all updated City
standards.

The storm drain or onsite improvement plans shall provide for "Best Management
Practices" that meet the requirements of the water quality standards of the City's
National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System Permit issued by the State Regional
Water Quality Control Board.

Mitigation
Measure

24.

27
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coNDrrroNs oF APPRoVAL FOR 603 SUTTER STREET MDGD-USE BUTLDTNG PROJECT (pN 17-14O
603 SUTTERSTREET

BTIILDNG HEIGIIT VARIANCE. PARKING VARIANCE, AND DESTGN REVTEW
Responsible
Department

cD (E)

When
Required

G,I

Condition/lVlitigation Measure

Erosion and sedimentation control measures shall be incorporated into construction
plans. These measures shall conform to the City of Folsom requirements and the
County of Sacramento Erosion and Sedimentation Connol Standards and
Specifications-current edition and as directed by the Community Development
Department.

Mitigation
Measure

28.
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cD (P)

cD (PXE) EWR

cD (PXE)

I,B

I,B

I,B

The project shall comply with the following architecture and design requirements:

l. This approval is for a three-story, 14,81 l-square foot mixed-building associated
with the 603 Sutter Street Mixed-Use Building project. The applicant shall submit
building plans that comply with this approval and the attached building elevations
and color renderings dated March 14,2019.

2. The design, materials, and colors of the proposed 603 Sutter Street Mixed-Use
Building shall be consistent with the submitted building elevations, color
renderings, materials samples, and color scheme to the satisfaction of the
Community Development Department.

3. No dark-tinted or reflective glass shall be utilized on the Suffer Street or Scott
Street building elevations. In addition, all windows shall be duel paned windows
to increase energy efhciency.

4. Roof-mounted mechanical equipment, including satellite dish antennas, shall not
extend above the height of the parapet walls.

5. Utility equipment such as transformers, electric and gas meters, electrical panels,
and junction boxes shall be screened by walls and or landscaping.

The final location and design of the trash/recycling enclosure shall be subject to review
by the Community Development Department and the Solid Waste Division. In
addition, a six-foot-tall masonry wall (to match the design of the trash/recycling
enclosure) shall be attached to the eastern edge ofthe trash/recycling enclosure and
extended outward towards Scott Street approximately 15 feet in distance to match the
location of the eastern wall plane of the mixed-use buildine.
The final location, height, design, materials, and colors for the proposed retaining walls
fencing, and gates shall be subject to review and approval by the Community
Development Department.

ARCHITECTURE/SITE DESIGN
29

30.

IJ
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cD (P)B

The 603 Sutter Street Mixed-Use Project is approved for two wall-mounted signs, one
to four blade signs, and one wall-mounted directory sign as illustrated and described in
the submitted Uniform Sign Program (Attachment 12). The two under canopy signs
shall not be permitted.

The applicanVowner shall obtain the necessary sign and building permits before
installine any signs.

SIGN
32
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cD(PXE)

cD (PXE)

I

B, OG

The owner/applicant shall be responsible for on-site landscape maintenance throughout
the life of the project to the satisfaction of the Community Development Department.
Vegetation or planting shall not be less than that depicted on the final landscape plan,
unless tree removal is approved by the Community Development Department because
the spacing between trees will be too close on center as they mature.

Final landscape plans and specifications shall be prepared by a registered landscape
architect and approved by the City prior to the approval of the first building permit.
Said plans shall include all on-site landscape specifications and details including a tree
planting exhibit demonstrating sufficient diversity and appropriate species selection to
the satisfaction of the Community Development Department. The tree exhibit shall
include all street trees, accent trees, parking lot shading trees, and mitigation trees
proposed within the development. Said plans shall comply with all State and local
rules, regulations, Governor's declarations and restrictions pertaining to water
conservation and outdoor landscaping.

Landscaping of the parking area shall meet shade requirements as outlined in the
Folsom Municipal Code Chapter 17.57. The landscape plans shall comply and
implement water efficient requirements as adopted by the State of California (Assembly
Bill 1881) (State Model Water Efficient Landscape Ordinance) until such time the City
of Folsom adopts its own Water Efficient Landscape Ordinance at which time the
owner/applicant shall comply with any new ordinance. Shade and ornamental trees
shall be maintained according to the most current American National Standards for Tree
Care Operations (ANSI A-300) by qualified tree care professionals. Tree topping for
height reduction, view protection, light clearance or any other purpose shall not be
allowed. Specialty-style pruning, such as pollarding, shall be specified within the
approved landscape plans and shall be implemented during a S-year establishment and
training period. The owner/applicant shall comply with city-wide landscape rules or
regulations on water usage. The owner/applicant shall comply with any state or local
rules and regulations relating to landscape water usage and landscaping requirements
necessitated to mitigate for drought conditions on all landscaping in the Avenida Senior
Livine proiect.

LANDSCAPE/TREE PRE SERVATION
JJ

34
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cD (EXP)

cD (EXP)

G,I

G,I

The project is subject to the Tree Preservation Ordinance and any mitigation required as
a result of impacts to oak trees. The owner/applicant shall retain a certified arborist for
the project. The project arborist will oversee tree removal and the preservation of the
trees on site during and after construction. The owner/applicant shall provide funding
for this arborist.
The owner/applicant shall place high-visibility orange mesh protective fencing and
signing every 50 feet around the Tree Protection Zone of any existing trees on the
project site that are identified for preservation pursuant to FMC Chapter 12.16.Ttre
fencing shall remain in place throughout the construction process to assure that the
protected trees are not damaged. Placement of the fencing shall be subject to the review
and approval of staffprior to the issuance of any improvement, grading, or building
permits. Simply protecting the area within the Tree Protection Zone may not always
save the tree(s), so other tree protection measures may be required.

35

36
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cD (PXE)I,B

r Construction Hours/Scheduling: The following are required to limit construction
activities to the portion of the day when occupancy of the adjacent sensitive
receptors are at the lowest:

o Construction activities for all phases of construction, including servicing of
construction equipment shall only be permitted during the hours of 7:00 a.m.
and 6:00 p.m. Monday through Friday and between 8:00 a.m. to 5:00 p.m. on
Saturdays. Construction shall be prohibited on Sundays and on all holidays.

o Delivery of materials or equipment to the site and truck traffic coming to and
from the site is restricted to the same construction hours specified above.

o Construction Equipment Mufflers and Maintenance: All construction equipment
powered by internal combustion engines shall be properly muffled and maintained.

. Idling Prohibitions: All equipment and vehicles shall be turned off when not in use.
Unnecessary idling of internal combustion engines is prohibited.

r Equipment Location and Shielding: All stationary noise-generating construction
equipment, such as air compressors, shall be located as far as practical from
adjacent homes. Acoustically shield such equipment when it must be located near
adjacent residences.

o Quiet Equipment Selection: Select quiet equipment, particularly air compressors,
whenever possible. Motorized equipment shall be outfitted with proper mufflers in
good working order.

Staging and Equipment Storage: The equipment storage location shall be sited as
far as possible from nearby sensitive receptors.

a

NOISE RE
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cD (PXE)

cD (PXE)

I,B

OG

o At least 5 days prior to the initiation of grubbing or other ground disturbing
construction operations, the project applicant, and successor in interest, or the
general contractor in charge will provide a notice of the initiation of construction to
all parcels located within 250 feet of the project site. Such notice shall contain an
outline of construction activities, their duration, and contact information for a person
designated to respond to public questions and complaints regarding construction
activities.

Prior to the removal of any bedrock, the owner/applicant, any successor in interes! or
the project contractor shall prepare a bedrock removal plan for review and approval by
the Community Development Departrnent. No removal activity shall occur prior to City
approval. The bedrock removal plan shall be prepared by a licensed geologist, engineer,
or equivalent accredited professional, and will include at least the following
components:

o The location, volume, and type of bedrock to be removed
o Removal procedures to be used, both primarily and as options if necessary
o The expected duration of removal activities
o Type of equipment to be used
. Any types of chemical or other materials to be used, including any storage

and safety requirements
o Requirements for personal safety and the protection of private and public

property
r ,A' program to notifu all parcels within 250 feet of the proiect site.

Activities on the rooftop deck shall be limited to between the hours of 8:00 a.m. and
8:00 p.m. seven days per week.

38
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G,I

G,I
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Prior to initiation of construction on the project site, all construction personnel that will
work on the proposed project site shall be provided with Cultural Sensitivity Training
taught by a professional archaeologist or historian meeting the Secretary of the
Interior's standards. The training shall include information regarding cultural
resources, their recognition, avoidance, and treatment in the event of fortuitous
discovery. Project plans shall also contain a notation requiring that if any
archaeological, cultural, historical resources, artifacts, or other features are discovered
during the course of construction anywhere on the project site, work shall be
immediately suspended in that location. Attendance at Cultural Sensitivity Training is
mandatory for all construction personnel that would work on the site during grading and

Ifany archaeological, cultural, or historical resources or artifacts, or other features are
discovered during the course of construction anywhere on the project site, work shall be
suspended in that location until a qualified professional archaeologist assesses the
significance of the discovery and provides recommendations to the City. The qualified
professional archeologist shall be retained consistent with Condition No. 42. The City
shall determine and require implementation of the appropriate mitigation as

recommended by the consulting archaeologist. The Crty may also consult with
individuals that meet the Secretary of the Interior's Professional Qualifications
Standards before implementation of any recommendation. If agreement cannot be
reached between the project applicant and the City, the Historic District Commission
shall determine the appropriate implementation method.
A professional archaeologist or historian meeting the Secretary of the Interior's
standards shall be present to monitor for the presence of historic or other cultural
resources during all grading and leveling operations until excavation reaches bedrock.
This includes excavation for foundation and sound wall footings. Should the monitor
identifu potential or confirmed cultural resources, they will implement Mitigation
Measures described in Condition No. 40 and No. 41 as appropriate to the discovery.

CULTURAL RESOIIRCE
40.

4l

42

City of Folsom Page 57

62



Historic District Commission
603 Sutter Street Mixed-Use Building (PN 17-145)
August 19,2020

cD (PXEXB)G,I

Pursuant to $5097.98 of the State Public Resources Code, and Section 7050.5 of the
State Health and Safety Code, in the event of discovery of human skeletal remains,
however fragmentary or disturbed from their original context, the Sacramento County
Coroner and the Native American Heritage Commission are to be notified of the
discovery immediately. All work in the vicinity of the find is to cease, and there shall be
no further excavation or disturbance ofthe find site or any nearby area reasonably
suspected to overlie adjacent remains until the coroner has determined whether the
remains are those of a Native American.

If the remains are determined to be those of a Native American, the coroner must
contact that California Native American Heritage Commission. CEQA Guidelines
(Public Resources Code Section 5097) speciff the procedure to be followed in the event
of discovery of human remains on non-Federal land. The disposition ofNative
American burials is within the jurisdiction of the Native American Heritage
Commission. Upon request, the NAHC will provide project leaders with a list of Most
Likely Descendants, who will speciff treatrnent and disposition of any Native American
remains found within the Area of Potential Effects of a project. Human remains and
associated grave goods are protected under Section 5097.94 of the California Public
Resources Code and Section 7050.5 of the California Health and Safeff Code

43

City of Folsom Page 58

63



Historic District Commission
603 Sutter Street Mixed-Use Building (PN 17-145)
August 19,2020

cD (PXEXB)G,I

The City shall ensure that a Worker Awareness Training Program is developed and
delivered to train equipment operators about tribal cultural resources. The program shall
be designed to inform workers about: federal and state regulations pertaining to cultural
resources and tribal cultural resources; the subsurface indicators ofresources that shall
require a work stoppage; procedures for notifuing the City of any occurrences; and
enforcement of penalties and repercussions for non-compliance with the program.
Worker training may be provided either in person or as a DVD with a training binder,
prepared by a qualified professional archaeologist and reviewed by the City. The United
Auburn Indian Community (UAIC) shall be afforded the option of attending the initial
training in person or providing a video segment or clip for incorporation into the
training video that appeals to the contractor's need to be respectful oftribal cultural
resources and tribal participation in implementing unanticipated discovery protocols.
All ground-disturbing equipment operators shall be required to receive the training and
sign a form that acknowledges receipt of the training. A copy of the form shall be
provided to the City as proof of compliance.

TRIBAL CULTTJRAL RESOI]RCE
44.
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BIOLOGTCAL RESOURCE REQUIREMENTS

cD (EXP)

G,I

G,I

If any potential tribal cultural resources, such as unusual amounts of bone or shell,
artifacts, or human remains, are encountered during ground disfurbing activities, work
shall be suspended within 100 feet of the find, and the construction supervisor shall
immediately notift the City representative, who shall ensure that a qualified
professional archaeologist is retained to investigate the discovery. If the find includes
human remains, then the City or its designee shall immediately notifu the Sacramento
County Coroner and the procedures in Section 7050.5 of the California Health and
Safety Code and, if applicable, Section 5097.98 of the Public Resources Code, shall be
followed. For resources that have the potential to be associated with Native American
culture, the City shall notif, any consulting tribes that requested notification of
discoveries (treatment of non-tribal cultural resources is addressed under Mitigation
Measures CUL-Z and CUL-3). As part of the investigation, the City shall consult to
develop, document, and implement appropriate and feasible management
recommendations, should potential impacts to newly discovered tribal cultural
resources be found by the City to be significant. Possible management
recommendations could include documentation, data recovery, or (if deemed feasible
by the City) preservation in place. The contractor shall implement any measures
deemed by City staffto be necessary and feasible to avoid, minimize, or mitigate
significant effects to the tribal cultural resources.

Avoid construction or tree removal during the nesting season (usually from March
through September). If construction activities will occur during the nesting season and
trees on the site have not been removed, no more than 30 days prior to the initiation of
construction, preconstruction surveys forthe presence ofspecial-status bird species or
any nesting bird species shall be conducted by a qualified biologist within a 500 foot
radius of the proposed construction area. If active nests are identified in these areas,
construction should be delayed until the young have fledged, or the CDFW should be
consulted to develop measures to avoid the take of active nests prior to the initiation of
any construction activities. Avoidance measures may include establishment of a buffer
zone using construction fencing, or the postponement of vegetation removal until after
the nesting season, or until after a qualified biologist has determined the young have
fledged and are independent ofthe nest site.

45

46.
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47 Prior to the initiation of ground disturbance, the owner/applicant or any successor in
interest shall comply with City's Tree Preservation ordinance by obtaining a Tree
Removal Permit and implementing a City-approved Tree Protection and Mitigation
Plan.

G,I cD (EXP)

GREEI\IHOUSE GAS
48 In order to comply with General Plan Program LIJ-6, the owner/applicant, or any

successor in interest, shall adopt and incorporate green building features included in the
CALGreen Tier I checklist into the project design. Prior to the issuance of the first
building permit, the project applicant shall seek LEED rating and certification that
would meet equivalent CALGreen Tier I standards or better. All measures required by
the Tier 1 standards to meet LEED rating and certification requirements shall be

B cD (P)

construction and
49 ln order to comply with General Plan Program PFS-26, all construction contractors

shall use high-performance renewable diesel during construction, such that high-
performance renewable diesel would comprise 50 percent of construction equipment

B cD (P)

diesel
AIR QUALITY

50. In compliance with Rule 201 of the Sacramento Metropolitan Air Quality Management
District (SMAQMD), the applicanVdeveloper of the project shall veriff with
SMAQMD if a permit is required before equipment capable of releasing emissions to
the atrnosphere are used at the project site. The applicant/developer shall comply with

G, I,B cD (PXEXB)

the or evidence that a is not uired.

cD (PXEXB)

cD (PXEXB)

G'I,B

I,B

In compliance with Rule 442 of the Sacramento Metropolitan Air Quality Management
District (SMAQMD), the applicant/developer of the project shall use architectural
coatings that comply with the volatile organic compound content limits specified in the
general rule.
Dust generated on the project site shall be controlled by selective watering of exposed
areas, especially during clearing and grading operations. All unpaved areas of the
project site that are being graded, excavated or used as construction haul roadways shall
be sprayed with water as often as is necessary to assure that fugitive dust does not
impact nearby properties. Stockpiles of soil or other fine materials being left for
periods in excess of one day during site construction shall be sprayed and track walked
after stockpiling is complete.

5 1

52.
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cD (PXEXB)

G, I,B

G, I,B

Paving shall be completed as soon as is practicable to reduce the time that bare surfaces
and soils are exposed. [n areas where construction is delayed for an extended period of
time, the ground shall be revegetated to minimizethe generation of dust.
Street sweeping shall be conducted to control dust and dirt tracked from the project site
onto any of the surrounding roadways. Construction equipment access shall be
restricted to defined entry and exit points to control the amount of soil deposition.

53
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Control of fugitive dust is required by District Rule 403 and enforced by SMAQMD
staff. The owner/applicant shall implement the following measures as identified by the
SMAQMD:

a 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.

a 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.

a 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.

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

a 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.

a Minimize idling time either by shutting equipment off when not in use or
reducing the time of idling to 5 minutes frequired by California Code of
Regulations, Title 13, sections 2449(d)(3) and2485l. Provide clear signage that
posts this requirement for workers at the entrances to the site.

a 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.

55
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The owner/applicant shall implement the following parking-related measures to the
satisfaction of the Community Development Deparfrnent:

The owner/applicant shall offer a financial incentive in the amount of $50 per
month to employees for parking in the Historic District parking garage on Reading
Street or other public parking lot areas located within the Historic District.

The owner/applicant shall offer incentives to employees to utilize alternative forms
of transportation (light rail, bus, bicycle, walk, etc.) to commute to and from work.

The owner/applicant and business operators shall educate employees and visitors
about parking options within the Historic District.

The owner applicant and business operators shall notifu their employees that they
are not permitted to park in the nearby residential neighborhoods. If employees of
any business located within the building violate this requirement, the business is
subject to immediate suspension of the right to operate on the subject property.

The owner/applicant shall provide maps of the Historic District public parking
facilities to employees and visitors. In addition, the owner/applicant shall provide
information on the company's website regarding public parking locations within the
Historic District.

If a Parking Benefit District or similar parking assessment mechanism is formed
within the Historic District in the future, the owner/applicant shall be required to
participate fully in the Parkine Benefit District or parkins assessment mechanism.

a

o

a

a

a

CIRCULATION AND PARKING RE
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cD (PXE)

cD (PXE)

B, o

I

I

I

a

The owner/applicant shall implement the following parking-related measure to the
satisfaction of the Community Development Department:

The owner/applicant shall record a deed restriction with a nearby properly owner in
a form to be approved by the city Attorney, for the purpose of providing at least 16
off-site parking spaces for exclusive use by employees and customers of the
proposed project. The dedicated parking area shall be located within one block
(approximately 500 feet) of the subject property to the satisfaction of the
Community Development Department.

The owner/applicant shall obtain an encroachment permit from the City for any work
conducted in the public right-of-way.

The owner/applicant shall enter into an encroachment agreement with the City that will
require the owner/applicant to maintain the private improvements located within the
public right-of-way in perpetuity.
The owner/applicant, any successor in interest, and/or its contractor shall prepare a
Traffrc Control Plan that meets the requirements of the City. The TCP shall include all
required topics, including: traffrc handling during each stage of construction,
maintaining emergency service provider access by, if necessary, providing alternate
routes, repositioning emergency equipment, or coordinating with nearby service
providers for coverage during construction closures, covering trenches during the
evenings and weekends, pedestrian safety/access, and bicycle safety/access. A
component of the TCP will involve public dissemination of construction-related
information through notices to adjacent neighbors, press releases, and/or the use of
changeable message signs. The project contractor will be required to notifu all affected
residences and businesses, post the construction impact schedule, and place articles
and/or advertisements in appropriate local newspapers regarding constuction impacts
and schedules.

57
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FD

I,B

B

I,B

Prior to the issuance of any improvement plans or building permits, the Community
Development and Fire Departments shall review and approve all detailed design plans
for accessibility of emergency fire equipment, fire hydrant flow location, and other
construction features.
The building shall have illuminated addresses visible from the street or drive fronting
the properly. Size and location of address identification shall be reviewed and approved
by the Fire Marshal.
All fire protection devices shall be designed to be located on site: fire hydrants, fire
department connections, post indicator valves, etc. oflsite devices cannot be used to
serve the building. A water model analysis that proves the minimum fire flow will be
required before any permits are issued. The fire sprinkler riser location shall be inside a
Fire Control Room (5'X^7'minimum) with a full-sized 3'-0" door. This room can be a

utilities. The room shall only be accessible from the exteriorshared with other

The owner/applicant shall consult with the Police Deparhnent in order to incorporate all
reasonable crime prevention measures. The following security/safety measures shall be
required:
o { security guard shall be on-duty at all times at the site or another approved

security measure shall be in place including but not limited to a six-foot security
fence shall be constructed around the perimeter of construction areas. (This
requirement shall be included on the approved construction drawings).

r Security measures for the safety of all construction equipment and unit appliances
shall be employed.

r Landscaping shall not cover exterior doors or windows, block line-of-sight at

The owner/applicant shall obtain all required State and Federal permits and provide
evidence that said permits have been obtained, or that the permit is not required, subject cD (PXE)

PD

G

B

I

64.

65

intersections or screen overhead
OTHER AGENCY RE

to staffreview and of or

F'IRE DEPARTMENT
61.
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POLICE/SECURITY REQUIREMENT
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The owner/applicant shall obtain permission (permit, letter, agreement, etc.) from all
applicable public utility companies (SMUD, PG&E, WAPA, etc.) in a form acceptable
to the Community Development Department for construction-related activities proposed
within the existing public utility easements.
The proposed project shall comply with all State and local rules, regulations,
Governor's Declarations, and restrictions including but not limited to: Executive Order
B-29-15 issued by the Govemor of California on April 1,2015 relative to water usage
and conservation, requirements relative to water usage and conservation established by
the State Water Resources Control Board, and water usage and conservation
requirements established within the Folsom Municipal Code. (Section 13.26 Water
Conservation), or amended from time to time.

66

67

Prior to approval of Improvement Plans
Prior to approval of Final Map
Prior to issuance of first Buildine Permit
Prior to approval of Occupancv Permit
Prior to issuance of Grading Permit
During construction
On-going requirement

WIIEN REQUIREI)

I
M
B
o
G
DC
OG

Community Development Deparlment
Planning Division
Engineering Division
Building Division
Fire Division

Public Works Departrnent
Park and Recreation Departrnent
Police Department

RESPONSIBLE DEPARTMENT

CD
(P)
(E)
(B)
(F)

PW
PR
PD

COI{DITIONS
See attached tables of conditions for which the
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Vicinity Map
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Preliminary Site Plan, dated March 14,2019
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Preliminary Grading and Drainage Plan
Dated March 25,2019
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Attachment 7

Preliminary Utility Plan, dated March 25,2019

79



dfre\
\??r#

@.rtt*rr.nr,*r*
OWNER:

z aLoilL, tNc.

FOLSO& CA 05630

CTY

PRELIMINARY UTILITY
PLANoN

**^t*t

i
r,)1

;
\

F

I
o
H

I
s
N

r-i )
{

I

i
t

1".:l
I ir

'li'":
l q

s

N

*\

€ ;:;!
L6a

',1,S\\\\
trN

N
s\

t'3 Nr.,rr

.00 
'z

ff,62.t9.98N

s:!
aHg

[Es
G*Q
l!9

I ABrI
EBx8ffirn"=qF
$B=
EsSrF
Ei$rQ

;friis
I3-{IS<
idp
*$!p!ft
3=

3R ,')

til
3

)

,3r

i

I

I

I

I

l

)

:

l

rr
In

I

oln
rti,S ti

@c:
rd
T
a4i,tnt|nlr

I

I

I

)

:1
'1'

i

I
I

t'
i;j

\\

)

a

t-r- rr"9-- g:

----'lr,
:

I .!.L\ i
-'r- - --<i'">li ...-- : =- .' @"t-' +- '-v

l3.lu_ls l_lo9s il,.:
:lr:i:

i : :r i-\rair\
l\

!!-) //i -u";' '- + :- :t:':l -:= -a;er:.\
1r]

-\,

(,'/://

"'..tf_J*/
a:-

i

i

l
.t

\
ld.

3

FS6

3F*

;$

ni"3r
lgfl !d !flsJ 0! 0$

6d 66

e*
SO
EB
E$

80



Historic District Commission
603 Sutter Street Mixed-Use Building (PN 17-145)
August 19,2020

Attachment I

Preliminary Landscape and lrrigation Plan
Dated March 14,2019
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Historic District Commission
603 Sutter Street Mixed-Use Building (PN 17-145)
August 19,2020

Attachment 9

Building Elevations and Floor Plan
Dated March 14,2019
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Historic District Commission
603 Sutter Street Mixed-Use Building (PN 17-145)
August 19,2020

Attachment 10

Building Gross Sectiotrs, dated March 14,2019
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Historic District Commission
603 Sutter Street Mixed-Use Building (PN 17-145)
August 19,2020

Attachment 11

Building Renderings, dated March 14,2019
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H istoric District Commission
603 Sutter Street Mixed-Use Building (PN 17-145)
August 19,2020

Attachment 12

Uniform Sign Griteria, dated August 19, 2019
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Uniform Sign Program (USP)

Project: 603 Sutter Street, Folsom, CA
I.() INTENT AND PURPOSE

This Uniform Sign Program is established forlhe purpose ofassuring high quality tenant signage. All signage
shall be designed and conslructed to compliment the project archilecture.

This document descnbes the acceptable types of signs, materials, localizations, sizes and illumination
methods and outlines the process for signage review and approval. Renderings, drawings, and shop drawings
contained in these guidelines are induded for illustrative purpose only and are intended to aid the Tenant in

complying with the Design Criteria.

1.1 lnterpr€tation and Compliance: fu administrators ol the tenant sign cdtena, the O$ner/Landlord is the
tinal arbitrator of criteria compliance. Special circumstances may require interpretation of these criteria, and

fie Owner/l-andlord will remain flexible in the review process. However, these guidelines are to be approved

by the City of Folsom and all signage must rec€ive appropriate City issued signage permits before being

fabricated or installed.

lf ownenhip should change for all or part ofthe project and/or the retail tenant spac€s, the guidelines

herein established shall remain applicable and in force under new ownership. Should the new owner wish
to amend these guidelines, it shall submit such proposal to the Planning Department ofthe City of
Folsom for approval.

2.0 DEF|NtTIOl{ OF TERtttS

2.1 Area or Sign Ar€a: Sign area shall include the entire area with a single continuous perjmeter composed
ofsquares or rec{angles that enclose the extreme limits of all signs elements, including, but not limited
to, sign structures or borders, written copy, logos, symbols, illustrations, and color. Supporting structures
such as sign brackets are not included in sign area povided that they contain no lettering or graphics.

2.2 Logo/Logotype: A text or graphic element that identifies or is associated with a business and/or its name.

lf text, it may take the form of a specific shndard or custom font used in a specific manner, proportion,

spacing, or color. lf graphic, it may consist of an icon or pictograph using text or a drawn element to define

an image unique to the company it represents.

2,3 Tenant ldentification: Shall consist of a Tenants name and/or logo. No telephone numbers or URLs are
allowed.

2.4 Temporary ldentificalion: A sign placed for a limited duration ol time.

3.0 SUBMITTAL. REVIEW. AND APPROVAL PROCESS

Priorto construction of any sign or application for City sign permits, the tenant or tenanfs representative must

obtain the Owner/Landlord's written approval of the proposed sign design. The review and approval process

shall be as follows:

3.2 Owner/Landlord shall review designs and either approve, appDve with corrections, or deny application
within 21 calendar days of receipt of application.

3,3 lf application is denied, tenant shall review reasons for denial and then revise their application to address
the Owner/Landlord's concerns and resubmit the application.

3,4 Once approval is granted by the Owner/Landlord, tenant may then proceed with their sign permit

application to the City.

3.5 Signage installed without Owner/Landlord and City approval will result in the removal of signage at
Tenanls sole expense.

4.0 GEIIERAL CRITERIA FOR ALL SIGI{AGE

4..l Gode Compliance: All signage shall comply with local building codes and ordinances.

4.2 Maintenance: Maintenance of installed signs is the tenanfs sole responsibility. lt is expected that dam-
aged or deteriorated signs or non-functioning signage lighting will be repaked pmmptly and restored to
a like-new condition. Within ten days afier receiving written notice from the Owner or lhe City, Tenant will
complete all repairs requested. lf repairs and remedies are not made within this time period, fie Owner
may undertake repairs at the Tenant's expense.

tl.3 Allowable illessages: Sign messages shall be limited to the projecUtenant name and/or logo or product.

lJse of Logomarks and corporate identity elements (such as symbols, special shapes, etc.) is allowed, but
will be considered signage and are subject to all regulations contained in these guidelines,

4.tl Allowable Sign Types: The sign tnes outlined in these guidelines are the only signs permifted on the
building or property.

4.5 Prefened llilaterials: Sign design and construction should include the use of high quality materials such

as architectural grade metals.

4.6 Lighting: Only indirect lighting is allowed. No intemally illuminated letterc or sign light boxes.

4,7 Sign Locations: Signs shall be permitted only within the sign areas shown.

4.8 License Required: Sign installers are to be State of Califomia licensed contractors and are required to
provide contractor's license numbe(s), classifications, and expiration date; proofof liability insurance and

evidence ofWorker's Compensation lnsurance to the Owner prior to conducting any work. Tenanls are

advised to consult with the City ofSacramento for additional permit requirements.

4.9 Removal at Move-Out: When vacating a retail space, the tenant, at their expense, shall remove all
signage, patch and repah all damage and leave the building surfaces in as-new condition.

ZGlobal
Attn: Zlad Alaywan, P.E

604 Sutter Street
Folsom, CA 95630

603 Sutter Street

G RAPH I
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Color: TBD

3" Thick cabinet attached from top

1/2'Thick acrylic cut out, non-illuminated
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15"

Fnming: Rod lron
Color: Black
Size: Overall

15" Hardware plate

top mounting
35" at longest point

Sign
panel: Wood or metal

Size: No larger than
3 square feet

35"

31"
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Project Narrative

603 Sutter Street

SITE:

The proposed 603 Sutter Street project ("Project") is located on the corner of Sutter
and Scott Streets with the site being positioned within the commercial portion of
the historic district. The Project is located on a 0.19 acre described as APN# 070-
0111-010 and consists of one Historic District Lot approximately 74 xl00 (7,400
sq./ft.) within the commercial district of Folsom and is zoned as HD/C-2 within
Sutter Street Subarea of the Historic Commercial Primary Area, with an underlying
zoningof C-2, Central Business District. The proposed building is located on the
south side of Sutter Street, West of Scott Street. The subject lot is a corner lot on
the upper end of Sutter Street. To the North is Sutter Street with the Folsom
Electric and Lighting Company Building directly across the Street. To the East is a
commercial zoned lot with two residential structures (Cohn Mansion). The south
side of the property backs up to a residence on Scott Street that is commercially
zoned and sits directly across from the Cohn Mansion. To the West is the original
historic library that is now Studio 605 Salon. The site drops approximately 24ft.
from the back side to Sutter Street and approximately 9ft. along Sutter Street from
the lower to upper end traveling from West to East.

ADJACENT LAND USES AND ZONING
North: Sutter Street and Sutter Street Steakhouse BuildingID-C2.
South: Residential use with HD/C-2 Zoning.
East: Scott Street Residential use (Cohn Mansion) with HD/C-2 Zoning.
West: 605 Sutter Street (Salon) ID/C-2 Zoning.

APPLICANT/OWNER
The applicants and the owners are Ziad and Deborah Alaywan. Ziad and Deborah
own three properties on Sutter Street, 510, 512 andthe proposed 603 Sutter street,
In 1996, the State of California Passed a new law, Assembly Bill 1860, to form a
nonprofit orgarization to take over the operation of the California electric grid
from Pacific Gas and Electric, Southern California Edison and San Diego Gas
electric. Ziad was selected by the Governor's office to lead ateamto find a
suitable location and oversee the development of the facilities needed to operate
and monitor the California electric grid and place it into operation on March 31,

llPage
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1998. Subsequently,Ziad was instrumental in selecting Folsom as the headquarters
of the California Independent System Operatorl, the agency that now operates the
California Grid.

Ziad, as the first employee of this newly formed organization in 1997, built the
organization to 600 employees with the initial headquarters located at 193 Blue
Ravine Road in Folsom. Subsequently, a new building was constructed at250
Outcropping Way in Folsom.

The owners have strong ties and a deep respect for Folsom, and particularly the
Historic District and Sutter Street. Not only is their business located at 604 Sutter
Street, two of their three children now live and work in the Folsom Historic
District. Ziad and Deborah are the owners of ZGlobal Inc., an engineering firm
located at 604 Sutter Street which employees over 30 professionals. It is their hope
to move the office and occupy 40% of the proposed building at603 Sutter Street.

ZGlobal currently manages the electricity needs for Marin and Napa Counties in
addition to 28 city agencies throughout Califomia,2 andvarious generating
facilities across California, Arizona, Utah, Nevada and New Mexico.

Initial Proposal
After several initial feasibilities dated back to 2012, the Project was formally re-
initiated in May of 2017. The Project originally consisted of an underground
parking garage tucked into the hillside with the first level of retail, second level of
office space and the third level residential lofts. The Project was to be mixed use
withT}Yo commercial and 30% residential. On May lsr,2017, the owners
submitted the Project along with site maps, elevations and renderings to (1) to the
City of Folsom (2)to the Historical District Committee (HDC), and (3) to the
Heritage Preservation League of Folsom or (FPL). The Project requested a CEQA
exemption, height and encroachment variances and a total gross building area
(including deck area and garage) of 23,486 sf, excluding the garage 17 ,466 sf and
excluding deck areas a total of 15,116 sf.

l The California lndependent System Operator (CAISO) is a non-profit lndependent System Operator
(lSO) serving California. lt oversees the operation of California's bulk electric power system, transmission
lines, and electricity market generated and transmitted by its member utilities.
2 This include the cities of Anaheim, Campbell, Cupertino, Corona, Concord, Danville, Benicia, El Cerrito, Lafayette,
Gilroy, Lost Altos, Lost Altos Hills, Los Gatos, Martinez, Moraga, Milpitas, Monte Sereno, Morgan Hills, Mountain
View, Oakley, Richmond, San Ramon, San Pablo, Pinole, Pittsburg, Saratoga, Sunnyvale and Walnut creek
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The following is a summary of the sustentative feedback:

1. The City of Folsom, in their letter dated August 2,2017, denied a CEQA
exemption and requested that we go through the CEQA process. A CEQA
mitigated Negative Declaration will also be needed.

2. The Heritage Preservation League's letter on June 74,2077 recommended
the following:

a. The building will encroach 1O-feet into the right-of-way of Scott
Street. This is inconsistent with the residential street view along Scott
Street. The building is proposed to encroach by 3-feet on the Sutter
Street side. Recommend reducing the building foot-print within the
100 x 70 feet.

b. Modifu the building design to more closely resemble buildings
constructed in Folsom before year 1900.

c. Reduce the building height.
3. Historical District Committee and neighbors feedback: Several meetings

hosted by the owner and their representatives with neighbors and members
of the HDC took place between August 2,2017 and September 6,2017.The
recommendations are summarized as follow:

a. The garage will bring unwanted tariff to the area
b. The building height is not acceptable
c. Recommendation was to reduce the height of the building and

eliminate the underground garage. Although some features of the
building are historical, aportion is too contemporary.

Revised Project Design
603 Sutter Street

The owner re-engaged Williams + Paddon Architects to adhere to the suggestions
of the City, HDC, FIPL and neighbors. The new resigned is summarized as

follows:

1. The entire building height was reduced from 57'-6u to 50'-6"
2. The zoning code for the Sutter Street sub-district prescribes that building

frontage be maintained along the public sidewalk and as such promotes
buildings which abut the property line. In the revised submission the
building envelope does not extend beyond the property line rather the
encroachment along Scott Street is limited only to patio space and site
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circulation. The encroachment along Sutter Street is limited to exterior patio
space, balcony / walkway covering and column supports. However, the
listed encroachments do not extent beyond the extents of the existing
retaining wall.

3. The underground garage was eliminated consistent with the
recommendations.

4. The building occupancy is 100% commercial with 70o/o offrce space.

5. HISTORIC CONTEXT: The owner re-engaged historic references are both literal
and representative of the historic fabric of Sutter Street. One significant
element that is found on a few buildings is a smooth plaster finish similar to
the "American Vision Arts Gallery" at 705 Sutter St. Plaster was chosen as

counterpoint to the brick fagade of 604 Suffer Street across from the site to
vary the texture and color along the street front. Other historic references

include awnings, decorative railings and balcony supports, and a balcony
running the length of the front of the building similar to other balconies along
Sutter Street.

6. DESIGN SOLUTION:

The overall fagade facing Sutter Street was broken vertically to smaller widths
more common to structures throughout. The use of brick gives a base to the
building and reinterprets the warmth and textural quality throughout the
district. The main entry is defined by a warm courtyard that will bring people

off the street and into an enclosed area. These design elements create a fusion
of site and history, which evoke a timeless architectural character with high
quality materials.

PROJECT TIMELINE
Once approved, the idea is to immediately work on finalizing plans and submit for
building permits, estimated timeline for submittal will be August l, 2019. Building
plan approval and permitting estimated January 1,2018 with construction starts
January 2020. Completion is estimated to be January 2021. The building will be
self-financed.
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Historic District Commission
603 Sutter Street Mixed-Use Building (PN 17-145)
August 19,2020
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Historic Sutter Mixed-Use Building
Traffic lmpact Study

Folsom,

California

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

This report documents the results of a traffic impact analysis completed for the Historic Sutter Mixed-Use
Building Project proposed to be located at 603 Sutter Street in the City of Folsom, California (the "Proposed
Project"or"Project"). Thepurposeofthisimpactanalysisistoidentifypotentialenvironmental impactsto
tra nsportation facilities as req u ired by the Ca liforn ia Environ menta I Qua lity Act (CEQA). ln add ition, th is study
evaluates the anticipated parking demand associated with the proposed Project and provides parking
management strategies.

The proposed Project includes a mixed-use buildingwith office, retail, and restaurant uses. This analysis is
prepared to document potential impacts associated with the proposed Project square footage as follows:
10,300-sf office, 2,500-sf retail, and 2,500-sf restaurant.

Pedestrian access to the project site will be provided from the adjacent Sutter Street and Scott Street
roadways. There is no directvehicle access as no parking is provided onsite. Thefollowing intersections are
included in this evaluation:

1. Riley Street/Greenback Lane @ Folsom-Auburn Road

2. Riley Street @ Scott Street
3. Riley Street @ Leidesdorff Street
4. Riley Street @ Sutter Street
5. Sutter Street @ Scott Street

The following traffic scenarios are analyzed as a part of this report:

A. Existing (2019) Conditions
B. Existing (2019) plus Proposed Project Conditions
C. Cumulative (2035) Conditions
D. Cumulative (2035) plus Proposed Project Conditions

Significant findings of this study include:

' The proposed Project is estimated to generate 418 total new weekday trlps, with 35 new trips and 38
new trips occurring during the weekday AM and PM peak-hour periods, respectively.

' The addition of the proposed Project does not result in any significant impacts.

' The proposed Project is estimated to generate demand for 43 to 76 parking spaces during a typical
weekday. ln addition, the proposed Project is estimated to generate demand for 1-8 to 51 parking
spaces during a typical weekend day.

o lt is anticipated that the proposed Project parking demand will be satisfied by existing off- and
on-street parking supply documented to be available within the Historic District.

' Excess parking demand should be diverted to existing off- and on-street parking supply within the
Historic District to avoid parking in residential areas adjacent to the Project site. This strategy may be
accomplished by the following actions:
o Offer incentives to employees for parking in the parking garage along Reading Street
o Provide freely available maps of the Historic District parking facilities to customers by adding

information to the proposed Project website
o Remind customers not to park in residential areas and offer incentives to customers who park in

the parking garage along Reading Street
o Direct customers and employees to the newly installed wayfinding signs for the parking garage
o Establish or contribute to a privately operated or coordinated trolley service between Historic

District parking and the proposed Project site.

iiKimley>Horn July 30, 2019
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Historic Sutter Mixed-Use Building
Traffic lmpact Study

Folsom,
California

INTRODUCTION

This report documents the results of a traffic impact analysis completed for the Historic Sutter Mixed-Use
Building project proposed to be located at 603 Sutter Street just east of Riley Street in the City of Folsom,
California (the "Proposed Project" or "Project"). The purpose of this impact analysis is to identify potential
environmental impacts to transportation facilities as required by the California Environmental Quality Act
(CEaA). ln ln addition, this study evaluates the anticipated parking demand associated with the proposed
Project and provides parking management strategies.

PROJECT DESCRIPTION

The proposed Project includes a mixed-use building with office, retail, and restaurant uses. This analysis is
prepared to document potential impacts associated with the proposed Project square footage as follows:

. 1-0,300-sf office

. 2,500-sf retail

. 2,500-sf restaurant

The Project location is shown in Figure 1, and the proposed Project site plan is shown in Figure 2. Figure 3
illustrates the study facilities, existing traffic control, and existing lane configurations. The Project site is

located at the southwest corner ofthe Sutter Street intersection with Scott Street. Pedestrian access to the
project site will be provided from the adjacent Sutter Street and Scott Street roadways. There is no direct
vehicle access as no parking is provided onsite. The following intersections are included in this evaluation:

L. Riley Street/Greenback Lane @ Folsom-Auburn Road

2. Riley Street @ Scott Street
3. Riley Street @ Leidesdorff Street
4. Riley Street @ Sutter Street
5. Sutter Street @ Scott Street

PROJECT AREA ROADWAYS

The following are descriptions of the primary roadways in the vicinity of the Project.

Riley Street is a north-south arterial roadway that runs through the center of the City of Folsom Historic
District, and crosses Lake Natoma along the Rainbow Bridge. Riley Street is two-lanes through the study area

to the westbound approach at the intersection of Greenback Lane @ Folsom-Auburn Road.

Sutter Street is an east-west local roadway that provides access to the Folsom Historic District between
Folsom Boulevard and east of Riley Street. Sutter Street provides two-way traffic without a painted centerline
and allows on-street parking.

Scott Street is a north-south local roadway that provides access to the eastern edge of the Folsom Historic
District between Greenback Lane/Riley Street to Persifer Street. Scott Street provides two-way traffic without
a painted centerline.

1,KimleyDHorn July 30, 2019
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Historic Sutter Mixed-Use Building
Traffic lmpact Study

Folsom,

California

ASSESSMENT OF PROPOSED PROJECT

Trip generation for development projects is typically calculated based on rates contained in the lnstitute of
Transportation Engineers' (lTE) publication,Trip Generotion Monuol, 1-0th Edition.fheTrip Generation Monuol
is a standard reference used by jurisdictions throughout the country for the estimation of trip generation
potential of proposed developments. A trip is defined in the Irip Generation Manuol as a single or one-
directional vehicle movement with either the origin or destination at the Project site. ln other words, a trip
can be either "to" or "from" the site. ln addition, a single customer visit to a site is counted as two trips (i.e.,

one to and one from the site).

Trip generation for the proposed Project was estimated using ITE'sTrip Generation Monuol, L0th Editionbased
on the "General Office Building" category (lTE Land Use 710), "Shopping Center" category (lTE Land Use 820),
and "High-Turnover (Sit-Down) Restaurant" (lTE Land Use 932). An internaltrip reduction was applied to the
Project volumes according to National Cooperative Highway Research Program (NCHRP) Report 684
methodologies to account for Project trips occurring between land uses within the mixed-use building. The
anticipated weekday trip generation for this Project is shown in Table 1.

Table 1 - Proposed Project Weekday Trip Generation

Land Use (lTE Code)
Size

(ksf)
Daily

Trips

AM Peak-Hour PM Peak-Hour

Total
Trips

IN OUT Total
Trips

IN OUT

% Trips o/o Trips oA Trips % Trips

General Office Building (710) 10.3 ro2 t2 83v 10 7t% 2 72 t7% 2 83% 10

Shopping Center (820) 2.5 96 2 50% 1 so% I 10 50% 5 50% 5

High-Turnover (Sit-Down) Restaurant
(e32) 2.5 280 25 56% 74 44% 77 24 63% 15 38% 9

I nte rn o I Co ptu re Red uctionl -60 -4 2 -2 -8 -4 -4

Subtotal Trips: 418 35 23 L2 38 18 20

Source: Trip Generotion Monual, 10th Edition, ITE
1 NCHRP 684 lnternal Trip Copture Estimote Tool

As shown in Table 1, the proposed Project is estimated to generate 418 total new daily weekday trips, with 35
new trips occurring during the AM peak-hour, and 38 new trips occurring during the PM peak-hour.

Ptoposed Ptoiect Trip Distribution
Proposed Project trip d istribution was estimated based on existing traffic patterns in the study a rea. As shown
in Figure 4, approximately 60-percent of Project trips are assumed to access the Project site Greenback Lane
and Folsom-Auburn Road from the west, approximately 20-percentvia Folsom Boulevard from the southwest,
approximately 1-5-percent via Riley Street and Scott Street from the southeast, and approximately 5-percent
via local streets from the east.

5Kimley>>Horn July 30, 2019
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Historic Sutter Mixed-Use Building Folsom,

CaliforniaTraffic lmpact Stu

TRAFFIC IMPACT ANALYSIS METHODOLOGY

Level of Service Definitions
Analysis of transportation facility significant environmental impacts is based on the concept of Level of Service
(LOS). The LOS of a facility is a qualitative measure used to describe operational conditions. LOS ranges from A
(best), which represents minimal delay, to F (worst), which represents heavy delay and a facility that is

operating at or near its functional capacity. Levels of Service for this study were determined using methods
defined in the Highway Copocity Monuol, 6'h Edition (HCM) and appropriate traffic analysis software.

fntetsection Analysis
The HCM includes procedures for analyzing side-street stop controlled (SSSC), all-way stop controlled (AWSC),

and signalized intersections. The SSSC procedure defines LOS as a function of average control delay for each
minor street approach movement. Conversely, the AWSC and signalized intersection procedures define LOS

as a function of average control delay for the intersection as a whole. Table 2 presents intersection LOS

definitions as defined in the HCM.

Table 2 - lntersection Level of Service Criteria

Level of
Service
(Los)

Un-Signalized Signalized

Average Control
Delav'(sec/veh)

Control Delay per

Vehicle {sec/veh)

A <10 <10
B >10-15 > IO-20
C >15-25 >20-35
D >25-35 >35-55
E >35-50 >55-80
F >50 >80

Source: Highwoy Copacity Manuol, 6th Edition
. 

Applied to the worst lane/lane group(s) for SSSC

Due to the close spacing of the Riley Street intersections in the Folsom Historic District, levels of service for
the study intersections were determined using SimTraffic@ micro-simulation analysis software. For this
simulation effort, a seed time of 1- minutes was used and 10 runs were averaged to obtain the results.

Analysis Scenarios
The following traffic scenarios are analyzed as a part of this report:

A. Existing (2019) Conditions
B. Existing (2019) plus Proposed Project Conditions
C. Cumulative (2035) Conditions*
D. Cumulative (2035) plus Proposed Project Conditions
* Traffic volumes for Cumulative (2035) Conditions were obtained from the CiIy's Generol Plonl

The following is a discussion of the analyses for these scenarios.

1 Folsom Generol Plan 2035 Final Draft, City of Folsom, May 2018.

Kimley>)Horn July 30, 20197
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Folsom,

Californ ia

EXr STrNG Q01e) CONDTTTONS

One (1) new weekday AM and PM peak period intersection turning movement traffic count was conducted in

2O!9 for study intersection #5 (Sutter Street at Scott Street). All other existing traffic counts were obtained
from th e Folsom Historic District Access Studyz. These cou nts were cond ucted between the hou rs of 7:00 a. m.

and 9:00 a.m. and between 4:00 p.m. and 6:00 p.m. As presented inlhe Folsom Historic District Access Study,
the weekday peak-hours for the Historic District areT:45 a.m. to 8:45 a.m. and 4:00 p.m. to 5:00 p.m.

Existing (2019) peak-hou r tu rn movement volumes are presented in Figure 5, a nd the traffic count data sheets
are provided in Appendix A. Analysis worksheets for this scenario are provided in Appendix B. Table 3
presents the peak-hour intersection operating conditions for this analysis scenario. As shown in Table 3, the
study intersections operate from LOS A to LOS F during the AM and PM peak-hours.

Table 3 - Existing (2019) lntersection Levels of Service

Notes: Bold values indicate unacceptable intersection operations. AWSC = All WayStop Controlled intersection.

EXTSTING (2019) PLUS PROPOSED PROJECT CONDTTTONS

Peak-hour traffic associated with the proposed Project was added to the existing traffic volumes and levels of
service were determined at the study intersections. The analysis worksheets for this scenario are provided in

Appendix C. Table 4 provides a summary of the intersection analysis and Figure 5 provides the AM and PM
peak-hour traffic volumes at the study intersections for this analysis scenario. As shown in Table 4, the study
intersections operate from LOS A to LOS F with the addition of Project traffic during the AM and PM peak-

ho u rs.

Table 4 - Existing (2019) plus Proposed Project lntersection Levels of Service

Notes: Bold values indicate unacceptable intersection operations. AWSC = All WayStop Controlled intersection

2 Historic District Access Study, Technical Memorandum #1, Kimley-Horn and Associates, lnc., Septemb er 20,2018.

# lntersection
Traffic
Control

AM Peak Hour PM Peak Hour

Delay

{seconds) LOS

Delay
(seconds) LOS

1
Riley Street/Greenback Lane @

Folsom-Auburn Road
Signa I 103.1 F 100.5 F

2 Riley Street @ Scott Street Signal 7.8 A L3.2 B

3 Riley Street @ Leidesdorff Street Signal 2.9 A 9.6 A

4 Riley Street @ Sutter Street Signa I 4.2 A 12.2 B

5 Sutter Street @ Scott Street AWSC 9.0 A 9.2 A

# lntersection
Traffic
Control

AM Peak Hour PM Peak Hour

Delay
(seconds) LOS

Delay
(seconds) LOS

.t-
Riley Street/Greenback Lane @

Folsom-Auburn Road
Signa I 105.7 F ro2.o F

2 Riley Street @ Scott Street Signa I 7.8 A 1,4.7 B

3 Riley Street @ Leidesdorff Street Signa I 3.0 A 11.5 B

4 Riley Street @ Sutter Street Signa I 4.5 A 16.9 B

5 Sutter Street @ Scott Street AWSC 9.1 A 9.4 A

KimleyDHorn July 30, 20198
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Traffic lmpact Study

Folsom,

Ca lifornia

CUMULATTVE (2035) CONDTTTONS

Traffic volume for the Cumulative (2035) Condition were obtained from the City's General Plan1. The analysis
worksheets for this scenario are provided in Appendix D. Table 5 provides a summary of the intersection
analysis and Figure 7 provides the AM and PM traffic volumes for this analysis scenario. As shown in Table 5,

the study intersections operate from LOS A to LOS F during the AM and PM peak-hours.

Table 5 - Cumulative (2035) lntersection Levels of Service

Notes: Bold values indicate unacceptable intersection operations. AWSC = All Way Stop Controlled intersection.

cuMUr-ATrvE (203s) PLUS PROPOSED PROJECT CONDTTTONS

Peak-hour traffic associated with the proposed Project was added to the Cumulative (2035)traffic volumes,
and levels of service were determined at the studyfacilities. The analysis worksheets forthis scenario are
provided in Appendix E. Table 6 provides a summary of the intersection operating conditions forthis analysis
scenario. Figure 8 provides the AM and PM traffic volumes for this analysis scenario. As shown in Table 6, the
study intersections operate from LOS A to LOS F during the AM and PM peak-hours with the addition of the
proposed Project.

Table 6 - Cumulative (2035) plus Proposed Project lntersection Levels of Service

Notes: Bold values indicate unacceptable intersection operations. AWSC = AllWayStop Controlled intersection

# lntersection
Traffic
Control

AM Peak Hour PM Peak Hour

Delay

{seconds) LOS

Delay
(seconds) LOS

1.
Riley Street/Greenback Lane @

Folsom-Auburn Road
Signal 145.1 F 190.0 F

2 Riley Street @ Scott Street Signal 10.6 B 46.4 D

3 Riley Street @ Leidesdorff Street Signa I 5.5 A 36.5 D

4 Riley Street @ Sutter Street Signal 1_O.2 B 53.5 D

5 Sutter Street @ Scott Street AWSC 9.0 A 9.1 A

# lntersection
Traffic
Control

AM Peak Hour PM Peak Hour

Delay
(seconds) LOS

Delay
(seconds) LOS

1
Riley Street/Greenback Lane @

Folsom-Auburn Road
Signa I 749.7 F 186.0 F

2 Riley Street @ Scott Street Signal 20.9 C 47.3 D

3 Riley Street @ Leidesdorff Street Signa I 21..3 C 38.3 D

4 Riley Street @ Sutter Street Signal 26.4 C 53.5 D

5 Sutter Street @ Scott Street AWSC 9.8 A 9.1, A

KimleyDHorn 1,7 July 30, 2019

125



Historic Sutter Mixed-Use Building Project

[OT E SCALE

Figure 7
Cumulative (2035) Peak-Hour Traffic Volumes
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Historic Sutter Mixed-Use Building Project
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Historic Sutter Mixed-Use Building
Traffic lmpact Study

Folsom,

California

IMPACTS AND MITIGATION

Standatds of Significance
Project impacts were determined by comparing conditions with the proposed Project to those without the
Project. lmpacts for intersections are created when traffic from the proposed Project forces the LOS to fall
below a specific threshold.

The City of Folsom 2035 Generol Plon Update states that a significant impact at an intersection would occur if
implementation of the Project would result in traffic operations that exceed the following thresholds:

Couse on intersection in Folsom north of US 50 (outside of the Folsom Plan Areo Specific Plon IFPASP]
oreos) that currently operotes at LOS C or better to degrade to LOS D of worse.
Cause a new or existing intersection in Folsom south of US 50 (within the FPASP area)to operote at
LOS E or worse.

lncreose the overage deloy by five seconds or more at on existing intersection in Folsom north of US

50 (outside of FPASP orea) thot currently operotes ot an unacceptable LOS D, E, or F.

Impacts and Mitigation

Existing (2019) plus Proposed Proiect Conditions
As reflected in Table 4, the addition of the proposed Project does not result in any significant impacts as
defined by the City.

lmpacts:
lntersectlons: None

Cumulative (2035) plus Proposed Proiect Conditions
As reflected in Table 6, the addition of the proposed Project does not result in any significant impacts as
defined by the City.

lmpacts:
lntersections: None

OTHER CONSIDERATIONS

Bicycle, Pedestdan, and Transit Facility Evaluation
The site plan for the proposed Project (Figure 2) was qualitatively reviewed for general access and on-site
circulation. According to the site plan, pedestrian access to the project site will be provided from the adjacent
Sutter Street and Scott Street roadways. Sidewalks currently exist on Sutter Street and will remain with the
proposed Project. ln addition, the sidewalk will be extended onto Scott Street at the Project site. Bicycle
facilities are not currently provided along Sutter Street or Scott Street. There are Class ll facilities along
Leidesdorff Street and Natoma Street, and Class I bike paths with connections to the American River Trail and
Lake Natoma Trail networks.

The City of Folsom offers transit service through the Historic District via Route 10, which provides service
northbound along Riley Street, Natoma Street, Folsom Boulevard, Leidesdorff Street, and Riley
Street/Greenback Lane. Southbound service is provided along Folsom Boulevard, Leidesdorff Street, and Riley
Street. Bus stops are provided near the Riley Street intersection with Natoma Street, in the vicinity of the
Project. Historic Folsom Station is located at the intersection of Leidesdorff Street @ Reading Street and
provides transit service via the Sacramento RegionalTransit Gold Line. The proposed Project is not anticipated
to impact existing or planned bicycle, pedestrian, or transit facilities.

Kimley>Horn T4 July 30, 2019
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Historic Sutter Mixed-Use Building
Traffic lmpact Study

Folsom,

California

Parking Evaluation
As shown in the site plan (Figure 2), no onsite parking is provided by the proposed Project. The following data

was utilized to calculate the project's anticipated parking demand:

. Off-street parking requirements per the Cily's Municipal Code Section 17.52.5L0 Port F

. Parking demand per ITE's Porking Generation, sth Edition

. Parking requirement as presented in the recently completed Historic District Porking Studf

The results of these calculations for weekday and weekend peak parking demand and supply are presented in

Table 7 and Table 8, respectively.

Table 7 - Weekday Peak Parking Demand and Supply

Parking Demand
Maximum

Parking
Demand

Minimum
Parking
DemandData Source

Land Use Type
(# parkine spaces)

Office Retail Restaurant

City of Folsom Municipal Code 29 7 7

l6 43ITE Parkine Generation, 5th Edition 25 5 24

Historic District Parking Study 46 11 79

Table 8 - Weekend Peak Parking Demand Supply

Parking Demand
Maximum

Parking
Demand'

Minimum
Parking
DemandData Source

Land Use Type
(# parking spaces)

Office Retail Restaurant

City of Folsom Municipal Code 29. 7 7

51 18ITE Parking Generation, 5th Edition 3 7 31

Historic District Parking Study 4 TI 36
- 

Office parking demand is not anticipated to exceed 4 spaces during the weekend peak period. Therefore, maximum
estimates assume a demand of 4 parking spaces for office use.

As shown in these tables, the Proposed Project is estimated to generate demand for 43 to 76 parking spaces

during a typical weekday, and 18 to 51 parking spaces during a typical weekend day.

As presented in the Hrstoric District Porking Study3, the District was observed to have 622 existing off-street
(see Figure 9)and 179 existing on-street parking spaces (see Figure 10). ln addition, the District's parking

occupancy was observed to peak at 60-percent during weekday peak-periods, and at S5-percent during
weekend peak-periods. As a result of the observed parking occupancy levels, it is reasonably anticipated that
the Proposed Project's parking demand will be satisfied by existing off- and on-street supply documented to
be available within the Historic District.

3 Technical Memorondum #7 - lmplementation Plan Update, Historic District Parking tmplementation Plan update, Kimley-Horn
and Associates, lnc., October 18, 2018.

Kimley>)Horn 15 July 30, 2019
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Historlc Sutter Mixed-Use Bullding Project
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Historic Sutter Mixed-Use Building
Traffic lmpact Study

Folsom,

California

To encourage proposed Project parking activities to remain within the Historic District, the following strategies
are recommended:

Offer incentives to employees for parking in the parking garage along Reading Street
Provide freely available maps of the Historic District parking facilities to customers by adding
information to the proposed Project website
Remind customers not to park in residential areas and offer incentives to customers who park in
the parking garage along Reading Street
Direct customers and employees to the newly installed wayfinding signs for the parking garage
Establish or contribute to a privately operated or coordinated trolley service between Historic
District parking and the proposed Project site

Intersection Queuing Evaluation
Vehicle queuing for the study intersections was evaluated for Existing (2019) and Cumulative (2035) plus
proposed Project conditions. For the queuing analysis, the anticipated vehicle queues for critical movements
at these intersections were evaluated. The calculated vehicle queues were compared to actual or anticipated
vehiclestorage/segmentlengths. ResultsofthequeuingevaluationarepresentedinTablegandTablelO.

Table 9 - Existing (2019) lntersection Queuing Evaluation Results for Select Locations

Note: Bold text represents queue length that exceeds available storage capacity

ID I ntersection Movement
Available

Storage (ft)

Existing (2019) Existing (2019)
plus Proiect

95th % Queue (ft) 95th % Queue (ft)
AM PM AM PM

Peak-

Hour
Peak-

Hour
Peak-

Hour
Peak-

Hour

I Riley Street/Greenback Lane @

Folsom-Auburn Road

EBL 640 429 386 494 404

EBT 1535 7654 321, 1,489 317

EBR 500 646 180 644 186

WBT >1000 2la 500 276 621

NBL 550 437 583 508 582

NBT 1590 491 1911 517 2004

SBL 500 811 321 802 327

SBT 1430 7799 332 7784 325

SBR 250 378 277 383 26s

2 Riley St @ Scott St
SBL 2L5 796 L42 181 147

WBLR 325 97 r28 96 135

3 Riley St @ Leidesdorff St

EBL 200 55 164 58 151

SBT 360 728 21,5 t24 295

NBT 160 82 222 t8 236

4 Riley St @ Sutter St
SBT 160 168 t72 180 2L7

NBT 1000 193 462 153 551

Kimley>)Horn 18 July 30, 2019

132



Historic Sutter Mixed-Use Building
Traffic lmpact Study

Folsom,

California

Table 10 - Cumulative (2035) lntersection Queuing Evaluation Results for Select Locations

Note: Bold text represents queue length that exceeds available storage capacity

CONCLUSIONS

Based upon the analysis documented in this report, the following conclusions are offered:

' The proposed Project is estimated to generate 418 tota I new weekday trips, with 35 new trips and 38
new trips occurring during the weekday AM and PM peak-hour periods, respectively.

' The addition of the proposed Project does not result in any significant impacts.

' The proposed Project is estimated to generate demand for 43 to 76 parking spaces during a typical
weekday. ln addition, the proposed Project is estimated to generate demand for L8 to 51" parking
spaces during a typical weekend day.
o lt is anticipated that the proposed Project parking demand will be satisfied by existing off- and

on-street parking supply documented to be available within the Historic District.

' Excess parking demand should be diverted to existing off- and on-street parking supply within the
Historic District to avoid parking in residential areas adjacent to the Project site. This strategy may be
accomplished by the following actions:
o Offer incentives to employees for parking in the parking garage along Reading Street
o Provide freely available maps of the Historic District parking facilities to customers by adding

information to the proposed Project website
o Remind customers not to park in residential areas and offer incentives to customers who park in

the parking garage along Reading Street
o Direct customers and employees to the newly installed wayfinding signs for the parking garage
o Establish or contribute to a privately operated or coordinated trolley service between Historic

District parking and the proposed Project site.

ID I ntersection Movement
Available

Storage (ft)

Cumulative (2035) Cumulative (2035)
plus Proiect

95th % Queue (ft) 95th % Queue (ft)
AM PM AM PM

Peak-

Hour
Peak-
Hour

Peak-

Hour
Peak-

Hour

I
Riley Street/Greenback Lane @

Folsom-Auburn Road

EBL 640 53-l 968 770 955

EBT 1535 1260 2052 t512 20s1
EBR 500 677 722 618 726

WBT >1000 39s 385 398 37r
NBL 550 638 s91 683 589

NBT 1590 2054 2277 2103 2238
SBL 600 805 775 787 736
SBT r430 7457 1882 1543 1818

SBR 250 356 346 358 343

2 Riley St @ Scott St
SBL 21,5 186 287 244 297

WBLR 325 133 1,64 134 156

3 Riley St @ Leidesdorff St

EBL 200 55 277 48 228
SBT 360 156 407 485 393

N BLT 160 222 236 266 233

4 Riley St @ Sutter St
SBT 160 20 232 259 279

NBT 1000 40 561 702 541

Kimley>Horn 19 July 30, 2019
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603 Sutter Street Mixed-Use Building (PN 17-145)
August 19,2020

Attachment 15

Historic District Parking lmplementation Plan
Update, dated October 18,2018
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Memorandum

To:

From:

Date

Re:

Mark Rackovan, P.E.

Matt Weir, P.E., T.E., PTOE

Chris Gregerson, P.E., T.E., PTP

Technical Memorandum #1- lmplementation Plan Update
Historic District Porking lmplementation Plan Updote

October 18, 2018

This memorandum refreshes the previously completed lmplementation Plan Update (January 17,

2014) and is intended to provide the City with a summary of changes to existing conditions (parking

supply, occupancy, and development) that have occurred over the past 4 years. ln addition, the memo
includes projected parking "shortages" forfuture supply and demand and an approximate time frame
for the need for additional parking supply. Figure l graphically depicts the three zones that have been

established in the Historic District for the purposes of this study. Table 1 presents the observed
existing on-street and off-street parking supply, which is also reflected in Figure 2 and Figure 3.

Table 1- Summa of Existin Off-Street and On-Street Parki Su Zone

Zone
off-Street

Public Parklng Supply

Total
Existing

Suoolv

On-Street
Parking Supply

Riley St. - Sutter St. to Figueroa St. 8

Sutter St. - Riley 5t. - Scott St. 13Riley / Scott l5

Sutter St. - Scott St. - Bridge St. 10

Scott St. - Riley St. to Sutter St. 3
Sca lzi 51

Scott St. - Sutter St. to Figueroa St 17

Subtotals: 126 51 177

Wool St. - Leidesdorff to sutter st. 1,4

Wool St. - Sutter St. to Figueroa St. 1.6

Leidesdorff St. - Wool St. to Riley St 13
Trader Lane 1.1.6

Sutter St. - Wool St. to Riley St. 10

Subtotals: 116 53 169

Rail Block Structure 330 Reading St. - Sutter St. to Figueroa St. 13

Leidesdorff / Gold Lake 28 Decatur St. - Sutter St. to Figueroa St. 18

Sutter / Wool 22 Leidesdorff St. - Gold Lake Dr. to Wool St. 13

Sutter St. - Reading St. to Decatur St. 18

Sutter St. - Decatur St. to Wool St 13

ilt

Subtotols: 380 7S 455

Total Off-Street Spaces: 622 Total On-Street Spaces: 179 801

Kimley-Horn ond Associates, lnc., October 2078

kimley-horn.com 555 Capitol Mall, Suite 300, Sacramento, California 95814 91 6 858 5800
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FOLSOM HISTORIC DISTRICT
PARKING IMPLEMENTATION PLAN UPDATE

FIGUREI-PorkingZones

m
ffi
F

Zone I

Zone ll

Zone lll

LEGEND

KimleyDHorn

136



FOLSOM HISTORIC DISTRICT
PARKING IMPLEMENTATION PLAN UPDATE

FIGURE 2 - Existing Off-Street Porking Lots
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FOLSOM HISTORIC DISTRICT
PARKING IMPLEMTNTATION PLAN UPDATE

FIGURE 3 - Existing On-Street Porking Spoces
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Kirnleyu)Horn
When compared to the data contained in our previous studyl, the off-street parking supply included in
the study has stayed constant and on-street parking supply has decreased by five (179 vs. 184). ln
total, the current parking supply included in the study is five (5)spaces less than was documented in
2014 (801 vs. 806).

Parking occupancy data was collected on Thursday, October 4 and Friday, October 5, 2018. This data is

included as Attachment A to this memorandum. When compared to the data contained in our
previous studyl, it is apparent that parking behavior has changed in the Historic District. Unlike the
2014 data which reflected peak weekday occupancies (off- and on-street) of less than 40 percent
combined occupancy, the current data peaks at 60 percent combined occupancy. Likewise, the
weekend (Friday evening) data previously peaked at less than 50 percent occupancy with the current
data reflecting 59 percent occupancy.

As previously discussed, we acknowledge that the most recent occupancy data includes vehicles that
are parked in the Rail Block parking structure for the purposes of using Light Rail specifically, and not
as a result of the land uses within the Historic District. ln addition to removing the Light Rail off-street
lots from the existing demand calculations, will also calculated the proportion of the Rail Block parking
structure's parked vehicles that are not specific to Light Rail. The data contained in Attachment A
reflects these assu mptions.

Parkine Model Development
As was the case with the previous study, the first step towards determining the updated future
parking demand is to update and validate the Historic District parking modelto ensure that it
accurately predicts/mimics existing conditions. The parking model is considered to be "validated" if
the difference in model-predicted peak parking demand and the observed peak parking demand is

within 110 percent. Also, validation is considered to be achieved when the model-predicted time-of-
day hourly profile closely matches observed profiles. Once validated for the updated existing
conditions, the parking model was then used to project updated future parking demand.

Existing Land Uses

The existing Historic District land uses were obtained from the City of Folsom. Where appropriate,
assumptions were made using the previous study and professionaljudgment. A detailed parcel-by-
parcel list of District parcels and their assumed development status is provided in Attachment B.

Table 2 summarizes the existing land uses by Zone. Existing private land uses which provide parking
exclusively for their patrons are excluded from the parking model.

r Technical Memorandum #2 - tmplementation Plan Update, Kimley-Horn and Associates, lnc., January 17,2OI4.

Historic Distrid Parking lmplementotion Plan Update
DRAFT Technical Memorandum #1 - lmplementation Plan Update

Page 5 of 17

October 18, 2018
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Kimley>>)Horn
Table 2 - Existing Land Use Types and Square Footages

Land Use Type
Existing Square Footage

Zone 1 Zone2 Zone 3 AllZones

Reta i I 12,786 30,975 9,460 53,22L

Restau ra nt 15,298 2,100 3,600 21,,598

Office 27,O45 7,500 28,96r 63,506

Club/Barfiasting Rooms 4,190 6,250 1,500 1"L,940

Theater (Seats) 0 115 0 115

Museum / Exhibit Space 0 0 15,703 15,703

Residential
(Dwelling Units - D.U.)

2 2

Total
59,319 +

2 D.U.

47,425 +

115 Theater
Seats

59,224
165,968 +' 2D.U.+

115 Theater Seats

Consistent with the originalstudy, parking demand was estimated based on parking generation rates
published by the lnstitute of Transportation Engineers' (lTE) Porking Generotion, 3'd Edition, 2004 and
the Urban Land lnstitute's (ULl) Shared Porking, 2'd Edition. As ITE published Porking Generotion,4th
Edition since the previous study, a comparison of rates was completed and for those that were
significantly different, the more recent rate was used. However, because these rates are developed
from isolated suburban land uses poorly served by transit, they do not represent the true parking
demand generated by uses located in walkable, mixed-use districts such as Folsom's Historic District.
Therefore, the rates have been adjusted to reflect 1) the unique parking generation characteristics of
the Historic District, 2) linked trips where people park once in a public parking space and then walk to
multiple locations,3) internal non-auto trips where people who reside in or nearthe Historic District
walk to commercial establishments,4) a reasonable level of transit use, and 5) the interaction of uses

at sites with multiple land use types (mixed use internalcapture). The adjusted parking demand
generation rates used in this study include the following adjustment factors:

. Two (2) percent reduction for transit trips

. Three (3) percent reduction for bicycle trips

. Four (4) percent reduction for walk trips,
r Fifteen (15) percent reduction for captive trips

Porking Model Validotion - Weekday
Following calibration of the parking model, existing weekday conditions were predicted. The results
were compared to the observed weekday parking occupancy for existing land uses. The results of the
weekday comparison are summarized in Table 3.

As shown in Table 3, the parking model predicts the weekday peak parking demand is 479 spaces

while the observed peak parking demand using the occupancy survey is 522 spaces, a difference of 43
spaces, or a 9 percent difference. Based on this finding, the parking model is considered to be

va lid ated.

Historic District Parking lmplementation Plan Update
DRAFT Technical Memorandum #1 - lmplementation Plan Update

Page 6 of 1-7

October 18, 2018
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Kimley>DHorn
Table 3 - Comparison of Parking Model Calibration Results with

Observed Parking Occupancy - Weekday

No. Item
Model Prediction of

Demand
Observed Demand

Percent

Difference

l"
Existing Peak Weekday

Parking Demand
479 spaces 522 spaces 9%

2 Existing Peak Hour 12:00 p.m. 2:00 p.m

N/A
3

Existing Peak Demand

Periods
12:00 p.m. to 2:00 p.m

12:00 p.m. to 2:00 p.m.,

5:00 p.m. and 7:00 p.m.

Parking Model Validation - Weekend
Following calibration of the parking model, existing weekend conditions were predicted. The results
were compared to the observed weekend parking occupancy for existing land uses. The results of the
comparison are summarized in Table 4 below. lt is important to note that weekend parking occupancy
surveys were conducted only between 6:00 p.m. and 9:00 p.m. on a Friday night.

Table 4 - Comparison of Parking Model Calibration Results with
Observed Parking Occupancy - Weekend

No. Item
Model Prediction of

Demand
Observed Demand

Percent

Difference

1

Existing Peak

Weekend Parking

Demand
472 spaces 514 spaces 9%

2 Existing Peak Hour 7:00 p.m 6:00 p.m.

N/A
3

Existing Peak Demand
Periods

6:00 p.m. to 8:00 p.m.
6:00 p.m. to

7:00 p.m.

The model predicted weekend peak parking demand is 472 spaces while the observed peak parking
demand is 514 spaces, a difference of 42 spaces, or 9 percent. Based on this finding, the parking
model could be concluded as validated.

Future Parking Supply and Demand Analysis

Consistent with the City's direction as part of the previous study, the future development scenario is

constrained bythe amount of future parking supply achieved bythe addition of one new parking
structure. This new structure is assumed to be constructed on the Trader Lane lot.

The purpose of this analysis was to estimate the amount of future available parking supply, and the
corresponding amount of future development, which can be accommodated by the addition of a

single new parking structure on the Trader Lane lot. Consistent with current Historic District design
guidelines2, this single structure would have a 50-foot height limitation. The amount of future
available parking supply correlates into an amount of supported future development. The future
parking supply is approximated as the sum of excess existing parking supply after accounting for
parking demand generated by existing and planned/approved development, and the parking supply
that could be accommodated in a new Trader Lane structure.

2 Historic Disttict Design ond Development Guidelines, City of Folsom, October 1, 1998

Historic District Porking lmplementotion Plon Update
DRAFT Technical Memorandum #1" - lmplementation Plan Update

PageT of 17

October 18, 2018
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KimleyrDHorn
It is important to note that, per the City's direction the "planned/approved projects" includes the
Historic Folsom Station (Zone lll). Furthermore, because existing land uses (excluding the specialty
uses such as Club/Bar/iasting Rooms, Theater, Museum/Exhibit Space) within the Historic District are
classified primarily as retail, restaurant, or office uses, future development was also similarly allocated
across these three land use types.

Future Parking Supply

Future Off-Street Parkine Supplv
The future off-street parking supply is comprised of existing off-street parking facilities and planned
public spaces as part of known new development. Loss of parking spaces from new development
includes 50 spaces with development of the Rail Block, and 1L5 spaces with the development of a

parking structure on the Trader Lane lot. The number of future off-street parking locations, as well as

the number of spaces provided are shown in Figure 4.

Future On-Street Parking Supplv
The future on-street parking supply is equalto the existing conditions. No on-street changes are
anticipated or incorporated in this update. Consistent with the existing conditions, the study area

contains a total of I79 on-street parking spaces.

Total Future On- and Off-Street Parking Supplv
Table 5 summarizes the total future number of parking spaces by Zone and in total. There are 535

total future off- and on-street parking spaces within the study area. The future off- and on-street
parking supply of 635 spaces is L66 spaces less than the existing parking supply.

Historic District Porking lmplementotion Plan Updote
DRAFTTechnical Memorandum #1 - lmplementation Plan Update

Page 8 of 1"7

October 18, 2018
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Table 5 - Summary of Future Off-Street and On-Street Parking Supply by Zone

Zone
Off-Street

Public Parking Supply

On-Street
Public Parking Supply

Total
Existing

Supply

Riley / Scott 75

Riley St. - Sutter St. to Figueroa St 8

Sutter St. - Riley St. - Scott St 13

Sutter St. - Scott St. - Bridge St. 10

Sca lzi 51
Scott St. - Riley St. to Sutter St. 3

Scott St. - Sutter St. to Figueroa St. 17

Subtotols: 125 51 177

Wool St. - Leidesdorff to Sutter St. 14

Wool St. - Sutter St. to Figueroa St 16

Leidesdorff St. - Wool St. to Riley St. 13

Sutter St. - Wool St. to Riley St 10

Subtotals: 0 53 53

Rail Block Structure 330 Reading St. - Sutter St. to Figueroa St. 13

Decatur St. - Sutter St. to Figueroa St. 18

Leidesdorff St. - Gold Lake Cr. to Wool St. 13

Sutter St. - Reading St. to Decatur St. 18

Sutter St. - Decatur St. to Wool St. 13

Subtotals: 330 75 405

Tota I Off-Street Spaces: 456 Total On-Street Spaces: 779 635

Note: Excludes off-street porking supply goined in proposed Troder Lane porking structure.

Historic District Parking lmplementotion Plan Update
DRAFT Technical Memorandum #1 - lmplementation Plan Update

Page 9 of 17

October 18, 2018
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FOLSOM HISTORIC DISTRICT
PARKING IMPLEMENTATION PLAN UPDATE

FIGURE 4 - Future Off-Street Porking Lots
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Existing plus Future Parking Demand
ln context of this study, future parking demand is defined as a demand for parking that cannot be

accommodated by individual on-site, private supply. Therefore, this demand must be accommodated
by the municipal parking supply, either on-street or off-street. The purpose of this analysis is to
estimate existing plus future parking demand and determine whether the existing and planned public
parking supply (including the proposed Trader Lane parking structure) is sufficient.

For this study, the demand generated by future Historic District residential uses is assumed to be

accommodated on-site. Residentialvisitors, and employees and patrons of the commercial uses, are
assumed to park off-site and rely on the public parking supply. Based on these assumptions, the
future parking demand is estimated.

Future Land Uses

As previously stated, the future development scenario is constrained bythe amount of future parking
supply achieved by the addition of one new parking structure. This new structure is assumed to be
constructed on the Trader Lane lot and incorporate ground floor retail. Based on a preliminary
schematic and feasibility evaluation, 442 spaces can be accommodated in this structure. The net
available parking spaces within the District, after accounting for existing and planned/approved
parking demand and practical capacity, is 343 spaces for the weekdays and 347 spaces for the
weekends. This level of parking supply (343/347 spaces) was determined to accommodate 21,350
square feet of retail, 15,250 square feet of restaurant, and 24,400 square feet of office uses in

addition to the planned/approved projects and ground floor retailwithin the Trader Lane parking
structure. This determination is discussed in more detail in the section below

The future square footages were estimated using the existing proportion of square footages within the
District. The total future development that could be accommodated is 126,480 square feet, including
19,850 square feet of ground floor retail within the proposed parking structure. Table 6 shows the
land use categories and square footages representing future land uses.

Existing plus Future Parkins Supplv and Demand
Using the adjusted parking generation demand rates and the trip reduction percentages for transit,
bike, walk, and captive trips, the parking model predicts existing plus future weekday and weekend
parklng demand. Table 7 presents the results of the determination of the amount of future
development which can be accommodated by the available District parking supply with the addition of
a Trader Lane parking structure.

As shown in Table 7, based on the future parking supply limitations (343 weekday and 347 weekend),
a future development scenario of 21,350 square feet of retail, 15,250 square feet of restaurant, and
24,400 square feet of office uses should be assumed and utilized in future planning efforts for the
District.

Accounting for assumed construction timelines and logical, sequential implementation of District
development, the anticipated parking supply and demand were plotted to graphically depict parking
conditions in the District overtime for conditions both with and without a new parking structure on
the Trader Lane lot. This information is provided in Figures 5-8. For this analysis it was assumed that
the Trader Lane lot would not be completed for eight years from the beginning of the analysis period
due to financialand other constraints. An assumed 12-month construction timeline was also used and
thus, parking was reduced for that construction timeline. As shown in Figure 5 and Figure 7, the delay
in construction of the Trader Lane lot constrains available developmenlfor 24 months until

Historic Distrid Parking lmplementotion Plan Updote
DRAFT Technical Memorandum #1 - lmplementation Plan Update
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construction is completed. This constraint and two-year delay for further development results in

future development not being achieved for eitherthe weekday or weekend. This constraint only
allows between 82 and 84 percent of the total future achievable development.

Table 6- Future Land Use Types and Square Footages

Retail 25,350 19,850 2t35:A 55,550

Restaurant 8,500 15,250 23,750

Office LI,780 24,40O 35,180

Club/Barfiasting Rooms

Theater (Seats)

Museum / Exhibit Space

Residential
(Dwelline Units - D.U.)

60 60

Total
45,530 +

50 D.U.
19,850 51,000

126,480

60 D,U.
1 !ncludes Historic Falsom Station Proiect

Htstorlc Dlstrict Parking lmplementdtlon Plan Updote
DRAFTTechnical Memorandum #1 - lmplementation Plan Update
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Table 7 - Permissible Future Development Based on Future Parking Supply

Step # Steps Weekday Weekend

1 Estimated Parking Spaces in Trader Lane structure 442 spaces 442 spaces

2a Parking Demand for Planned/Approved Projects 151 spaces 168 spaces

2b Existing Parking Demand 479 spaces 479 spaces

3 Total Parking Demand 630 spaces 647 spaces

4a
Future Parking Supply (excludes the existing surface and

proposed structure parking spaces in Trader Lane Lot) 1 635 spaces 635 spaces

4b Excess Parking Spaces 5 spaces -12 spaces

5a
Available Parking Supply for Future Development

(step1+step4b) 447 spaces 430 spaces

5b Parking Demand for Wrap-Around Retail 66 spaces 45 spaces

5c Total Available Parking Supply for Future Development 381 spaces 385 spaces

6a Practical Capacity Red uction 1,O% 70%

6b
Net Total Available Parking Supply for Future (eo%

of step 5c)
343 spaces 347 spaces

Future Land Uses Qu a ntity
Peak

Weekday
Demand

Pea k

Weekend
Demand

7

Retail 21,350 SF 96 spaces 96 spaces

Restaurant 15,250 SF 136 spaces 227 spaces

Office 24,400 SF 11O spaces 9 spaces

Tota I 61,000 SF 342 spaces 333 spaces

t Th" futrr" parking supply includes 179 on-street spaces and 456 off-street spaces for a total of 635 spaces
The off-street parking spaces includes the following:

- Riley/Scott Lot = 75 spaces

- Scalzi = 51 spaces

- Rail Block Parking Structure = 330 spaces

Attachments:
A - Parking Occupancy Data

B - District-Wide Parcel-by-Parcel Land Use Assumptions

Historic Distrid Parking lmplementotion Plan Update
DRAFTTechnical Memorandum #1 - lmplementation Plan Update
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FiguE 5 - Weekend Parking Supply and Demand Timeline
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Flgure 7 - We€kday Parking Supply and Demand Timeline

CItyof Folsn Hlrtorlc Distrid
Parkihg lmplemehtatlon Plan Update

1,200

1,mo

800

500

4m

4

a
!

o

E
Etz

200

i auE E S oi 5 eu$ A $ "l 5 $ I E $ "i5 5 I i $ "ii :uE
:SgE99SERRRRRRiFiidRNNNINNRRSRR*T
g A ! "i 

5 
"'u 

t E p .i E eu E g $ 
"! 

5 :u E E $ "i ! $ g 3 i "i 
q :u $ E f;
Month & Ycar

Kimley>Horn

lh.rease in parkingsupply(442 spaces) dueto the
construdion ofTrader Lane strlcture ls€p 251

96%Occupanry

Decrease ln parkinglupply (28spaces) due tothe loss
ofsurface parking spaces ln HFs {sep 21)

loss

10196 Occupancy

Decrease in pa.king supplv (116spaces) due
tothe loss ofsurface parkingspaces in
T.ader Lane Lot (Od 24)

l-isiG;;i"iv--l
l-J+!-24------.rt'

66%
Occupahcy

Future Development reaches 82% of
total possible development

lhcrease in parking demand (66spaces) forthe wrap
-arouhd retall wlthln Trader Lahe parklng strudure

Future Development constrained due
to parklng demahd exceedlng capaclty

{Sep23 toSep 25}

Llnear lndease for future development ove.7
y€ars (@ 4 spaces every month SanlngJan 21

HFS (Sep 23) - ln.rease ln parklng

demend (54spaces)

HFS (Sep 221 - lncre.se ln parking

demand {31 spaces}

HFS (Jan 19) - lncrease in parking

demand (47spaces)

HFS (Sep 20) - lncrease in parking

demand (19 spaces)

-Total 

Parkint Demand

-Total 

Parklng Supply

- - Defrand wlth Conitralned Development

150



Folson,
bllfornit

CIty of Folsom Hlrtorlc Dlatrld
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Attachment A - Parking Occupancy Data

Historic District Parking lmplementotion Plan Update
DRAFTTechnical Memorandum fi1 - lmplementation Plan Update
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Existing Parking Occupancy lOff-Street) - Weekend
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Existing Parking Occupancy (On-Street) - Weekend
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Existing On-Street and Off-Site Parking Occupancy - Weekend
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Existing Parking Occupancy (Off-Street) - Weekday- Zone 1
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Existing Parking Occupancy lOff-Street) - Weekend - Zone 1
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Existing Parking Occupancy (Off-Street) - Weekday- Zone 2
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Existing Parking Occupancy lOff-Streetl - Weekend - Zone 2
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Existing Parking Occupancy (Off-Streetl - Weekday- Zone 3

700%

90v"

80%

70%

60%

50%

f o/" Occu.

40%

30v"

200/"

ro%

o%

o
e
@

o
e
N

oeo
oc
6

o
eo

o
e

A

e

:c
o
I

d
o
e
N

A
oe

d
ac

d
o
I

d
o
e

d
oe
ts

d
oe
@

Kimley>)Horn

163



Existing Parking Occupancy lOff-Streetl - Weekend - Zone 3
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Attachment B - District-Wide Parcel-by-Parcel Land Use Assumptions

Hlstoric Dlstrlrt Parking lmplementatlon Plan Update
DRAFT Technical Memorandum #1 - lmplementation Plan Update
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Notes:
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surueyed and are excluded from the model validation process.

B - Approved/Pending Prcject
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Historic District Commission
603 Sutter Street Mixed-Use Building (PN 17-145)
August 19,2020

Attachment 16

Historic District Parking Solutions Ad Hoc
Gommittee Findings and Recommendations

Dated July 23,2020
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Folsom City Council
Staff ort

RECOMMENDATION / CITY COUNCIL ACTION

Staff recommends that the City Council receive a presentation of findings and
recommendations from the Historic District Parking Solutions Ad Hoc Committee and
provide direction to staff if desired.

BACKGROUND / ISSUE

In response to existing parking problems in the City of Folsom Historic District, the City
Council passed Resolution 10253 in March 2019, forming an Ad Hoc Committee
(Committee) to find parking solutions to alleviate haffic and parking concerns in the
residential and commercial portions of the Folsom Historic District. The eleven-person
Committee included the following members appointed by the City Council:

o FHDA Members: Karen Holmes, Jim Snook, and Murray Weaver
r HFRA Members: Shannon Brenkwitz, Paul Keast, and Cindy Pharis
o Historic District business owner not affiliated with FHDA or HFRA: Charles Knuth
o Historic District resident not affiliated with FHDA or HFRA: Phil Rotheram
r Folsom resident who lives outside the Historic District: Kyle Middleton
o Folsom business owner whose business is outside the Historic District: Steve Heard
o Professional planner or licensed engineer who is a Folsom resident and has

professional expertise working on transportation-related projects: Kenton Ashworth

1

MEETING DATE: 612312020

AGENDA SECTION: New Business

SUBJECT: Presentation of Findings and Recommendations from the
Historic District Parking Solutions Ad Hoc Committee and
Possible Direction to Staff

FROM: Community Development Department
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The Committee was tasked with finding solutions to resolve a current parking spaces deficit
and developing a set of parking strategy recommendations for City Council within a one-year
timeline. Committee members met monthly from August 2019 to March 2020 with stafq
interested members of the public, and professional meeting facilitators to discuss parking
problems and solutions in both the residential and commercial areas of the City's Historic
District. The Committee recommends parking solutions as a comprehensive program for
parking demand management with individual components working together over time with a
series of shorter term solutions, longer term solutions, and ongoing implementation and
monitoring as listed below and detailed in the attached report. The recommendation is that
short term items are solutions that would be addressed within two years while longer term
items would be addressed within five years.

Short Term Hlgh Prlorlty Short Term Low Prlorlty

Long Term High Prlorlty Long Term Low Priority

Ongoing and Existing Solufions

Committee members selected four members to present the recommendations to City Council
for consideration and potential direction to staff.

ATTACHMENT

1. Historic District Parking Solutions Ad Hoc Committee Recommendations dated May
8,2020
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Submitted,

Pam Johns, Community Development Department
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City of Folsom

Historic District Parking Solutions
Ad Hoc Committee Recommendations

Report to Council

L

May 8,2Q20
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Committee Members

FHDA Members
Karen Holmes
Jim Snook
MurrayWeaver

HFRA Members
Shannon Brenh^ritz
Paul Keast

Cindy Pharis

Historic District business owner notaffiliated with FHDA or HFM
Charles Knuth

Historic District resident not affiliated with FHDA or HFM
PhilRotheram

Folsom resident who lives outside the Historic District
Kyle Middleton

Folsom business owner whose business is outside the Historic District
Steve Heard

Professional planner or licensed engineer who is a Folsom resident and has professional
expertise working on transportation-related projects
Kenton Ashworth
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lntroduction

ln response to existing parking problems in the City of Folsom Historic District, the City Council
passed Resolution tO253 in March 2019, forming an Ad Hoc Committee (Committee) to find
parking solutions to alleviate traffic and parking concerns in the residential and commercial
portions of the Folsom Historic District. Ultimately, the Committee was tasked with finding
solutions to resolve a current parking spaces deficit and developing a set of parking strategy
recommendations for City Council by April 2020. The recommendations found herein are the
result of deliberation by an eleven-member committee representing the interests of both
Historic District residents and the business community. City staff assisted in providing
engineering, planning and legal expertise to support Committee research and decision-making.

Folsom's Historic
District is a treasured
community resource
deserving of adequate
protection and
preservation to be
enjoyed by current
residents, visitors and
for generations to
come.

The Committee's scope centered broadly on parking problems and
solutions in both the residential and commercial areas of the City's
Historic District. Parking related issues considered included
existing conditions, traffic flow, wayfinding and special events.
Recommendations were developed in alignment with the City of
Folsom Historic District municipal code and to ensure preservation
and enhancement of the district's historic, small-town atmosphere
and to respect the quality of life for residents.

This report's recommendations outline both short term and long
term solutions. This approach recognizes the variety of resources
and implementation complexities necessary to address existing and
future parking needs. An overview of recommendations begins on
pageT of this report.

Problem Statement

Employees, patrons and visitors to Historic District destinations are occupying on-street
parking spaces in the adjacent residential areas throughout the day and into the early morning
hours, resulting in constrained parking options for residents along with many associated
nuisance factors which adversely impact residential quality of life. Specific areas of the
residential district experience different and sometimes greater impacts, depending on their
proximity to Sutter Street.

The future of Folsom's residential and commercial Historic District depends upon solving the
problem of the limited parking supply to ensure visitors have a reasonable chance of finding
convenient parking, while still meeting the needs of residents, patrons, employees, light rail
riders, etc. With recent and projected Historic District commercial and residential growth and
the anticipated addition of Accessory Dwelling Units resulting from newly enacted State laws,
parking-related issues are becoming more acute. Parking solutions are necessary to address
current and future issues including the overall limited parking supply as well as specifically
addressing parking for residents, patrons, employees, light rail riders and visitors.

4
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Existing Conditions
Historic District Context

Parking needs and issues in Folsom's Historic District comprise a unique suite of challenges for
various stakeholder groups.

Employee Parking Demand

Historic District businesses require parking for employees and patrons throughout the day and
night. The limited availability of parking spaces near business locations (specifically in the 600-
700 blocks) is putting greater demand on existing spaces and pushing business patron and
employee parking out into residential areas.

Based on the results of recent parking surveys (Kimley Horn, October 2018), it has been found
that employee parking demand peaks during the second half of the week and into the weekend.
Parking demand occurs throughout regular business hours as well as late into the night
(approximately 9 am to 2 am). While the survey data confirmed the trends that many residents,
business owners, employees and patrons already observe, the survey was not comprehensive
and the results should be considered alongside firsthand experience, particularly impacts to
quality of life during weekends, evenings, and nights. Additionally, the Committee felt that the
survey did not paint a comprehensive picture in part because it did not account for the impact of
other destinations in the area, such as churches.
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Limited Parking Supply

As the Historic District approaches build out, there will be a deficit of 522 parking spaces, a
shortage that appears particularly acute during peak periods and special events (Kimley Horn,
October 2018).

Recent parking studies show a total supply of 801 parking spaces, with 622 of those provided
off-street and t79 existing on-street parking spaces (Kimley Horn, October 2018). However, the
number of on-street parking spaces has since been reduced due to the Roundhouse construction
project and the bicycle trail construction on Leidesdorff Street.

Historic District
residents need timely
action to address the
swiftly growing traffic
and parking issues in
this unique
neighborhood.
SoluLions should be
implemented as quickly
as possible.

ln 2018, there were 50 special events permitted by the City of
Folsom in the Historic District. ln 2018, attendance at events
ranged from75 to 6500 people per event. Events have a

significant impact on residential parking availability and quality of
life. Special event organizers are responsible for addressing their
own transportation impacts and demand. While some have done
this effectively, many others could do more to help mitigate the
impacts from events on the residential area of the Historic District.

The light rail line adjacent to the Historic district has resulted in
commuters occupying parking spaces in the parking garage
otherwise available for employees and customers.

The Historic District's existing 330-space parking structure, at the
corner of Leidesdorff and Reading, is often not utilized to capacity despite its proximity to the
district's businesses and current wayfinding efforts. However, after the completion of the
Roundhouse Building and three additional construction projects pending in the Railroad Block,
there will be additional demand for this capacity alongside fewer on-street parking spaces
resulting from this development.

The City has previously analyzed new parking garage locations behind the Folsom Hotel, at Gold
Lake Center, the Moose Eagles Lodges, Riley and Scott and Trader Lane. Each of these options
was estimated to cost in excess of $10 million dollars to develop, with estimates as high as $16
million for some sites. While it has been previously estimated that there is a need for a second
parking structure due to the overall growth trajectory of Folsom, funding sources have not been
identified for garage construction and as a result, no additional parking structure has been
developed.

Lack of Dedicated Enforcement

Existing parking time limits, particularly in the Railroad Block Garage, are not effectively enforced
due to a lack of dedicated staff to ensure compliance.

Committee Purpose and Process

The City of Folsom recognizes data alone is not sufficient to understand the effects of existing
parking conditions-input is required from residents and business owners both within and outside
of the Historic District. To facilitate the successful implementation of parking solutions,
considerable effort was made to proactively involve key stakeholders as members in the

6
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formation of the Ad Hoc committee. The Committee met eight times between August 2079 and
March 2020.

Committee members provided feedback on potential solutions and associated criteria to form
consensus recommendations which meet the Folsom Historic District's unique parking needs.
The strongest consensus amongst committee members included widespread recognition that the
existing parking garage is underutilized and requires improved wayfinding, current parking
management has resulted in difficulties finding convenient parking during peak hours and special
events, and properly addressing parking challenges will require a variety of solution approaches
in combination rather than a single solution.

The Committee also reached a mutual understanding that an additional garage is necessary, as
the Historic District continues to attract new businesses and residents. Committee members
often raised important questions regarding the implementation of parking solutions that went
beyond the scope of this process to answer. For that reason, the recommendations in this report
contain notes regarding implementation considerations and questions for further study.

Key lssues and Opportunities
Residential access to neighborhood parking

Residents of the Historic District have been adversely impacted by lack of available on-street
parking in front of and near their homes, noise, litter and other nuisances of regular public
parking in their neighborhood. While existing parking in the public right of way is available to all
residents and visitors in the Historic District, visitors and employees should be directed to
available parking in the existing Railroad Block structure. Additional opportunities exist to
provide alternatives to private vehicle parking in the residential areas of the Historic District,
such as the use of transportation network companies, public transit, or incentives for parking
garage use for visitors.

Visitor access to short-term parking

Convenient, consistently available visitor parking is critical to the health of the Folsom Historic
District. Key approaches to improving both real and perceived short-term parking availability
include setting parking rates to reflect demand patterns across downtown, ensuring that all
drivers know all their options, creating a public valet program, and creating mobile payment
options for the parking structures.

Employee access to parking

Employee parking is displacing high-demand parking availability for residents and visitors.
Approaches to ameliorate this issue include creating education or incentive programs for
desirable parking behavior. For example, greater education of employees about the designated
off-street employee parking in the Railroad Block Garage could encourage more employees to
park there. Additionally, greater enforcement of employee parking in time-limited areas could
encourage better parking behavior.

Underutilized parking garage capacity

The existing parking structure is underutilized due to location, wayfinding, and safety-related
issues. These issues could be addressed through improving wayfinding signage, ensuring drivers

7
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know their options, creating a shuttle program, and improving lighting along routes between the
parking garage and Historic District destinations. lmproving the lighting in the garage and
installing security cameras or providing security guards or public safety ambassadors could help
employees and patrons feel safer walking to and from the garage late at night.

Commuter access to parking

Commuter parking demand has placed more pressure on the Historic District's already limited
parking capacity, exacerbating existing negative ramifications of spillover parking to residential
areas. The Railroad Block garage was not originally intended to provide commuter parking to
Regional Transit and greater enforcement of parking time limits may be needed. Additionally,
education and encouragement programs for transportation alternatives like walking and biking to
the Light Rail Station may be useful in converting vehicle parking demand for commuters to
other modes.

Data collection and analysis

lnvestments can be made toward equipment and research to capture a robust data set that can
be used to monitor parking system utilization and parking behavior. Making the most of these
technologies and continually investing in upgrades will help Folsom capitalize on opportunities to
improve parking system function and efficiency. Key opportunities to improve data collection
and analysis include utilizing data collection capacity to support performance-based management
as well as upgrading parking transaction and management software. Future monitoring of the
parking situation is necessary to ensure parking issues are not being overlooked; however, data
collection will not solve the parking problem alone.

lmmediate and future growth

At build out, the CiW of Folsom is expected to include approximately 10,210 housing units and
3.5 million square feet of commercial development. New businesses are expected to open this
spring in the Historic District. Future growth pressures can be addressed through key strategies
including updating the city's zoning code, investing parking revenues in public improvements,
and pursing joint development opportunities for parking solutions.

8
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Establish designated
loading zorrcs for
ridesharing and

Smart RT

Establish an lrr-L.icu
fee for parking

Com mittee Recommendations
A Portfolio Approach

Short Term Hleh Prlority Short Term Low Prlorlty

LongTerm Hlgh Prlorlty Long Term Low Priorlty

Ongoing and Exlsting Solutions

Parking solutions need to be packaged into a comprehensive program for parking demand
management. For example, increasing enforcement in the parking structure without
implementing a permit parking program in the residential area will simply continue to burden the
residential area with overflow parking.

No single
parking solution
will be
SUCCeSSfUI if
implemented
independently.

For this reason, the Committee recommends that the City take a portfolio
approach, which seeks to move a comprehensive package of parking
solutions forward together, with attention to timeliness. The Committee
recognizes the need to monitor, report and improve upon parking solutions
as they are managed over time, as the landscape of the parking challenges
may shift as elements of the portfolio are implemented.

The Committee's recommendations are depicted below, organized by the
Committee's recommended timeframe. Short term items are solutions
which will be addressed within two years while long term items will be
addressed within five years.
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The Folsom Historic District Parking Solutions Portfolio

Short Term High Priority Parking Solutions

Establish designated loading zones for ridesharing and Smart RT

Work with City Staff and ridesharing companies to determine how existing loading zones could
be identified as late night rideshare and Smart RT pick up zones. Businesses may want to
consider offering discounts to patrons who utilize these services, as a way to incentivize
alternative transportation to the Historic District.

lmplementation .
Considerations .

lmplementation
Considerations

Design, implement, and enforce residential parking permit program

Work with City Staff to determine program elements including initial boundaries, approval
threshold, permits per address, visitor permits, and permit cost. Committee members expressed
an interest in a program that would be residents only, allowing parking for each home to have 2
street parking spaces provided by the City at no cost while additional residential permits would
cost a reasonably affordable sum. A Sunday church parking exception would need to be
addressed in program implementation.

Committee members noted the opportunity for a residents-only pilot to initially be implemented
along Figueroa Street to address the greatest impacts at this time. Members noted that while
fees would be an additional cost for residents, they were estimated to be reasonable and it
would be an investment in solving the more significant challenges to their quality of life from
overflow parking. While Committee members acknowledged the complexity of designing and
implementing a permit parking program, it was agreed that this solution has the potential to
greatly improve residents' quality of life.

What location(s)would be most beneficial?
Ensure implementation does not limit the way people use ridesharing
apps or limit the ability of residents to call for ridesharing from their
homes.

. lmplementation will require updates to CiW regulations and may not be
broadly supported by residents who are not directly impacted.

. Could push parking issues into adjacent areas if initial scope is limited.

. lmplementation will need to address parking for churchgoers.
o Will require additional enforcement to be effective.

Establish an in-lieu fee for parking

Work with City Staff to determine policy details for desired impact and path for policy
implementation. lmplementation would require updates to City regulations and nexus study to
determine fees.

10
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Enhance pedestrian safety to and from the Railroad Block garage

Work with City Staff to enhance real and perceived safety of existing parking garage. Examples
include additional lighting, more foot traffic, and additional security presence.

lmprove and expand wayfinding signage to encourage use of parking garage

Work with City Staff to place wayfinding signage in key locations to encourage preferred parking
behavior.

lmplementation
Considerations

lmplementation .
Considerations .

lmplementation
Considerations

. Could contribute to a dedicated funding source for parking programs
and facilities.

. Timeframe for conducting nexus study and setting fees.
o lmpact to future development.

Where is signage needed?
What type of signage?

How can volunteers from the CAPS program be leveraged to enhance
parking enforcement?

lncrease frequency and scope of parking enforcement

lncrease frequency of parking enforcement to ensure access to residences for first responders
and for other public safety situations. Consider dedicated parking enforcement position to
enhance the current parking enforcement program.

Work with City Staff to improve enforcement of municipal code and all parking violations, to
ensure access to public rights of way for parking.

a

Creation of a special district for parking

Work with City Staff to evaluate the creation of a special district for parking that would provide
a dedicated funding stream for future parking facilities and or programs.

lmplementation
Considerations

a Legal considerations and cost to implement.

Short Term Low Priority Parking Solutions

Provide shuttle options to parking garage and Light Rail

Work with City Staff to identify opportunities for grant funding or partnership for shuttle
services within the Historic District.

Committee members shared examples from other communities, such as the free ride system
FRAN (Free Rides Around the Neighborhood), implemented in Anaheim, CA.
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lmplementation
Considerations

lmplementation .
Considerations .

lmplementation
Considerations

a

a

May not be financially feasible if partnership or private funding is not
available.
What route would be most effective?

What type of benefits to provide?
How would benefits be promoted?

Significant length of time needed to design, fund and construct another
garage.
Significant concern from residents about continued development in the
Historic District without an additional parking structure.

Educate employees about parking options

Distribute educational materials regarding Historic District parking to local business owners
through Historic District Association meetings. Ask employers for help in incorporating parking
information into their orientation process for new employees.

Long Term High Priority Parking Solutions

Offer behavioral incentives to reward beneficial parking behavior

Consider working with Historic District business to create incentives for commuters, employees
and patrons. lncentives may differ for each group. For example, consider discounts for showing
proof of parking garage use at events, or discount codes for ridesharing like Uber or Lyft.

Build an additional public parking garage

Work with City Staff and engineering consultant to determine prioritized locations to consider
for parking garage. Previously considered location options include: on northwest corner of
Leidesdorff Street and Gold Lake Drive; on southwest corner of Leidesdorff and Riley Streets;
and on northwest corner of Canal Street and Scott Street.

Committee noted that previous evaluation criteria for parking garage locations may need
updating.

a

a

Long Term Low Priority Parking Solutions

Consider establishing valet parking services at key locations

Historic District businesses may wish to engage a valet company representative to determine
appropriate locations and estimated costs for this type of service.

T2
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lmplementation
Considerations

lmplementation
Considerations

lmplementation .
Considerations .

a

a

Meets patron desire for curbside access while placing vehicles in a
location which mitigates adverse impacts.
Cost burden and administration considerations for private enterprise.

Substantial investments needed to change circulation with limited
likelihood of improving parking situation.
Could exacerbate parking issues and negatively impact Historic District
access d uring construction.

Are landowners willing to consider this use?
ls the amount of parking provided by small infill lots worth the
investment of time and effort on the part of the City?

lmprove overall circulation design for access to the Historic District

City Staff should continue to look for ways to improve traffic within the Historic District.
Committee suggestions for future consideration included: no turns onto Riley, no left turn onto
Sutter and instead direct traffic to Leidesdorff, and directing traffic north on Riley.

a

a

Consider use of small undeveloped or underdeveloped lots for infill parking

City staff should continue to monitor opportunities for infill parking on small undeveloped or
underdeveloped lots in the Historic District.

Ongoing or Existing Parking Solutions

Zoning Code update that addresses Parking Standards and Variances

City staff should consider revising the existing parking space ratio (Kimley-Horn, February 2008),
as well as additional enforcement criteria and/or finding for approval of variances for parking in
the Historic District. Any additional criteria or finding would need to be in compliance with
relevant State law.

Continue to improve pedestrian and bicycle access

City Staff and consultants will continue work to craft a multi-modal transportation plan which
will decrease automobile dependency long-term in the Historic District.

Promote how to get in and around the Historic District

The City and businesses should continue to promote and encourage alternate modes of
transportation (ridesharing, non-motorized transportation) to the Historic District beyond
personal vehicle travel.

The City and businesses should continue to promote location and availabilifi of parking in
Railroad Block garage. Businesses may want to consider signage asking patrons to park in the
garage rather than the residential district.

13

185



Continue to work with special event organizers to manage parking demand during events

Work with City Staff to continue to improve special event management to reduce adverse
impacts to residents and businesses.

lmplement adaptive management strategies

Work with City Staff to craft a parking management plan which institutionalizes periodic reviews
and incorporates lessons learned to ensure continual updates and improvement of the Historic
District parking situation.

Solutions Considered but Not Advanced at this Time

Through the course of the Committee's deliberation, many solutions were offered. The following
were considered for a number of months, but ultimately did not advance to recommendations
due to concerns about the return on investment that they might offer.

Create more designated employee parking zone(s).

The Committee initially considered the use of the vacant parcel on the west side of Riley St.
between Sutter Alley and Figueroa St. for additional employee parking. Staff shared with the
group that the costs to prepare the property for parking would be significant, and given the low
number of potential parking spaces it might provide, the group withdrew support for this
concept. The group discussed but had not come to consensus on whether designated employee
zones would be appropriate in alternate locations.

Consider angled parking and a change to a one-way from Leidesdorff to Sutter on Wool and
from Wool to Decatur on Sutter.

The Committee initially considered creative ways to develop more parking on Sutter Street by
modifying the circulation and parking design. Staff shared with the group that the cost to do this
may be significant and the estimated number of parking spaces that might result would be low.
The group withdrew their support for this concept due to concerns over the return on
investment.

Funding

No solution mentioned above will take shape without funding. Committee members expressed a

desire for dedicated funding to solve parking problems in the Historic District. Among the ideas
they contributed were suggestions for a Parking Benefit District (or Special District), use of
parking fees from permit programs, seeking grant funding for parking improvements, using fines
from parking enforcement, additional fees on downtown purchases, hotel stays and
development and fees from parking meters or paid parking programs. The use of paid parking
(meters or garage) and additional fees in the Historic District was a point of disagreement
between Committee members, with concern being expressed by some that it would discourage
patronage of local business and suggestions from others that a pilot program could be
investigated. Despite that concern, there was broad agreement that solving the parking issues
the Historic District is experiencing will take additional investment by business owners,
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residents, visitors, developers. ln other words, investment by the Community as a whole. The
Committee recommends that any funding mechanisms be monitored and adjusted as necessary

To advance opportunities for funding, it is recommended that a funding strategy for Historic
District parking solutions be developed by CiW Staff within six months of the Council's receipt of
this report.
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Problem Statement
F0r-s&h{

Employe€s, patrons and visitors from the commercial portion of
the Historic District are occupying available on-street parking
spaces in the adjacent residential areas at all times of the day and
night, resulting in constrained parking options for residents along
with many associated nuisance factors which adversely impact
residential quality of life. Different areas of the residential district
experience different and sometimes greater impacts, depending
on their proximity to Sutter Street.
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Committee Purpose & Process m
FOLS0h[

o Formed in March 20L9 by Council Resolution

o

o

LL members

To explore possible solutions to alleviate traffic and parking
concerns in the residential and commercial portions of the
H rost cD ctistri
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Key lssues
F'(}LgCIM

oo lmpacts to residential area
quality of life

Access to parking for
H istoric District patrons

Employee and commuter
access to parking

Underutilized parking
garage capacity

Lack of dedicated parking
enforcement

Special event parking
im pacts

lmmediate and future
growth and parking
demands

oo

Oo

o
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Committee Recom mendations
F'OLS(}n{

O A portfolio approach:

'/ lmplement a comprehensive solution package

'/ Enact solutions in timely manner

'/ MonitoL report and improve upon solutions
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Comm ittee Recommendations
FCIr.,80n{

Short Term High Priority

LongTerm Hlgh hiorlty

Ongoing and Existing Solutions

Short Term Low Priority

Long Term Low Priority

Establish an ln-Lieu
fee for parking

lmprove and expand
wayfinding signage
to encourage use of

parking garage

Establish designated
loading zones for
ridesharing and

Smart RT

Create a special
district to fund

parking improvements

Provide shuttle
options to parking

garage and Light Rail

Design, implemeni
and enforce

residential parking
permit program

Enhance pedestrian
safety to and from the

Railroad Block
parking garage

lncrease frequency
and scope of parking

enforcement

Educate
Historic District

employees about
parking options

Offer incentives to
reward beneficial
parking behavior

Build an additional
public parking garage

Consider establishing
valet parking services

at key locations

lmprove overall
circulation design for
access to the Historic

District

Consider use of small
undeveloped or

underdeveloped lots
for infill parking

Continue to improve
bicycle and pedestrian

access to Historic
District

Promote ways to get
in and around the
Historic District

Work with Special
Event organizers to

manage parking
demand

Address parking
standards for Historic

District through
Zoning Code update

Adaptively manage
Historic District

parking
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Com m ittee Recom mendations ffi
FOLg{}I\{

Short Term High Priority

Establish designated loadin g zones for ridesharing and Smart RTo

O

o

Design, implement, and enforce residential parking permit
program

Establish an in-lieu fee for parking

Enhance pedestrian safety to and from the Railroad Block
ga rage

O
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Committee Recom mendations m
roLg(}nd

Short Term High Priority (continued)

lmprove and expand wayfinding signage to encourage use of
pa rking ga rage

lncrease frequency and scope of parking enforcement

Creation of a special district for parking

o

o

o

195



Com mittee Recommendations
F()LS(}M

Short Term Low Priority

Provide shuttle options to parking garage and Light Railo

o Educate employees about parking options
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Com mittee Recom mendations
FOLS0h{

Long Term High Priority

Offer behavioral incentives to reward beneficial parking
behavior

Build an additional public parking garage

O

o
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IIltCom I ee Recommendations
FOLgOM

Long Term Low Priority

Consider establishing valet parking services at key locations

lmprove overall circulation design for access to the Historic
District

Consider use of small undeveloped or underdeveloped lots for
infill pa rking

a

O

o
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Funding m
F(}LS(}lW

o Parking Benefit District

Permit program parking fees

Grant funding for parking improvements

Parking enforcement fi nes

Additional fees on downtown purchases, hotel stays and
development

Fees from parking meters or paid parking programs

o

o

o

o

o
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Committee Members ffi
F0X.SGh,{

FHDA Members
Karen Holmes
Jim Snook
Murray Weaver

HFRA Members
Shannon Brenkwitz
Paul Keast
Cindy Pharis

Historic District business owner
not affilioted with FHDA or HFRA

Charles Knuth

H i sto ri c Di strict re si d e nt
not affilioted with FHDA or HFRA

Phil Rotheram

Folsom resident who Iives
outside the Historic District
Kyle Middleton

Folsom business owner whose business
is outside the Historic District
Steve Heard

Professionol planner or licensed engineer
who is o Folsom resident ond has professional expertise
working on tro nsportation-related projects
Kenton Ashworth
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NOTICE OF INTENT TO ADOPT A
MITIGATED NEGATIVE DECLARA'TION

The City of Folsom ptoposes to adopt a Mitigated Negative Declaration pursuant to the
Califomia Environmental Quality Act for the proiect listed below:

PROPOSED PROJECT: 603 Suttet Street Mixed-Use Building.

PROJECT LOCATION: The ptoject site is located on the southwest corller of the intersection of Sutter
Street and Scott Street in the City of Folsom. The project site consists of an undeveloped rectangular plot of
land measudng 0.17 actes (7,400 square feet). The parcel is identified as Sacramento County Assessor's Parcel
Number (APN) 070-0111-010, and is located in an unsurveyed ponion of the Rancho de Los Americanos
land grant, at latitude/longitude 38o40'41. 88"N, 1 21 

o 
l. 0',30. 66"W.

PROJECT DESCRIPTION: The ptoject assessed in the Mitigated Negative Declaration is the development
of a three-story mixed-use building (retail and office) totaling 1.4,81L square feet on an undeveloped site on
the southwest comer of Sutter and Scott Stteets in the Historic District of the City of Folsom. To allow the
implementation of the proposed project, the appJicant has submitted an application to obtain Variances to
Folsom Municipal Code requirements for height and parking, an encroachment permit to allow project
construction within the City right-of-way, and Design Review from the City of Folsom. The proposed project
includes both the consffuclion and operation of the mixed-use building.

AVAII-ABILITY OF THE DOCUMENT: Copies of the Mitigated Negative Declaration arc available for
teview at the City of Folsom Planning Department, 50 Natoma Stteet, Folsom CA 95630, Monday through
Thursday ftom 8:30 a.m. to 1:00 p.m. The document can also be downloaded fiom the City of Folsom
website at https: / /wwvr. folsom.ca.us.

REVIE!7 PERIOD: The City of Folsom is providing a 20-day public review period for the Draft Mitigated
Negative Declamtion. The teview period begins on 11th day,June, 2020 and ends at 5:00 p.m. on 30th day,

June,2020.

COMMENTS ON THE MITIGATED NEGATIVE DECI-ARATION: The City of Folsom welcomes and
encoutages public teview and comment on the proposed Mitigated Negative Declaration. Anyone wishing to
make fotmal comments on the environmental document must do so in writing, by mailing cornments to the
addtess listed below, ot submitting them by fax or email. The full name and physical mailing address of the
agency, individual, ot otgatizaion must be included in the comment. Please use the phrase "603 Sutter Street
Commercial Building Mitigated Negative Declaration Comment" in the subject line.

Send comments by email to: sbanks@folsom.ca.us.

Send comments by regular mail or fax to:

Steven Banks
City of Folsom Planning Department
50 Natoma Sfteet, Folsom, CA 95630
Fax: (916) 355-7274

All written comments must be received by the City of Folsom no later than 5:00 pm on 30th day, Jun e, 2020.

PUBLIC MEETINGS: The proposed project and the Mitigated Negative Declaration will be presented in a
public hearing before the City of Folsom Historic District Commission at its regularly scheduled meeting
beginning at 5:00 p.m. on WednesdaRJuly 15, 2020 atFolsom City Hall, 50 Natoma Street, Folsom, CA.

Please refer to the Historic Distict Commission Agenda for ways to participate in this meeting
remotelv.

Additional information may be obtained by contacting Steven Banks, Pdncipal Planner, City of Folsom at
(916) 461,-6207, Monday through Thursday, between the hours of 9:00 a.m. and 1:00 p.m.

Publish date June 1.1.,2020, Folsom Telegraph
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INTTTaT, STUDY AND
ENVI RONMENTAL EVALUAT I ON

Project Title:

Entitlement Requested:

603 Sutter Street Commercial Building

Design Review
Building Height Variance
Parking Variance
Encroachment Permit

Lead Agency Name and Addtess: City of Folsom
Community Development Department
50 Natoma Street, Folsom, CA 95630

Contact Person and Phone Numbet: Steven Banks
Principal Planner
City of Foisom Community Development Depaftment
Phone: (916) 461,-6207

sbanks@folsom.ca.us

Genetal Plan Historic Folsom
Designation: Mixed Use (HF)

Zoning: Historic District (HD)

Historic District Designation: Historic Commercial Primary Area - Sutter Street Subarea

This Initial Study evaluates the potential effects of consftucting and operating a mixed-use
cornmetcial building 

^t 
603 Suttet Street. The proposed project evaluated in this Initial Study is

consistent with the policies and tequirements of the City of Folsom General Plan (2035 General
Plan) and Chapter 77.52 of the Folsom Municrpal Code (FMC), both of which have been subject to
the preparation and certification of Environmental Impact Reports (EIR) consistent with Caltforrtta
Environmental Quaiity Act (CEQA) requirements. The proposed project is also consistent with the
City's General Plan land use and zoning district designations of the project site. Section 21083.3 of
the California Public Resources Code permits CEQA environmental documents prepared for
proposed ptojects that arc consistent with all televant planning and zoning designations and policies to
be focused on the envitonmental effects that arc peculiar to the project or to the parcel on which the
project would be located, and that were not pteviously evaluated in an applicable General Plan EIR.
The project assessed in this Initial Study meets these statutory requirements for focused review.

Therefore, this Initial Study focuses on whether the proposed project may cause significant effects
on the envitonment that were not address ed or analyzed as significant effects in the Folsom General
Plan 2035 EIR. The Initial Study also assesses any effects for which substantial new information
shows that identified effects would be more significant than described in the previous EIR. The
Initial Study is also intended to assess whether any environmental effects of the project are
susceptible to substantial reduction or avoidance by the choice of specific revisions in the project, by
the imposition of conditions, or by other means [Section 15152b)Q) of the Guidelines fot the
CaJtforna Environmental Quality Act]. If such revisions, conditions or other means are identified,
they will be included in the project as mitigation measures.

Ciry ofFobon

lane 2020
603 Sutter Street Commercial Bailding
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This Initial Study relies on State CEQA Guidelines Sections 1.5064 through 15065 in its
determination of the significance of environmental effects. According to Section 1,5064, the finding
as to whether a project may have one or mote significant effects shall be based on substantial
evidence in the tecord, and that controversy alone, without substantial evidence of a significant
effect, does not trigger the need for an EIR.

1. DBscnrptroN oF PnoposeD PRoJEcT

The project appJicant plans to develop a three-story mixed-use building (retail and office) totaling
18,965 square feet of useable area on an undeveloped site on the southwest corner of Sutter and
Scott Stteets in the Historic District of the City of Folsom. To allow the implementation of the
proposed ptojecq the applicant has submitted an application to obtain Vadances to FMC
tequirements for height and parking, an encto^chment permit to allow project construction within
the City tight-of-way, and Design Review from the City of Folsom. The "proposed project" as

assessed in this Initial Study includes both the construction and operation of the mixed-use building.
The ptoject components are described in more detail below.

Pno;ncr LocetroN AND ENVTRoNMENTAL SETTTNG

The project site is located on the southwest corrrer of the intersection of Sutter Street and Scott
Street in the City of Folsom (see Figues 1.,2, and 3). The project site consists of an undeveloped
rectangulat plot of land measuring 0.1 7 acres (7 ,400 square feet) . The parcel is identihed as Sacramento
County Assessor's Parcel Number (APN) 070-0111-070 (Sacramento County 201,9). The project site is
located in an unsurveyed portion of the Rancho de Los Americanos land grant, at latitude/longitude
38o40',41.88"N, 121 o10',30.66"W.

The site is an infili parcel sunounded by developed land uses as indicated in Tabie 1

S ource: P lanning Partnerc 20 1 9,

Existing Use
General Plan
Designation

l6ning
Desisnation

Historic District
Designation

Proiect
Site

Yacant Historic Folsom
Mixed Use - HF

Historic District
-HD

Sutter Street Subarea of
Historic Commercial
Primary Area

North Sutter StreeU Mxed use
(restarrant / offrce) 3-story
building with parking belo$/

Flistoric Folsom
Mixed Use - HF

Historic District
-HD

Sutter Sfteet Subarea of
Historic Commercial
PrimaryArea

East Scott Steeq Cohn House

Q..lational Register of Historic
Places listed)

Historic F'olsom
Mxed Use - HF

Historic District
.HD

Sutter Street Subarea of
Historic Commercial
Primary Area

South Single- family residential Historic Folsom
Mixed Use - HF

Historic District
-HD

Sutter Street Subarea of
Historic Commercial
Primary Area

West Commercial
(ristoric library building)

Historic Folsom
Mixed Use - HF

Historic District
.HD

Sutter Street Subarea of
Historic Commercial
Primary Area

Proiect Site and Surrounding Developed Uses - 603 Sutter Streer
Cornrnercial Building

Table 1

603 S atter S trut Corunercial Btilding
Initial Stu$t

2 CiE ofFolson

June 2020

209



*y
180 I

,t

$\.

Area

e
\
\

\

\
\
\

FO

E.
o

o

t
Folsom City Limits

Shaded Area:
Folsom City Limits

I

I

I

I

I

l_
I

I

I

I

I

p

_l
I
t

SOURCE: Planning Partners, 2019

Regional Location

603 Sutter Street Project

Figure 1

210



Area

SOURCE: Plmning Partners, 2019; City of Folsom, 20 19
603 Sutter Street Project

Figure 2
Project Vicinity
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The vegetation community present onsite is a mix of ruderal (weedy) grassland, mainly consisting of
bamboo, vinca, nonnative annual gfasses, and woodland that is a mixture of native and horticultural
ttees. The parcel contains 1,7 naive oak trees and 2 non-native fruit trees. Sixteen of the native oak
trees meet the definition of "Protected Ttees" under the Folsom Tree Preservation Ordinance. One
oak tree does not meet the definition of "Protected Tree" because its diameter at breast herghd
(DBH) is less than six inches. planning Partners 2019, ECORP 2019)

Subsutface soil conditions include silty sand overlaying silty sands, undedain by bedrock as shallow
as B feet below the gtound sutface. Bedrock underlying the site can be charactetzed as highly to
moderately weathered, and soft to moderately hard. (Youngdail2017)

The site slopes from southeast to northwest, with the lowest elevations located adjacent to Sutter
Stteet. Existing elevations on the project site range fuom257 feet above mean sea level (MSL) to 234
feet MSL. From south to notth along the west side of the project site, the slope is approximately 19
percent.

Public utilities (domestic watet, wastewater, stomwater drainage, natural gas, and electriciry) ate
avatlable ftom existing service lines within Sutter and Scott Streets or their adjacent public rights-of-
v/ay.

PnoposnD PRoJEcr

The following discussion is based upon the amended application package submitted by the applicant in
March 201,9 as amended through May 21,2019.

The applicant,ZGlobil, proposes to construct and operate a mixed-use (retail,f rcstaurantf offrce),
three-story building on the southwest corner of Sutter Sfteet and Scott Street within the Folsom
Historic District. Figures 4,5 and 6 illustrate the proposed building and exterior elevations.

Proposed uses and thearea of each floor are set forth nTabIe2.

Source: lVilliamt + Paddnn Architects +Planners 2019.

Floor 1 Floor 2 Floor 3 Roof Deck

Use
Area Restar:rant / Retail Office Office

Private Activity
Area

Total Square Feet 5,550 5.600 5.230 2,585
Floor Area (sqft) 4,885 5,268 4.658

Area o Roof Deck

Deck Area

Total

665 332 572

feet
Areaw Roof DeckTotal 18,965 square feet

Lot Area 7.400 square feet

Table 2 Prcposed Uses and Areas - 603 Sutter Street Commercial Building

7 DBH is defined as trunk diameter at 4.5 feet above ground level.

603 Sutter Slreet Conmercial Buildiag
Initial Stu@
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An outdoor di"i"g patio would be located on the proposed building's frst floor. The building would
featute balconies on the north and west sides of the building for floors 2 and 3, and a roof deck. The
toof deck would occupy the northetn and eastetn portions of the roof adjacent to Sutter and Scott
Streets.

According to the applicant, the roof deck would be accessible to building tenants, although the general
public potentially couid attend private events in this area.Theprivate activity area would be set back
18 feet from the reat ofthe building and sepatated fiom the adjacent residence to the south by
elevator and m conditioning equipment, except on the eastedy side of the building where the deck
would be extended to the south to access an emergency access stairwell (see Figure 3).

The primary enttance to the building, including ftst floor retail and restaurant uses, would be
provided at a cofnmon entrance and entry court/iobby accessed from Sutter Street. A secondary
entrance would be provided on the east side of the building for emergency access (see Figure 5). The
proposed project would include developed uses within the public rights-of-way of surrounding
streets, including outdoor seating and a second floor balcony on the Sutter Street frontage, and a
concrete walkway, stairs, and trash enclosure access ramp on the Scott Street frontage.
Implementation of the project also would result in the construction within the right-of-way of a

landscaped buffer and public sidewalk along Scott Street and landscaping at the northwest and
northeast corners ofthe building.

As proposed, the building height would be a maximum of 50 feet, 6 inches fiom the ground @"ildi"g
pad) to the roof parapet. Building features associated with the elevator and ut conditioning equipment
would be mounted on the roof in excess of this h.ghq but would be located 18 feet, 10 feet and 1.4-

21' feet from the ftont,rear and sides ofthe building to reducevisibility from surrounding areas and
streets.

The front of the building would constructed on the Sutter Sfteet property line with no setback.
Similady, the building's east side would have no property line setback. Building setbacks from the
west side znd reat property lines would be 51/z feet and 10 lz feet respectively. The trash enclosure
near the northeast corner of the building would be constucted to the property line vdth no setback.
The distance from the rear of the building to the nearest structure would be approximately 34 feet,
while the distance from the trash enclosure to this structure would be 23 feet. The distance from the
westerly building facade to the nearest structure, a small single-story commercial building, wouid be
approximately 9 feet.

No onsite parking would be ptovided. Pedestdan circulation improvements would include the
installation of a public sidewalk on the Scott Street frontage of the project site.

!7ith tespect to energy efficiency, the buildings would be compliant with the Energy Code and
Green Building Standards Code adopted by the City.

The applicant's intent is that the proposed building would apper similar to other commercial
projects recendy developed on the 600 block of Sutter Steet and elsewhere within the Historic
District consistent with the Historic District Design and Development Guidelines. All building-
attached mechanical equipment would be screened from pubJic view.

CiE ofFobon

June 2020
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Figure 5
North and East Exterior Elevations
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Figure 6
South and West Exterior Elevations
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GneorNc eNo CoNstRuctroN

As indicated on Figure 7, the existing site slopes ftom its southeast corner to the northwest corner,
with elevations ranging from2llfeet MSL at the site's southeast corner adjacent to Scott Street to 234
feet MSL at the northwest corner adjacent to Sutter Street. With implementation of the project, the
site would be excavated and levelled to an elevation of 231. feet MSL to permit the construction of
footings and subgrade. After the installation of footings and subgrade, a uniform building pad at 233
feet MSL would be constructed. Establishment of foundations, subgrade, and the building pad at this
elevation would require cutting back into the hillside. Preliminary calculations indicate that
approximately 2,800 cubic yards of fill would be removed from the site for disposal as land fill daily
cover. As estimated by the applicant, transport of this amount of fill would require filling 2B0l latge
dump trucks (560 trips including return trips).

Gtading of the project site to establish the foundations, subgrade and building pad would require cuts
on the project site ranging from up to 20 feetin depth at the rear of the building to 3 feet at the
building's northwest corrler adjacent to Sutter Street. Because bedrock would likely be encountered
approximately 10 feet below the ground swface, special construction techniques that could include
tipp-g and blasting would be used. Exposed cut slopes would be protected by temporary shoring and
soil nails. In addition to the dump trucks cited above, equipment used during the grading phase could
include dozers, backhoes, frontloaders, and smooth wheeled rollers although the precise mix of
equipment would be determined by the building conttactor.

To petmanendy maintain the stability of the cut slopes, retaining walls would be constructed at the
rear of the site and along the westem site boundary. Retaining walls would act to prevent collapse or
setdement of existing structures both south and west of the site in addition to protecting the proposed
building from the potential failure of surounding slopes.

Retaining walls would be incolporated into the fust floor of the building at both locations; in the rear
of the building, a portion of the second floor and the trash enclosure would also be used to retain the
slope. Excavation and construction activities associated with incolporated retaining walls on the west
side and the reat of the building could encroach into the planned building setbacks. However, these
areas would be backfilled and leveled at the completion of construction.

Freestanding tetaining walls would be constructed near the northeast corner of the project site
adjacent to the intersection ofsutter and Scott Streets, and along the Scott Street frontage ofthe
proposed project. These retaining walls would be separated from the building to provide an outdoor
seating area and a walkway. (See trigure 7, and also Figures 3, 5, and 6.) The proposed dimensions of
the retaining walls are set forth in Table 3.

Source: IVilliamt + Paddon Architects +Planners 2019.

Front Rear West Face East Face

Heieht (fee0 2-5 13-18 7 -IfY2 5-15
Lensth(feet) 22 100 62 55

Typ. Freestanding
Incolporated into

buildine
Incolporated into

buildins
Freestanding

Proposed Retaining Wall Dimensions - 603 Sutter Street Commercial
Building

Table 3

Cig ofFolsorn
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PRoJECT PrresrNc

Construction of the proposed project is scheduled to begin upon project approval. Based on the
applicant's proposed schedule, the project would be constructed in a single phase lasting
apptoximately 1'21/z months. The initial grading phase of project development is expected toIast2Yz
months within the overall 1,2/z month schedule.

2. Crrv RuculAtroN oF UnsAN DBvBTopMENT

Geuenm PreN

The City of Folsom updated and adopted its cuttent comprehensive 2035 General Plan in August
2018. The General Plan is a long-term planning document that guides growth and land development
in the City of Folsom. It provides the foundation for establishing community goals and supporting
policies, and directs appropriate land uses for all land parcels within the city. The General Plan land
use designation for the proposed ptoject is Historic Folsom Mixed Use (HF). According to the 2035
General Plan, the HF designation provides for a mixture of commercial and residential uses
designed to preserve and enhance the historic character of Folsom's old town center. As set forth in
the 2035 General Plan, the floor area ratio2 (FAR) fot uses within the HF designation should range
from 0.5 to 2.0.

FOTSOU H TsIoRIc DI STRIcI DnsTcN aND DEvELoPMENT GUIDELINES

The City of Folsom adopted the Historic District Design and Development Guidelines (Guidelines)
in 1998. In mote detail than the General Plan, the Guidelines provide policies and regulate land uses
within the Folsom Historic District. The Guidelines establish community goals and supporting
policies at alocal level in response to community and environmental concerns, and direct
appropdate land uses for all. parcels within the Historic District arca. The Guidelines' designation of
the proposed project is Sutter Street Subarea of Historic Commercial Primary Area. According to
Section 5.02.01(dX1) of the Guidelines thete are no requ irements that regulate Iot area,lot width, or
lot covetage within the Historic Commercial Pnmary Area.

Appendix D of the Guidelines sets forth Design Citeljra for all. areas of the Historic District,
including the Sutter Street Subarea of Historic Commercial Primary Area. Section B of this
Appendix regulates many aspects of building design. Compliance with the design requirements of
the Design Citerta are subject to review by the Historic District Commission in its consideration of
the Design Review application submitted by the project applicant. Within the Historic District, the
Guidelines work in tandem with the City of Folsom Zoning Code as discussed below.

Floor Area-Ratio (FAR). Standards of building intensity for nonresidential uses, such as mixed-use, commercial,
and industrial development, are stated 

^s ^ 
rarLge (i.e., minimum and maximum) of FARs. A FAR is the gross

building ate or a site, excluding structured parking, compared to the net developable area of the site. The net
developable area is the total area of a site excluding portions that cannot be developed (e.g., right-of-way). For
example, on a lotvrith 25,000 square feet of land atea, a FAR of 0.50 vdll allow 12,500 square feet of useable
building fToor area to be built, regardless of the number of stories in the building (e.g., 6,250 square feet per floor on
two floors ot 12,500 square feet on one floor). On the same 25,000- square-foot lot, a F'AR of 1.00 would allow
25,000 square feet ofuseable fToor area, and a FAR of2.00 would allow 50,000 square feet ofuseable floor area.
While FAR provides fot the overall deveiopment size and intensity, it does not specify the form or character of the
building. Diffetent intelpretations of the same FAR can result in buildings of very different character.

2
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ZoNrNc Coon

Developed land uses in the City of Folsom are regulated by the City's Zoning Code (Tide 17 of the
FMC, in addition to the other adopted tegulations and programs that apply to all proposed
development within the City. In more detail than the General Plan, the ZonngCode regulates land
uses on a parcel-by-parcel basis throughout the City. In order to achieve this regulation, the City
assigns each parcel within the City to a zoning district for example, a district for single-family
homes. Regulations for each district apply equally to all properties within the district.

FMC Chapter 17.52 tegulates land uses within the Historic District (H-D) zoning district. The 603
Sutter Sffeet Commercial Building project site is located within the H-D zoning district, and
specifically the Sutter Sfteet subarea of the Historic commercial primary area (FMC 17.52.1.50 and
17.52.1.60). Specific regulations for this atea ate set forth in trMC Section 17.52.51.0, Sutter Street
Subarea Special Use and Design Standards. With exceptions, Section 1,7.52.510.A.1 permits a

mixture of retail, service, and office uses in a single building, such as those proposed by the 603
Sutter Street Commercial Building project

Land uses developed within the H-D zontngdistrict must meet a limitation on building height as set
forth in Section 77.52.510.C:

Building heights shall not exceed 35 feet adjacent to the sidewalk area on Sutter or
Leidesdorff Street and 50 feet in other sections of the subarea. Towers, spires, or other
similat architectural features may extend up to 15 feet above the building height.

Section 77 .52.51,0.F requires that retail., offices, restaurants, museum, and similar uses must provide
1 parking space per 350 square feet ofbuilding space.

OtrrBn Crty RBcuretroN oF UnneN DnveropMENT
The City of Folsom further regulates urban development through standard construction conditions
and through mitigation, building, and constuction requirements set forth in the FMC. Required of
all projects constructed throughout the City, compliance with the requirements of the City's
standard conditions and the provisions of the Municipai Code avoids or reduces mafly potential
environmental effects. City ptocedures to minimize negative environmental effects and disruptions
include analysis of existing features, responsible agency and public input to the design process,
engineering and design standatds, and construction controls. The activities that mitigate typical
environmental impacts to be implemented by the City during the project review, design, and
construction phases are described in greater detail below.

Cotuuut qrtv DnveropN4ENT DEpARTMENT SreNoano CoNstnucuoN CoNDITIoNs

The requirements are set forth in the City of Folsom, Community Development Standard
Construction Specifications as amended throughJanuary 201.7. A summary of these requirements is
set forth below, and hereby incorpotated by reference into the Project Description as though fully
set forth herein. Copies of these documents may be reviewed at the City of Folsom; Community
Development Department; 50 Natoma Street; Folsom, California 95630. (City of Folsom 2017)

Any contractor constructing a public or pdvate project within the City must comply with standard
construction specifications. Standards that regulate aspects of the environment are summarized
below:

603 Satter Strut Conmercial Bailding
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Use of Pesticidu - Requires contractors to store, use, and apply a wide range of chemicals in a manner
that is consistent with all local, state, and federal des and regulations.

Air Pollution Control - Requires compliance with all Sactamento Metropolitan Air Quality
Management District (SMAQMD) and City air pollution regulations.

I%atarPollutioa - Requires compliance with City water pollution regulations, including National
Pollution Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) provisions. Also requires the preparation of a
Stormwater Poilution Prevention Plan (S\X/PPP) to control erosion and the siltation of receiving
watefs.

Noise Control- Requires that all construction work comply with the Folsom Noise Ordinance
(discussed further below), and that all construction vehicles be equipped with a muffler to control
sound levels.

Naturalb OccurringAsbestos (\{OA) - Requires compliance with all SMAQMD and City air pollution
regulations, induding pteparation and implementation of an Asbestos Dust Mitigation Plan
consistent with the tequirements of Section 93105 of the State Government Code.

IYeekend, Holiday and Night lVork - Prohibits construction work during evening hours, ot on Sunday
or holidays, to reduce noise and other construction nuisance effects.

Public Conuenience -Regiates automobile, bicyclist, and pedestiantrafftc and access through the
wotk atea, the operation of existing tnffic signals, roadway cuts for pipeJines and cable installation,
and the notification of adjacent property ov/ners and businesses.

Public SafeE and Trafic Control - Regulates signage and othet taffrc safety devices through work zones.

ExistingUtilities - Regulates the location, telocation, and protection of utilities, both underground
and ovethead.

Preseraation of Proper4t - Requires the preservation of tees and shrubbery, and prohibits adverse
effects to adjacent propefty and fixtures.

Cuhural Resourns -Reqwres contractors to stop work upon the discovery of unknown cultural or
historic resources until such time that a qualified archaeologist can evaluate the significance of the
resource and make recommendations to the State Historic Presewation Officer for further direction.

Protection of ExistingTrees - Specifies measures necessary to protect both ornamental trees and native
oak trees.

Ckaring and Grubbing- Specifies construction specifications for signs, mailboxes, underground
structures, sufvey monuments, drainage facilities, sprinklers and lights, trees and shrubbery, fencing,
and concrete. Also tequires the preparatiot of a SWPPP to control erosion and the siltation of
receiving waters.

Reseeding- Specifies seed mixes and methods for the reseeding of graded areas.
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Crtvor FoLSoM MuNrcrper. Coon

The City regulates many aspects of construction and development through requirements and
ordinances established in the FMC. These requirements are set fotth below, and hereby
incorporated by reference into the Ptoject Description as though fully set forth herein. Copies of
these documents may be reviewed at the City of Folsom; City Clerk; 50 Natoma Sueet; Folsom,
California 95630.

Code
Section

CodeName Effect of Code

8.42 Noise Control Establishes interior and exterior noise standards that may not be exceeded
within structures, including residences; establishes time periods for
construction operations.

8.70 Stormwater Management
and Discharge Conttol

Establishes conditions and requirements for the discharge of urban
pollutants and sediments to the storm-dtdnage system; requires
preparation and implementation of SWPPPs.

9.34 Hazardous Materials
Disclosure

Defines hazardous materials; requires filing of a Hazardous Material
Disciosure Form by businesses that manufacture, use, or store such
materials.

9.35 Underground Storage of
Hazardous Substances

Establishes standards for the construction and monitoring of facil-ities used
for the underground storage ofhazardous substances, and estabLishes a

procedure for issuance of permits for the use of these facilities.
72.16 Tree Preservation Regulates the cutting or modification of trees, including oaks and specified

other trees; requires a Tree Permit prior to cutting or modification;
establishes mitigation requirements for cut or damaqed trees.

13.26 lVater Conservation Prohibits the wasteful use of water; establishes sustainable iandscape
requirements; defines water use restrictions; regulates the use of water for
construction.

14.r9 Energy Code Adopts the California Energy Code, 2016 Edition, published as Part 6,

Title 24, C.C.R. to require energy efficiency standards for structures.
14.20 Green Building Standards

Code
Adopts the California Green Building Standards Code (CALGreen Code),
2016 Edition, excluding Appendix Chapters A4, ,A.5 and A.6.1, published
as Part 1 1, Title 24, C.C.R. to promote and require the use of building
concepts having a reduced negative irnpact or positive environmental
impact and encouraging sustainable construction practices.

1.4.29 Grading Code Requires a grading permit prior to the initiation of any grading, excavation,
fill or dredging establishes standards, conditions, and requfuements for
gradinq, erosion control. stom$/ater drainaee. and revegetat-ion.

74.32 Flood Damage Prevention Restricts or prohibits uses that cause water or erosion hazards, or rhat
resultin damagingincreases in erosion orin flood heights; requires that
uses vulnerable to floods be protected against flood damage; conftols the
modification of floodways; regulates activities that may increase flood
damage or that could divert floodwaters.

City of Folsorn Municipal Code Sections Regulating Urban Development
within the City

Table 4

Sourn: Folson Municipal Code 2019.
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3. Rnqurnno Appnovers

A listing and brief description of the regulatory permits and approvals required is provided below.
This environmental document is intended to address the environmental impacts associated with all
of the following decision actions and approvals:

. Design Review: The proposed project would be sited within the Folsom Historic
District; thus, the project requires Design Review by the Historic District Commission as

set forth in FMC Section 17.52.300.

. Building Height Variance: Because the project's planned 50.5-foot height exceeds the
maximum 35-foot height allowed by FMC Section 77.52.51.0.C within the Sutter Street
subarea of the Historic Disttict, implementation of the project would require a vaiance
to this Zontng Code section. This request would be consideted by the Historic District
Commission.

. Patking Variance: As proposed, the project includes no on-site or offsite parking. FMC
Section 1,7.52.510.F tequires that retail, offi.ces, testaurants, museum, and similar uses

within the Sutter Street subatea of the Historic District must provide 1 parking space per
350 square feet of building space. Because no parking is provided, a varta'nce to Zontng
Code Section 17 .52.51,0.F would be necessaqr. This request would be considered by the
Historic District Commission.

. Encroachment Permit: As proposed, the project includes developed uses associated
with the building in the public dghrof-way. These uses include outdoor seating and a
second floor balcony on the Sutter Sffeet frontage, and a concrete walkway, stairs, and
ftash enclosure access tamp on the Scott Street frontage.

The City of Folsom has the following discretionary powers related to the proposed 603 Sutter Street
Commercial Building project:

. Certification of the Environmental Document: The Historic District Commission
will act as the lead agency as defined by CEQA, and vrill have authority to determine if
the environmental document is adequate under CEQA.

. Consider Ptoiect: The Historic District Commission will consider approval of the
ptoject and all entidements as described above.

4. PnBvrous RELEvANT ExvTnoNMENTAL ANerysrs

Crrv oF FoLSoM GENERAL PreN
The EIR for the City of Fols om2035 General Plan (2018) provides relevant environmental analysis
and conclusions for the environmental analysis set forth in this Initial Study. The site is located
within the planning boundaties of the 2035 General Plan, including the project site, was assessed in
the General Plan EIR. Thus, the 2035 General Plan EIR provides the foundational environmental
document for evaluating development throughout the City.
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TrBnrNc

"Tiedng" refers to the telationship between a program-level EIR (where long-range programmatic
cumulative impacts are the focus of the envitonmental analysis) and subsequent environmental
analyses such as the subject document, which focus primarily on issues unique to a smaller project
vzithin the larger program or plan. Through tiering a subsequent environmental analysis can
incorporate, by refetence, discussion that summarizes general environmental data found in the
program EIR that establishes cumulative impacts and mitigation measures, the planning context, and
the regulatory backgtound. These broad based issues need not be reevaluated subsequently, having
been previously identified and evaluated at the program stage.

Tiering focuses the environmental teview on the project-specific significant effects that were not
examined in the pdot envfuonmental teview, or that are susceptible to substantial reduction or
avoidance by specific revisions in the project, by the imposition of conditions, or by othel means.
Section 21093b) of the Public Resources Code requires the tiering of environmental review
whenever feasible, as determined by the Lead Agency.

In the case of the proposed 603 Sutter Street Commercial Building project, this Initial Study is tiered
from the EIR for the City of Folsom 2035 General Plan. The City of Folsom adopted the 2035
Genetal Plan in 2018. The 2035 General Plan underwent environmental review in the form of a
Program EIR. The Folsom City Council adopted the Folsom 2035 General Plan (R.esolution 10143)
and its envitonmental documents (R.esolutio n 101, 47) on August 28, 201,8.

The 2035 General Plan EIR contained a comprehensive evaluation of the effects of implementing
the Folsom General Plan. The Folsom 2035 General Plan EIR is comprehensive in its analysis of
the environmental impacts associated with development of the City, including the area that makes
up the proposed site of the 603 Sutter Stteet Commercial Building project. This includes discussion
of a full nnge of alternatives and gtowth inducing impacts associated with urban development in the
City, and the proposed 603 Sutter Street Commercial Building project site.

Therefote, the Folsom 2035 General Plan is a project that is related to the proposed 603 Sutter
Street Commercial Building project and, pursuant to Section1.51,52 of the State CEQA Guidelines,
tiering of environmental documents is appropriate. State CEQA Guidelines Section 151,52(9)
specifically provides that,

"[w]hen tiering is used, the later EIRs or Negative Declarations shall refer to the prior
EIR and state where a copy of the pdor EIR may be examined. The later [environmental
document] should state that the Lead Agency is using the tiering concept and that the
[environmental document] is being tiered with the eadier EIR.

The Folsom General Plan and the EIR for the General Plan can be reviewed at the following
location:

5o Natoma r,,S:T;it3*:3aro,oiu s 5 630
Contact: Steve Banks, Principal Planner

(e1.6) 461-6207
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INCONPORATION OF THE Forsovr 2035 GBNERAL PreN EIR ny RBpBRBNcn

The EIR for the Folsom 2035 General Plan is a comprehensive document. Due to various
refetences to the Folsom 2035 General Plan EIR in this proposed 603 Sutter Street Commercial
Building project Initial Study, and to its importance relative to understanding the environmental
analysis that has occurred to date with respect to development in the Folsom area, the document is
hereby incorporated by reference as though fully set forth herein pursuant to State CEQA
Guidelines Section 15150.

Suvrvreny oF FoLsoM 2035 GnNener PmN EIR
The Folsom 2035 General Plan EIR analyzed the environmental impacts associated with adoption
of the City of Fols om 2035 General Plan allowing for development, open space preservation, and
provision of services fot approxim^te|y 17 ,4301 acres of land in the City of Folsom.

Buildout of the area subject to the Folsom General Plan envisions consftuction of up to 15,250 new
dwelling units and 3,993 acres of residential, cornmercial and industrial uses. The Folsom 2035
General Plan contemplates the full range of land uses that would constitute abalanced community,
including residential uses at avaiefi of densities, as well as cofirnercial, office, employment, and
open space uses. Additionally, public or quasi-public uses are contemplated by the Folsom 2035
General Plan, including schools, parks, lte stations, govefnment offices, and other uses.

The 2035 General Pian EIR identified citywide significant impacts arising from urban development
pursuant to the Genetal Plan for the following issue areas3;

r Aesthetics and Visual Resources- Adverse effects on a scenic vista or substantial
degradation of scenic chatactet, damage to scenic resources within a scenic corridor,
cteation of a new source of light or glarc;

. Agticultural and Fotestry Resources - Potential conflicts with existing agricultural
operations and Williamson Act Contracts adjacent to the 2035 PIan Evaluation Area;

. Ait Quality - Increase in operational emissions of criteda air pollutants and ptecursors
associated with 2035 General Plan buildout that could contribute to a violation of ait
quality standards, Increase in health risks associated with exposure of sensitive receptors
to emissions of toxic ait contaminants, Increase in exposure of sensitive receptors to
emissions of odors;

. Biological Resoutces - Have a substantial adverse effect on special-status species, Have
a substantial adverse effect on federally protected wedands;

o Cultural Resoutces - Cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of a
historical resource, Cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of an
archaeoiogical resource, Damage or destruction of preuiouslt unknown unique paleonto/ogical
reszurcss during co ns tru ctio n -re /ate d actiritier,

. Geology, Soils, and Minetal Resources - Result in the loss of availability of a locally-
important mineral fesource recovery site,.

. Global Climate Change - Potential to conflict with an applicable plan, poliEt, or regulation adopted

for reducingGHG enissions,Potenial to conflict with long-term statewide GHG emissions
reduction goals for 2050.

3 Identifi.ed effects listed in "normal" type were identified by the 2035 General Plan EIR as being significant and
unavoidable. Effects listed in "italii'were determined to be less than signifi.cant after the implementation of
adopted mitigation measures set forth in the 2035 General PIan EIR.
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o Hazatds andHazardous Materials - Expose people or structures to a signfrcant risk of hts,
injury, or death inuoluing wildknd fires.

. Hydrology and Vater Quality - Alter the course of a stream or iaer inrreasingrunof resulting
inflooding Contribute runof that exceeds stornwater drainage capacifl or contibutes additional
polluted runofr, Place housing or other structures within 1001earflood ltaqard area;

. Noise - Exposure of persons to, or generation of, noise levels in excess of standards
established in the local general plan, noise ordinance, or applicable standards of other
agencies; or a substantial permanent increase in ambient noise levels in the project vicinity
above levels without the project, For a project located within an airport land use plan or, where

such a plan has not been adopted, within two miles of a pub/ic airport or public use airport, exposure of
puple residing or working in the area to excusiue noise leuels resultingfrorz the proposed project,

. Public Services and Recteation Resoutces - Rrquire constraction or expansion of reneationa/

facilities that night haue an aduerse pfusical ffict on the enuironment - State and Regionalfacilities,
r Transp ofiation/ Circulation - Tnffic level of service on local intersections, Traffic

level of service on US Highway 50;
. Tribal Cultural Resoutces - Interference with tribal cultural resources;
. Utilities and Service Systems - None; and
r Cumulative Impacts - Aesthetics and Visual Resoutces, Agricultural and Forestry

Resoutces, Air Resources, Biological Resources, Cultural Resources, Geology, Soils, and
Mineral Resources, Global Climate Change, Noise and Vibration, Transportation and
Citculation, and Tribal Cultural Resources.

Additionally, the 2035 General Plan EIR identified the following topics as having no impact or a less
than signihcant impact.

t) Convert Prime Farmland, Unique Farmland, or Farmland of Statewide Importance
(Fannland) as shown on the maps prepared pursuant to the Farrnland Mapping and
Monitoring Ptogram of the California Resources Agency, to non-agricultural use?

Potential Impact
Less-than-
Significant

X

No
Impact

b) Conflict with existing zoning for agricultural use, or a Wi-lliamson Act Contract? X
.) Conflict with existing zoning fot, or cause rezoning of, forest land (as defined in Public

Resources Code Section 12220(d), tjmbedand (as defined by Public Resources Code
Section 4526), or timberland zoned Timbedand Production (as defined by Government
Code Section 51104(g)?

X

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

.) Conflict with any local policies or ordinances protecting biological resources, such as a
tree preservation policy or ordinance? X

X

f) Conflict with the provisions of an adopted Habitat Conservation Plan, Natural
Community Conservation Plan, or other approved local, regionai, or state habitat
consewation plan?

X

20603 Sulter Street Connercial Bailding
Initial Stu@

Ciry ofFokon

fune 2020

227



") Have soils incapable of adequately supporting the use of septic tanks or altemative waste
water disposal systems where sevzers are not available for the disposal of waste water?
(vT.')

") 
For a project located within an airport land use plan or, where such a plan has not been
adopted, within two miles of a public airport or publ-ic use airport, would the project
result in a safety hazatd for people residing or $/orking in the project area?

Potential Impact
Less-than-
Significant

lmoactw
X

W

No
Impact

X

f) For a project within the vicinity of a private airstrip, would the project result in a safety
hzzatd for people residing or working in the project area?

b) Substantially deplete groundwater supplies or interfere substantially with groundwater
recharge such that there would be a net deficit in aquifer volume or a lowering of the
local groundwater table Ievel (e.g., the production rate of pre-existing nearby wells would
drop to a level which would not support existing land uses or planned uses for which
permits have been granted)?

X

X

M

j) Inundation by seiche, tsunami, or mudflow?

b) Exposure ofpersons to or generation ofexcessive groundbome vibration or
gtoundbome noise levels.

X

X

I For a project within the vicinity of a private airstrip, exposure of people residing or
working in the project area to excessive noi.se levels.

t) Result in a change in air traffic pattems, including either an increase in traffic levels or a

change in location that results in substantiai safety risks? X

X

b) Substantially increase hazards due to a design feature (e.g., sharp cufies or dangerous
intersections) or incompatible uses (e.g., farm equipment)? X

.) Result in inadequate emergency access? X
d) Eliminate or adversely affect an existing bikeway, pedestrian fact\ty, or tansit faciJity in

away *'nt would discourage its use
X

.) Interfere with the implementation of a planned bikeway or planned pedestian facility, or
be in conflict vzith a future tansit faciJity X

f) Result in unsafe conditions for bicyclists or pedestrians including conflicts with other
modes X

d Result in demands to transit facilities greater than available capzciq, X
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5 ENvTnoNMENTAL Spttlrrrc AND EveruetroN oF PoteNtrer
Inapects

PURPOSE AND LEGAL BASIS FOR THE INITIAL STUDY

As a public disclosure document, this Initial Study provides local decision makers and the public
vdth information regarding the environmental impacts associated with the proposed project.
According to Section 15063 of the CEQA Guidelines, the purpose of an Initial Study is to:

7. Ptovide the Lead Agency with informadon to use as the basis for deciding whether to
prepare an EIR or a Negative Declaration.

2. Enable an applicant or Lead Agency to modiSr a project, mitigating adverse impacts before
an EIR is prepared, thereby enabling the project to quali$ for a Negative Declaration.

3. Assist in the preparation of an EIR, if one is required by:
a. Focusing-th. Un on the effects determined to be significant,
b. IdentiSring the effects determined not to be significant,
c. Explaining the reasons for determining that potentially significant effects would not be

significant, and
d. Identi$ring whether a program EIR, tieting, or another appropriate process can be used

for analysis of the project's environmental effects.
4. Facilitate environmental assessment eady in the design of a project.
5. Provide documentation of the factual, basis for the finding in a Negative Declaratio n that a

project will not have a significant effect on the environment.
6. Eliminate unnecessary EIRs.
7. Detetmine whether a previously prepared EIR could be used with the project.

INITIAL ENVIRONMENTAL CHECKLI ST

Following each major category in the Initial Study, there are four determinations by which to judge
the project's impact. These categories and their meanings are shown below:

"No Impact" means that it is anticipated that the project will not affect the physical envfuonment
on or around the project atea,. Ii thetefore does not watrant mitigation measufes.

'(Less-than-Significant fmpact" means the project is anticipated to affect the physical
environment on and atound the project area, howevet to aless-than-significant degree, and
therefore not warranting mitigation measufes.

((Less than Significant with Mitigation Incorporated" applies to impacts where the
incorporation of mitigation measures into a project has reduced an effect from "Potentially
Significant" to "Less Than Significant." In such cases, and with such projects, mitigation measufes
will be provided including abief explanation of how they reduce the effect to a less-than-significant
level.

('Potentially Significant Impact" means there is substantial evidence that an effect is significant,
and no mitigation is possible.
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ENVIRONMENTAL FACTORS POTENTIALLY AFFE CTED

The environmental factors checked below would be potentially affected by this project, including
several impacts that arc "Less than significant with Mitigation Incorporated" as indicated by the
checklist on the following pages.

EVALUATION OF POTENTIAL IMPACTS

Responses to the following questions and related discussion indicate if the proposed project would
have or would potentially have a significant adverse impact on the environment, either directly or
indirecdy, or individually or cumulativeiy with other projects. All phases of project planning,
implementation, and opetation are considered. Mandatory Findings of Significance 

^te 
located in

Section )OC below.

Aesthetics Agriculture and Forestry
Resoutces

An Quality

Biological Resources Cultural Resources Energy

Geology / Soils Greenhouse Gas Emissrons Hazatds & Hazardous Materials

Hydrology f Watet Quality Land Use / Planning Mineral Resoutces

Noise Population and Housing Public Services

Recreation Transportation Tribal Cultutal Resources

Utihties / Semce Systems Wildfire Mandatory Findings of

hitial S tudl / Mitigated Negatiue D echration
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Except as provided in Public Resources Code Section 21099, would the project:

a) Have a substantial adverse effect on a scenic vista? x
b) Substantially damage scenic resources, including, but not limited

to, trees, rock outcroppings, and historic buildings within a state
scenic highway?

X

c) In non-urbar zre s, substantially degrade the existing visual
cha;:.acter or quality of public vievrs of the site and its
surroundings? (?ublic views are those that are experienced ftom
a publicly accessibie vantage point.) If the project is in an
urbanized area, would the project conflict with applicable zoning
and other regulations qovemiflq scenic qualiry?

X

d) Create a new source of substantial light or glare which would
adversely affect day or nighttime views in the area?

x

I. AnSTHETICS

ENVIRONMENTAL SETTING

Folsom Lake and the American River, including the accompan)nng parkway and trail that connect
Sacramento and Folsom, ate two of the major scenic resources in Folsom. The green corridors that
follow the city's creeks are another major visual resource, as are views to the Sierra Nevada foothills
and cettain scenic roadways. The Historic District, within which the project is sited, is located to the
south of the American River and Lake Natoma.

The Sutter Street corridor, including the ptoject site, is located was the heart of the Folsom business
disttict from the 1850s until the 1950s, when businesses moved uptown to East Bidwell Street. Most
ofthe oldest surviving buildings on and adjacent to Sutter Street date from the 1890s and are
constructed of brick and stone. @olsom 1998a)

Vrewponrts AND Vrstes

The City of Folsom is located along the western edge of the Siera Nevada foothills. The
surounding 

^tea 
to the east of the City includes residences, commercial uses, and grassy rolling hills

at varying elevations. To the west is the substantially urbanized Sacramento metropolitan area. The
area in the vicinity of the ptoject site is considerably developed with urban land uses. Developed
uses in the project vicinity include single family residences to the south and east, and cornmercial
uses to the north and west. The Cohn House, listed on the National Register of Historic Places, is
immediately east of the project site, separated by Scott Street. Lake Natoma and the American River
Parkway ate located to the north, beyond the commercial corridor of Sutter Street. The existing
urban visual character of the ptoject vicinity is defined by the nearby commercial and residential
uses. See Figures 2,and 8 through 12).

Scenic vistas within the City and in the project vicinity vary from short-range to long-range views,
depending upon the topography, intervening buildings, and the presence of mature vegetation.
Elevations in the project 

^re 
decrease from south to north along Scott Street fuom284 MSL at

Natoma Street to 1'26 feet MSL at Lake Natoma, and from east to west along Sutter Street from
approximately 297 feet MSL at the east end of the Street to 1,93 feet MSL near Folsom Boulevard.
Because views are truncated by intervening commercial and residential structures and vegetation,
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these changes in elevation do not provides panoramic views from the residences to the south and
east ofthe site.

Views into the project site tend to be short-range, and activities on the site are potentially visible by
several residents of the surrounding homes (especially those immediately to the south and east),
patrons of nearby commercial uses, or motorists on Sutter Street, Scott Street, and Riley Street on its
approach to the Rainbow Bddge. Views from the site are limited to views of nearby residential and
commercial uses, motorists on surrounding roadways, and, more distandy, Lake Natoma, the
Folsom Lake State Recreation Area (FLSRA), and the Folsom Powerhouse State Historic Park. See

Figure 2. (Environmental Planning Partners 2019, Folsom 1998b)

Since the City charactenzed the visual resources of the Historic District in 1998, several changes
have occured within the District's viewshed that have altered views of the Flistoric District as seen
by outside viewers and by viewers within the Histotic District itself. These changes include:
construction of the Folsom Crossing bridge across Lake Natoma; construction of new public and
private structures along and adjacent to Suttet Street, including the new three-story buildings
adjacent to the ptoposed project 

^t 
604 and 607 Sutter Street, and modification of the building

facades along Sutter Street west of Riley Street. (Environmentai Planning Patners 2019)

Pnolncr Srrn

The site is an infill patcel surrounded by developed land uses as indicated in Table 1. The
appeatance of the existing site is one of an unmaintained y^cant lot within a pimartly urban setting.
The site is heavily vegetated. The vegetation community present onsite is a mix of ruderal (weedy)
grassland, mainly consisting of bamboo, vinca, nonnative annual grasses, and woodland that is a
mixture of native and horticultural ttees. The parcel contains 17 nartve oak trees and several
ornamental trees. Developed uses on the site are limited to sidewalks, retaining walls, and gutters
along Sutter and Scott Streets. See Figures B through 12.

The project site slopes from southeast to northwest, with the lowest elevations located adjacent to
Sutter Street. Existing elevations on the ptoject site range ftom257 feet MSL to 234 feet MSL.
From south to north along the west side of the project site, the slope is approximately 19 percent.

REGUI-ATORY SETTING

Neither the project site, nor the views to or from the site, have been designated as an important
scenic resource by the City of Folsom ot any other public agency (Folsom 201,8). Folsom Municipal
Code (FMC) Chapter 15.59.040.H (Srgnage or Sign Ordinance) does lists Greenback Lane north and
west of the Rainbow Bridge and Folsom Boulevard west of, and including, the Folsom Crossing
bddge as scenic corridors within the context of the City's regulation of signage (Folsom 2019b). The
project site is not visible from either of these scenic corridors. No state or locally designated scenic
highway has been identified in the vicinity of the project site (Folsom 20t&a).

The City of Folsom through its Zoning Code regulates street level aesthetics and character
throughout the city and in particular ateas by specialized documents such as the Historic District
Design and Development Guidelines. The Folsom Lake State Recreation Area General Plan (2010)
and the American River ParkwayPlan (2008), undertaken by federal and state agencies, and
Sacramento County and other local agencies tespectively, address the preservation and enhancement
of the scenic resources in the Recreation Area and the Parkway. (Folsom 201,8a)

Initial S tudJ / Mitigated Negatiue D ularation

June 2020
603 Sutter Strut Connercial BuildingPr{ect

CiE ofFolson
25

232



Figure 8a Existing View

Figure 8b Proposed View

SOURCE: Williams + Paddon, 2019; Planning Partnere,2019

Existing and Proposed Views - Sutter Street Looking West

603 Sutter Street Project

Figure 8
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Figure 9a Existing View

Figure 9b Proposed View

SOURC Figure 9
Existing and Proposed Views - Scott Street Looking North
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Figure 1"0a Existing View

Figure 10b Proposed View

SOURC Figure 10
Existing and Proposed Views - Scott/Riley Streets Looking South
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Figure llb Proposed View

Figure 1la Existing View

603 Sutter Street Project

Figure 11SOURCE: Williams + Paddon,2019; Planning Partners,2019

Existing and Proposed Views - Sutter/Scott Streets Looking South
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Figure 12b Proposed View

Figure 12a Existing View

603 Sutter Street Project

Figure 12SOURCE: Williams + Paddon,2019; Planing Partnen,2019

Existing and Proposed Views - Sutter Street Panorama
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City of Folsom

Genetal Plan

The following policies from the ptoposed 2035 Genetal Plan addtess aesthetics and visual tesources.

Natura/ and Cultural Resoarces Element

Policy NCR 1.1.7: Fugitive Light. Encourage measures to limit fugitive light from outdoor
sources, including steet lighting.

Policy NCR 5.1.6: Historic Disttict Standatds. Maintain and implement design and
development standards for the Historic District.

Policy NCR 2.1.22 Conplementary Development. Through the planned development permit
process, requite new development to be located and designed to visually complement the natural
envkonment along Folsom Lake, the American River, nearby hillsides, and major creek
corridors such as Humbug, Willow, Alder, and Hinkle.

Policy NCR 2.1.3:Light Pollution Reduction. The City shall minimize obtrusive light by
limiting outdoor lighting that is misdirected, excessive, or unnecess ary, and requiring light for
development to be directed downward to minimize overspill and glare onto adjacent properties
and teduce vertical glare

Implementation Measure NCR 6: Lighting Design Standards. Establish consistent lighting
standatds for outdoor lighting of city development to reduce high-intensity nighttime lighting
and glare. These standards shall be consistent with the Folsom Plan Area Specific Plan
Community Design Guidelines. Additional standards shall be considered, including the use of
automatic shutoffs ot motion sensots fot lighting features to further reduce excess nighttime
light.

To teduce impacts associated with light and glare, the City will require the following lighting
standards:

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

o Place and shield or screen flood and area lighting needed for construction activities andf or
security so as riot to distutb adjacent residential areas and passing motorists.

. For public street, building, parking, and landscape lighting in residential neighborhoods,
ptohibit the use of light fixtures that ate of unusually high intensity or bdghtness (e.g., harsh
mercury vapor, low-pressure sodium, or fluorescent bulbs) or that blink or flash. For public
patks and sports facilities, the City will use the best light and glare control technology
feasible, along with sensitive site design.

. IJse appropriate building materials (such as low-glare glass,low-glare building glaze or
finish, neutral, earth-toned colored paint and roofing materials), shielded or scteened
lighting, and appropriate signage in the office f commercial 

^re^s 
to prevent light and

glare fiom adversely affecting motorists on nearby roadways.
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Folsom Municipal Code

17 .52.300 Design review.

The historic district commission shall have final authority relating to the design and architectwe of
the following structures within the historic district boundaries:

1,. All new office, industrial, commercial and residential structures; ...

17 .52.400 Design standards.

A. The design standatds specifiedin Sections 17.52.410 through 1,7.52.590 (including17.52.510,
which applies to the Sutter Street subarea where the project is located) shall be applicable to all new
structures and alterations to existing structures within the historic district. Design review is
required for all new structures and alterations to existing structures, unless otherwise
specified in this chapter.

D. Exceptions to the design standards stated herein or in any subsequendy adopted design and
development guidelines may be permitted by the historic district commission when unique
individual circumstances require the exception in order to comply with the purposes of this
chapter or when necessary to allow fot historical reconstruction of a previously existing
structure or feature. (Ord. 890 $ 2 (part), 1998)

17.52.570 Suttet street subarea special use and design standards.

A. Permitted Uses.

1'. Retail, service, public/quasi-public and office uses permitted in Folsom's modern central
business district (C-2 zone) are permitted, with the following exceptions and limitations:

a. Uses not in scale with a small downtown, such as large discount stores and
supermarkets, are not pemitted.

b. Uses which are so intrinsically modern that they cannot be successfully integrated,
through design, into the plan's historic time frame, such as non-antique auto sales
with outdoor display, are not permitted.

3. Residential uses are permitted, with the following exceptions and limitations:

b. In assessing compatibility between residential and commercial uses, a residential use
located vdthin this subarea will be expected to tolerate gte t$ impacts from
commercial uses than if it were located in a primarily residential area. Commercial
and residential uses may each be expected to make reasonable physical or operational
modifications to improve compatibility between them.

B. Design Concept.

The design concept for this subarea is to presewe existing pre-1900 buildings, and require
new or replacement structures to be of a pre-1900 desig!, unless a post-1900 building is
unique andf or representative of 1850-1950 architectural styles. The historic district
commission may approve new construction of post-1900 design, on an exception basis, if it
finds that the architecture is an outstanding design which represents a structure or use which
formerly existed in historic Folsom or which represents a typical design and use extant in
similar California towns between 1900 and 1950.
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C. Height. Building heights shall not exceed 35 feet adjacent to the sidewalk 
^tea 

on Sutter or
Leidesdorff Street and 50 feet in other sections of the subarea. Towers, spires, or other
similar architectural features may extend up to 15 feet above the building height.

D. Setbacks. Contiguous shops on Sutter Street frontage shall maintain continuity of facades
along public sidewalk.

Califomia Depattment of Patks and Recteation

The State Department of Patks and Recreation manages that portion of the Folsom Lake State
Recreation Area (FLSRA) and the Folsom Powerhouse State Historic Park within the city limits
(CSPRC 2009). The FLSRA General Plan includes the portion of the American River Parkway
administered by the State. The majority of the policies and programs set forth in the FLSRA General
Plan are directed to State management actions or other activities within the FLSRA boundades.
Policies ditected to activities outside of the FLSRA including within the Historic Disttict include:

Folsom Lake State Recreation Atea / Powerhouse State Historic Park GeneralPlan /
Resource Management Plan

C. Unit-Vide Management Goals and Guidelines

f. Visual Resources and Aesthetics

Viewshed Protection

VISUAL-2: Work with local judsdictions in the land use planning and development
process to protect key views in the SRA from continued visual intrusion from
surrounding development. This will include appropriate general plan land use
designations, zoning to regulate such matters as building height and setbacks, ridgeline
protection ordinances that help protect visual resources of the SRA, and rigorous
development review and enforcement.

Lighting

VISUAL-9: Work with local jurisdictions in the land use planning and development
process to protect the SRA ftom existing and future ambient light sources in
development adjacent to the SRA. This will include zoting to regulate lighting, submittal
of lighting plans, and "dark sliy" ordinances that help protect the visual resources of the
SRA.

American River Parkway

In 1985, the California legislature acknowledged the statewide significance of the American River
Parkway by adopting the American fuvet Parkway Plan (ARPP) through the passage of the Urban
American River Parkway Preservation Act (Public Resources Code Section 5840). The ARPP has
authority over the land uses within the Patkway that extends from Downtown Sacramento at the
confluence with the Sacramento River to Folsom Dam within the FLSRA. The ARPP includes land
use designations and policies that direct all tecreation, restoration, presewation and development of
facilities.
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As noted, the geographic scope of the ARPP includes Lake Natom^, an ate that is formally
managed in compliance with the 2010 Folsom Lake State Recreation Area General Plan. The ARPP
incorporates the Folsom Lake General Plan by reference thereby acknowledging its validity as the
land use plan for Lake Natoma.

The following policy of the ARPP would apply to the actions within the vicinity of the proposed
project:

7.24In otder to minimize adverse visual impacts on the aesthetic resources of the parkway, iocal
jurisdictions shall regulate adjacent development visible from the parkway. These local
regulations shall take into account the extent to which the development is visible from the
parkway. Reguiations may include tools to address design, color, texture and scale, such as:

a. Setbacks or buffers between the parkway and the development.

b. Structures to be stepped away from the parkway or limits on building scale.

c. Screening of structures visible ftom the parkway with landscaping, preferably native

vegetation or othet naturally-occurring features.
d. Use of colors and materials including non-reflective surfaces, amount of glass, and

requiring medium to dark earth tone colors that blend with the colors of surounding
vegetation, particulady in sensitive bluff or river's edge locations.

e. Guidelines to discourage intrusive lighting and commercial advertising.

PROPOSED PROJECT

The applicang ZGlobal, proposes to construct and operate a mixed-use (retail/restaurantf offrce),
three-story building on the southwest cornet of Sutter Street and Scott Steet within the Folsom
Historic Disttict. Figures 4,5 and 6 illustrate the ptoposed building and exterior elevations.

An outdoot di"i"g patio would be located on the proposed building's fust floor. The buildingwould
feature balconies on the north and west sides of the building for floors 2 and3,and a roof deck. The
roof deck would occupy the notthern and eastetn portions of the roof adjacent to Sutter and Scott
Stteets.

The primary entrance to the building, including fust floor retail and restaurant uses, would be
provided at a common enttance and entry court/lobby accessed from Sutter Street. A secondary
entrance would be provided on the east side of the building fot emergency access (see Figure 5). The
ptoposed project would include developed uses within the public rights-of-way of surrounding
streets, including outdoot seating and a second floot balcony on the Sutter Street frontage, and a
concfete walkway, stairs, and trash enclosure access famp on the Scott Street frontage.
Implementation of the ptoject also would result in the construction within the right-of-way of a
landscaped buffer and public sidewalk along Scott Street and landscaping at the northwest and
northeast corners ofthe building.

As proposed, the building height would be a maximum of 50 feet, 6 inches from the ground (building
pad) to the toof parapet. Building features associated with the elevator and ut conditioning equipment
would be mounted on the roof in excess of this height, but would be located 18 feet, 10 feet arrd14-
21' feet from the ftont,rear and sides ofthe building to teduce visibility from surrounding areas and
streets.
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The ftont of the building would constructed on the Sutter Street property line vzith no setback.
Similarly, the building's east side would have no property line setback. Building setbacks ftom the
west side and rear proPerty lines would be 5 1/z feet and 1.0 1/z feet respectively. The tmsh enclosure
near the nottheast corner of the building would be constucted to the property line with no setback.
The distance fiom the rear of the building to the nearest structure would be approximately 34 feet,
while the distance from the trash enclosure to this structure would be 23 feet. The distance from the
westerly building facade to the nearest structure, a small single-story commercial building, would be
approximately 9 feet.

Pedestdan circulation imptovements would include the installation of a public sidewalk on the Scott
Street frontage of the project site.

The applicant's intent is that the ptoposed building would 
^ppeat 

similar to other commercial
projects recendy developed on the 600 block of Sutter Street and elsewhere within the Historic
Disttict consistent with the Historic District Design and Development Guidelines.

As indicated on Figure 7, the existing site siopes from its southeast corner to the northwest comer,
with elevations ranging fuom21l feet MSL at the site's southeast corrier adjacentto Scott Street to 234
feet MSL at the notthwest corner adjacentto Sutter Street. With implementation of the project, the
site would be excavated and leveled to an elevation of 237 feet MSL to permit the construction of
footings and subgrade.

Grading of the project site to establish the foundations, subgrade and building pad would require cuts
on the project site ranging fiom up to 20 feet in depth at the rear of the building to 3 feet at the
building':s northwest cornet adjacent to Sutter Street. To permanendy maintain the stability of the cut
slopes, retaining walls would be constructed at the rear of the site and along the western site boundary.
Retaining walls would act to prevent collapse or setdement of existing structures both south and west
of the site in addition to ptotecting the proposed building from the potential failure of surrounding
slopes.

Retaining walls would be incolporated into the fust floor of the building at both locations; in the rear
of the building a pottion of the second floor and the ttash enclosure would also be used to retain the
slope. Excavation and consttucti.on activities associated with incoqporated retaining walls on the west
side and the rear of the building could encroach into the planned building setbacks. However, these
areas would be backfilled and leveled at the compietion of construction.

Freestanding retaining walls would be constructed near the northeast corner of the project site
adjacent to the intersection of Sutter and Scott Sfteets, and along the Scott Street frontage of the
proposed project. These retaining walls would be separated from the building to provide an outdoor
seating arca and a walkway. See Figute 7 , and also Figutes 3,5, and 6. Planned retaining walls would
range from 1-foot to 15-feet in height. For additional infotmation regarding the proposed dimensions
of the retaining walls see Table 3.

The proposed 603 Sutter Street building would be visible from viewpoints immediately adjacent to
the project, including ftom within several single-family dwellings and the Cohn House to the south
and east (see Figures 8-12). This photo essay illustates the existing views of the project site from
several short-range viewpoints, as well as photosimulations of visual conditions after construction of
the ptoject.
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ENVIRONMENTAL ANALYSIS

Cahforna Public Resources Code @RC), Section 21.099 sets forth the follovring standards with
respect to infill projects to be constructed within a Transit Priority Area (TPA):

PRC S 2109e.

(a) For pu{poses of this section, the follovring teffis mean the following:

(1) "Employment centef project" means a project located on property zoned for commercial
uses with a floot area ra dlo of no less than 0.75 and that is located within a tansit priority
ale ,

(2) "Floor area t^ d.o" means the ratio of gross building arca of the development, excluding
structured parking areas, proposed for the project divided by the net lot area.

(3) "Gtoss building 
^re 

" means the sum of all finished areas of all floots of a building included
vdthin the outside faces of its exterior walls.

(4) "Infi.ll site" means a lot located within an urban area that has been previously developed, or
on 

^v^cant 
site whete at least 75 petcent of the pedmeter of the site adjoins, or is separated

only by an improved public right-of-way from, parcels that are developed with quatfied
urban uses.

(5) "Lot" means all parcels utilized by the project.

(6) "Net lot area" means the area of alot, excluding publicly dedicated land and private streets
that meet local standards, and other public use areas as determined by the local land use
authority.

(7) "Transit priority area" means 
^fl 

area within one-half mile of a majot transit stop that is
existing or planned, ...

(d) (1) Aesthetic and parking impacts of a residential, mixed-use residential, or employment center
project on an infill site within a transit priority area shall not be considered significant
impacts on the environment.

(2) (A) This subdivision does not affect, change, or modify the authodty of alead agency to
consider aesthetic impacts pursuant to local design review ordinances or other
discretionary powers provided by other laws or policies.

(B) Fot the purposes of this subdivision, aesthetic impacts do not include impacts on
historical or cultural resourcesl.

Fot an evaluation of the project's potential effects on historical or cultural resouces, see Section V, Cultural
Resources of this Initial Study. Additional evaluation of the ptoject's influence on the historical context of the
Historic District will be evaluated by the Historic District Commission in its consideration of the project.
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Everuetrou or ApprrcABrr.rTy or SnctroN 27099

The Genetal Plan land use designation for the project site is Historic District - Mixed Use, and the
zoning is Historic District (HD). The project lies within the Sutter Street subarea of the Historic
District. Section 17 .52.510 permits expressly permits mixed-use commercial /office projects within
the subarea such as that proposed by the 603 Sutter Steet Commercial Building project. The floor
area raio (FAR) of the ptoject exceeds 0.75. See TabIe 2. Thus, the project qualifies as an
Employment Center Project.

The project site is surrounded by other urban uses, eithet adjoining the site or sepamted from it by
improved public dghts-of-way, thereby qualifying as an Infill Site.

The project is within one-half mile of the Historic Folsom Light Rail Station, designated by the
Sactamento Area Council of Governments as amajor transit stop. The proposed 603 Sutter Street
Commercial Building project is located within the Transit Priority Area surrounding the station.

Based on the foregoing, consistent with the requirements of PRC Section 21.0gg,this Initial Study
finds that the aesthetic effects of the proposed project are not considered to be significant. Thus, the
following discussion qualitatively assesses the implementation of the proposed ptoject on visual
resources. The analysis does not evaluate whether the proposed project meets the City's design
guidelines and criteia for the Historic District or the Sutter Street subarea of the District, nor
whether the building is attractive. The evaluation of these topics is the exclusive responsibility of the
Historic Disttict Commission FMC 17.52.300).

Question (a) Scenic vista: Less-than-significant Impact. No designated scenic vistas are
identified by the City of Folsom or Caluans within the viewshed of the project site. Similarly, the
proposed project would not place slgnage within the Folsom Boulevard or Greenback Lane
corridors, and hence, would not be subject to the special sign rules petaining to the corridors. There
would be a less-than-significant impact to these protected scenic resoutces.

Question (b) Scenic resources: No Impact. No state or locally designated scenic highways are
located within the project's viewshed or in the vicinity of the proposed project (Folsom 2018a).
Thetefote, implementation of the proposed ptoject would not adversely affect scenic resources
within a designated scenic highway. No impact would occur, and no mitigation would be necessary

Question (c) Visual charactet: Less-than-significant Impact. The short- to medium-range
visual character of the project site is defined by urban and natural elements, including dense
commetcial and residential uses surounding the site and the natrtralvisual elements of the American
River Parkway and Lake Natoma.

Though no scenic vistas in the project area that could be affected by the project have been
designated by the City of Folsom or any other governmental agency, several residents to the south
and east of the project site cutrently enjoy short-range views of a heavily vegetated site. See Figures
B thtough 12. Because portions of these views can be enjoyed from backyards and from inside
residences, tesidents would be sensitive to modifications of these views. Motorists on adjacent
roadways and shoppers at suffounding commercial uses would not be considered to be sensitive
viewers.
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Implementation of the proposed project would change the visual chatacter of the project site from
an undeveloped lot to a developed mixed-use building with landscape improvements. The majority
of the trees on the project site would be removed. For the closest residential neighbors, the building
would repfesent an inffusion into the immediate-tange viewshed. However, the building as proposed
would be consistent with the commercial uses planned for the project site by the City's Zoning Code
(FMC Section17.52.570). This section of the Code (Section17.52.51.0.4.1.b) establishes that, "In
assessing compatibiJity between residential and commercial uses, a residential use located within this
subarea will be expected to tolerate greatr't impacts from commercial uses than if it were located in a

primanly residential area." Based on the foregoing, and in consideration of PRC Section 21.099, the
effect of constructing and operating the proposed building would be less-than-significant. However,
consistency with the design requirements of the Folsom Municipal Code and the Historic District
Design and Development Guidelines will be considered by the Historic District Commission in its
decision on approval or disapproval of the proposed project.

Question (d) Light and glate: Less-than-significant Impact. As an undeveloped lot, the project
site features no existing day or nighttime lighting. Implementation of the proposed project would
result in new exterior lighting, such as security, signage, walkway, and landscape lighting, and interior
lighting from the building windows. Because there is currently no development on the project site,
the proposed lighting would result in a new or increased source of light and glare that wouid be
visible to motorists on perimeter streets, and to viewers from nearby residences and commercial
uses. As a condition of approval and consistent with the General Plan and Historic District Design
Guidelines, the City requires that the proposed ptoject to comply with lighting standards that ensure
that lighting on the site would be focused within the project boundary, and shielded away from
adjacent toadways and properties. City standards also require that lights be placed on a timer or
photo electronic cell capable of turning the lights on and off one-half hour prior to dawn and one-
half-hour past dusk.

By requiring compliance with the City's lighting standards, this impact would be less than significant.
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Would the project:

a) Convert Prime trarmland, Unique Farmland, or Farmland of
Statewide Importance @atmland), as shown on the maps prepared
pursuant to the Farrnland Mapping and Monitoring Program of
the Califomia Resources Agency, to non-agricultua.l use?

x

b) Conflict with existing zoning for agricultural use, or a VTilliamson
Act contract? X

c) Conflict with existing zontng for, or cause rezoning of, forest land
(as defined in Public Resources Code section I2220(g)), timberland
(as defined in Public Resources Code section 4526), ot timberland
zoned Timbedand Production (as defined in Public Resoutces
Code section 5110a(g)?

X

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

X

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

x

II. AcnrcuLTURE AND FoRBsrRy RESoURCEs

The project site is an infill parcel surounded by developed land uses in the Historic District of the
City of Folsom. This area of the city does not contain any land that supports commercial agricultural
operations; no agricultutal activities or timber management occur on the project site or in adjacent
areas, nor is the site designated or zoned for agricultural or timbedand uses. The site is not subject
to a Williamson Act Contract (Folsom 2018; CDFW 2018).

The Important Farmlands Map prepared for Sacramento County by the Caltfotnta Resources
Agency classifi.es the project site as Urban and Built-Up Land. According to the Farnland Mapping
and Monitoring Program, Urban and Built-Up lands are defined to be land occupied by structures or
infrastructure to accommodate a building density of at least one unit to one and one-half actes, or
approximately six sftuctures to 10 acres. Apptopriate uses v/ithin the Urban and Built-Up Land
category include residential, industrial, and commercial uses, in addition to institutional facilities and
othet uses (DOC 2018).

The United States Department of Agriculture Natural Resources Conservation Service (I{RCS)
designates soils in the arca of the proposed project as Not Prime Farmland (I{RCS 201,9).

ENVIRONMENTAL ANALYSI S

Questions (a) and (b) Convert farmland to non-agticultural use/Conflict with zoning for
agricultutal use: No Impact. The project site is located on land classified by the Cahfonta
Resources Agency as Urban and Built-Up Land, and by the NRCS as Not Prime Farmland. The City
of Folsom General Plan designates the ptoject site as Historic Folsom Mixed Use, and it is zoned by
the City of Folsom as Historic District.
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No prime or important farrnlands are located on the site or in the adjacent atea, nor are 
^nyagricultural crops currendy gtown. Also, the proposed project site is not held in a Williamson Act

conftact. Because no important agricultural resources or activities exist within the City or on the
project site, no impact -oUa o..*, and no mitigation would be necessary

Questions (c) through (e) Conflict with zoning for, or loss of farmland, forest land, or timber
land: No Impact. There is no merchantable timber on the project site. Additionally, no timber
management activities occur on the project site or elsewhere vzithin the City of Folsom. No areas
within the City or the project site are designated as forest land or timbedand, or zoned for
Timberland Production. Because no impottant timbedand resources or activities exist within the
City or on the project site, no significant impact would occur, and no mitigation would be necessary.
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Where available, the signifi.cance criteria established by the applicable air quality management or air pollution control
district may be relied upon to make the following determinations. \7ould the proiect:
a) Conflict with or obstruct implementation of the applicable air

quality plan? x
b) Result in a cumulatively considerable net increase of any criteria

pollutant for which the project region is non-attainment under
an applicable fedetal or state ambient air quality standatd?

X

c) Expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant
concenffations? x

d) Result in other emissions (such as those leading to odors)
adversely affecting a substantial number of people? x

III. Aln Queury

ENVIRONMENTAL SETTING

Ait quatity influences public health and welfare, the economy, and quality of life. Air pollutants have
the potential to adversely impact public health, the production and quality of agricultural crops,
visibiJity, native vegetation, and buildings and structures.

Criteria pollutants are those that arc regulated by either the state or federal Clean Air Acts. Non-
criteria pollutants are not regulated by these Acts, but are a concern as precrffsors to criteria
pollutants andf or for their potential for harm or nuisance.

Climate in the Folsom area is characteized by hot, dry summers and cold, rainy winters. During
summer's longer daylight houts, plentiful sunshine ptovides the energy needed to fuel
photochemical teactions between oxides of nitrogen (l.JO, and reactive organic gases (ROG),
which tesult in ozone (O) formation. High concentrations of O: arc rcachedin the Folsom area due
to intense heat, strong and low morning inversions, gready restricted vertical mixing during the day,
and daytime subsidence that strengthens the inversion layer. At this time, the greatest air pollution
problem in the Folsom arca is from NOx.

REGULATORY SETTING

The U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) has set National Ambient Air Quaiity Standards
(i\IAAQS) for ozone, nitogen dioxide, carbon monoxide, sulfur dioxide, respirable particulate
matter €Mro), and airborne lead. Similady, the California Air Resources Board (ARB) has
established Ciltfornta Ambient Air Quafity Standards (CAAQS) to protect public health and welfare.
CAAQS for criteria pollutants equal or srupass NAAQS, and include other pollutants for which
there ate no NAAQS. The ARB is tesponsible for control program oversight activities, while
regional Air Pollution Control Distticts and Air Q"ulity Management Districts are responsible for air
quality planning and enfotcement. The ARB is also responsible for assigning air basin attainment
and non-attainment designations for state critelira pollutants.

Under the federal Clean Air Act, state and local agencies in areas that exceed the NAAQS are
required to develop state implementation plans (SIP) to show how they will achieve the NAAQS for
ozone and particulate matter by specified dates (42 USC 7409, 741,1). The EPA's responsibiJity to
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control air pollution in individual states is primanly to review submittals of SIPs th^t are prepared by
each state.

The City of Folsom lies within the eastern edge of the Sacramento Valley Air Basin (SVAB). The
SMAQMD is tesponsible fot implementing emissions standards and other tequirements of federal
and state laws in the project area. As required by the California Clean Air Act (CCAA), SMAQMD
has published various air quality planning documents to address requirements to bring the
SMAQMD into compliance with the federal and state ambient air quality standards.

The City of Folsom regulates urban development through standard construction conditions and
through mitigation, building, and consttuction requirements set forth in the F. Required of all
projects constructed throughout the city, compliance with the requirements of the City's standard
conditions and the provisions of the Municipal Code avoids or reduces many potential
environmental effects. The ptoposed project would be subject to the City's standard construction
requirement that all construction be in compJiance with appJicable SMAQMD and City air pollution
requitements.2

State and national air quality standards consist of two parts: an allowable concentration of a
pollutant, and an averaging time over which the concentration is to be measured. Allowable
concentrations are based on the results of studies on the effects of the pollutants on human health,
crops and vegetation, and, in some cases, damage to paint and other materials. The avetaging times
are based on whether the damage caused by the pollutant is more likely to occur during exposures to
a high concentration fot a short time (i.e., one hour), or to a telatively lower average concenttation
over a longer period (i.e., eight houts, 24hours, or one month). For some pollutants, there is more
than one ait quality standatd, teflecting both its short-term and long-term effects. Ambient air
quality is described in terms of compliance with state and national standards, and the levels of air
pollutant concentrations considered safe to protect the public health and welfare. These standards
ate designed to pfotect people most sensitive to respiratory distress, such as asthmatics, the eldedy,
vely young children, people akeady weakened by other disease or illness, and persons engaged in
strenuous work ot exetcise. CAAQS and NAAQS are listed in Table 6.

The ARB is required to designate areas of the state as attainment, non-attainment, or unclassified for
any state standard. An "attainment" designation for anatea signifies that pollutant concentrations do
not violate the standatd for that pollutant in that area. A "non-attainment" designation indicates that
a pollutant concentration violated the standatd at least once, excluding those occasions when a

violation was caused by an exceptional event, as defined in the criteria. An "unclassified" designation
signifies that data does not support either an attainment or non-attainment status. An arcawhere the
standard for a pollutant is exceeded is considered in non-attainment and is subject to planning and
pollution control requitements that are mote stringent than normal requirements. The CCAA
divides districts into moderate, serious, and sevete air pollution categories, with increasingly
stringent control requirements mandated fot each category. Of the crtteia pollutants, the project
atea ts in non-attainment for federal and state ozorre, state PMrs, and federal PMz.s standards (see
Table 6).

The SMAQMD regulates construction and other activities in areas with naturally occurring asbestos. As
documented in Section IX, Haqards and Haqardnw Materiah, of this Initial Study, the 603 Sutter Street proiect is
located rn an area that is least likely to contain natually occurring asbestos.

t
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Pollutant AveragingTime Califomia Standards
Concentration

Federal Primary Standards
Concentration

8-hourOzone (O3)

1-hout
24-hovt 750 ps/m3Respirable Particulate

Matter CPMro) Annual Arithmetic Mean
24-hourFine Particulate Matter

@Mz.s) Annual Average 12vs/n3 12w/rfi
8-hour 9.0 ppm (10 me/m3) 9 ppm (10 mElm3)Carbon Monoxide
1-hour 20 ppm 23 mE/m3\ 35 ppm (40 ms/rn3\
Annual Averaqe 0.03 ppm (57 w/rrF\ 0.053 opm (100 uelm3)Nitrogen Dioxide
1-hour 0.18 ppm (339 w/rfi\ 0.100 ppm (188 rrslm3)
30 day Average 1.5 us/rrf
Rolline 3-Month Averaee 0.15 rrelm3

Lead

Quarterh Averaqe 1..5 ps/m3
24-how 0.04 ppm (105 r"rElm3) 0.14 ppm (for certain areas)

J-noLrr

Sulfur Dioxide

1-hout 0.25 ppm (655 rrqlm3) 0.075 ppm ('196 pe/rrP]l
Sulfates 24-hov 25 us/n3 No Federal Standard
Hydrogen Sul&de 1-hour 0.03 ppm (42 ps/rfi) No Federal Standard
Vinyl Ctrloride 24-how 0.01 ppm Q6 vs,/nf) No Federal Standard

Table 6 Federal and Califomia funbient Air Quality Standards and Attainment Status

Notes: ppm = parts per million; per cubic meter; m 3= microgams per cubic meter
Shaded areas indicate that Sacramento County is in non-attainment for that ah pollutant standard

Source: EPA 201 9, EPA 201 8, SMABMD 201 9, AKB 2016, EPA 2016.

Cnrrenre ArR PoLLUTANTS

Ozone is not emitted direcdy into the environment, but is generated from complex chemical
reactions between ROG, or non-methane hydrocarbons, and NOx that occur in the presence of
sunlight. ROG and NOx generators in Sactamento County include motor vehicles, recreational
boats, othet transportation sources, and industrial processes . Ozone exposure causes eye irdtation
and damage to lung tissue in humans. Ozone also harms vegetation, reduces crop yields, and
accelerates deterioration ofpaints, finishes, rubber products, plastics, and fabrics. Research also
shows that children exposed to unhealthful levels of ozone suffer decreased lung function grov/th
and increased asthma.

PMto, or inhalable particulate matte\ is a complex mixture of primary or directly emitted particles,
and secondarT particles or aerosol droplets formed in the atmosphere by precursor chemicals. The
main sources of fugitive dust are unpaved roads, paved roads, and construction. Additional sources
of PMro include fres, industrial processes, mobile sources, fuel combustion, agriculture,
miscellaneous sources, and solvents. Health studies link particulate pollution to sudden death in
infants as well as adults with heart and lung ailments, shortening lives by years. Exposure to airborne
particles also aggtavates respiratory illnesses like asthma, bronchitis, emphysema, and pneumonia.

PMz.s is atmospheric particulate matter having a particle size less than 2.5 microns (fr-) i" diameter.
These particles are so small they can be detected only with an electron microscope. Sources of fine
particles include all types of combustion, including motor vehicles, power plants, residential wood
burning, fotest fues, agricultural butning, and some industrial processes. These small particles can be
inhaled into the lungs and have the potential to cause health-related impacts in sensitive persons.
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Arn QulrrrYMoNrToRrNc
The SMAQMD's air quality monitoring network provides information on ambient concentrations of
ait pollutants. The SMAQMD operates several monitoring stations in the SVAB where the air
quality data for ozorre, PMz.s, and PMro were obtained. Table 7 compares a ftve-yezr summaqr of the
highest annual criteria air pollutant emissions collected at two area monitoring stations with
applicable CAAQS, which are more stringent than the coresponding NAAQS. Due to the regional
nature of these pollutants, ozone, PM25, and PMro are expected to be fairly representative of the
project site.

As indicated in Table 7, the 03, PMzsand PMrostandards have been exceeded in Sacramento County
over the past five years.

Notes: Underlined Va.lues in excess of applicable standard; ppm = parts per miliion; pg/rrf = micrograms per cubic
meter; Est. = Estimated
*Insufficient data to determine the value
**2018 is the latest yeat of data avatlable as of preparation of this section $iy 201.9, updatedJune 2020).

Source: CaliforniaAirRenurcet Board, 2020, AirpnoliA Trend Sutnrzaries. Accessed at lwww.arb.ca.goaf adam>.

StcNrrrceNcE THRESHoLDS

The SMAQMD has published thresholds of significance for new projects in its Guide to Air pualigt
Assessment in Sacramento Counfl (CEQA Guide) ("ttgt"ully published tn2009 with some sections most
recendy updated inJune 2020 (as ofJune 2020)) (SMAQMD 2020). These thresholds are used to
determine whether the potential air quality impacts of a proposed project are significant. The
SMAQMD procedure is to quantify pollutant emissions from a project and compare the results to
the significance thteshold. The following emission levels have been established ai the significance
thtesholds for those air quality impacts quantitatively assessed:

60i S utter Strut Conmercial Building Projut
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Pollutant 2014 20L5 2016 20t7 2018{"r

Ozone (O3) l-hour: Monitoring hcation: Fohom - Natoma Sheet

Maximum Concentration (ppm) 0.100 0.774 0.777 0.107 0.105

Days Exceeding State Standard (1-hr avg. > 0.09 ppm) 7 J 6 4 5

Ozone (O3) 8-hour: Monitoing lomtion: Fobom - Natoma Street

Maximum Concentration (ppm) 0.085 0.093 0.095 0.087 0.094

Days Exceeding State and Federal Standard (8-hr avg. > 0.070 ppm) 35 77 24 79 t9
PMrc: Monitoring location: Sacramento - Branth CenterRoad 2
Est. Days Exceeding State Standard @ady Standard 50 pg/m3) 0.0 0.0 0.0 18.4 24.7

Maximum State 24-Hout Concentration (W/-) 46.0 45.0 44.0 81.0 212.0

Days Exceeding Federal Standard (Daily Standard 150 pg/m3) 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 6.7

Maximum Federal 24-How Concentration (ry/^) 45.0 44.O 45.0 79.0 200.0

PMz.s: Monitoring location: Fokom - Natoma Street

Est. Days Exceeding National 2006 Standard @aily Standard 35 W/og 1.0 7.7 0.0 0.0 9.0

Maximum National 24-Hour Concentration (gg/m) 52.0 38.1 25.7 -ta.z 104.5

Annual Air Quality Data for Sacrarnento County Air Quality Monitoring
Stations

TableT
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Construction Phase Operational Phase

Reactiue Organh Gaset (ROG): None 65 pounds per day (lbs/day)

Oxidu of Nitrogen (I'{Ox): 85 lbs/day 65 lbs/day

P artica late Matter (PM t O)' Zeto (O).If all feasible BACT/BMPs are applied, then 80
pounds/day and 74.6 tons/year

P anicu late Matte r (PM 2. | : Zeto (0).If all feasible BACT/BMPs are applied, then 82
pounds/day and 15 tons/year

Additionally, the SMAQMD tequires that emissions concentrations from all phases of project
activities not exceed the applicable CAAQS. A project is considered to contribute substantially to an
existing or ptojected violation of a CAAQS if it emits pollutants at a level equal to or greater than
five petcent of the applicable CAAQS.

ENVI RONMBNTAL ANALYSI S

Potential air quality impacts are assessed for both consftuction and operational phases of the 603
Sutter Street Commercial Building project:

o Construction includes site grading, cut and fill activities, building of sttuctures, and paving.
Consttuction activities resulting in air emissions include employee commute trips, exhaust
ftom construction equipment, fugitive dust from earthmoving activities and vehicle
movement on the ptoject site, evaporative emissions from paving of surfaces, and the
application of architectural coatings to the buildings. Construction of the proposed faciJity is
scheduled to begin upon project approval and would be constructed in a single phase of
approximat eIy 1,212 months.

. Operation activities tesulting in air emissions include vehicular trips generated by the
restaurant, retail, and office uses; afea sources (architectural coating, consulner products,
and landscaping); and energy use. Based on construction phasing, the proposed mixed-
use facility is anticipated to become operational in2027.

Construction and operation telated emissions were calculated using the California Emissions
Estimator Model (CalEEMod) Version 201,6.3.2. Output files and assumptions are attached as

Appendix A).

Table B presents an estimate of maximum daily and annual construction and operation emissions of
criteria air pollutants and precursors of primary concern for the proposed mixed use project. These
air pollutants include ozofle precursors (ROG and NOx) and paticulate m^ttet (PMro and PMz.s)
(other pollutants of less concern are included in Appendix A).
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ROG NO* PMtn PM"o
Construction Emissions (summer) 74.43lbs/day 9.73\bs/day 7.43Lbs/day 0.91 lbs/day

Construction Emis sions (winter) 14.43lbs/day 9.81 lbs/day 1.43lbs/day 0.92|bs/day

Construction Emissions (annual) 0.L4 tons/yt I.20 tors/yt 0.10 tons/yr 0.07 tons/yr

Operation Emissions (summe$ 1..54Lbs/day 3.34Ibs/day 1.65 lbs/day 0.46lbs/day

Operation Emis sions (-i"t"4 1.22\bs/day 3.50lbs/day 1.65 lbs/day 0.46lbs/day

Opetation Emis sions (annual) 0.20 tons/yr 0.51 tons/yr 0.23 tons/yr 0.07 tons/yr

Table 8 Unmitigatcd Construction and Operation Relerted Emissions

Note: lbs = pounds; yr = ye r; ROG = reactive organic gases; NO;q = oxides of nitrogen; PM16 = respirable
particulate matter; Plr'Iz.s = fine particulate matter

Source: Plannins Paftnerc 201 9. Su Anoendix A.

Questions (a) and (c) Conflict with air quality plan / Expose sensitive receptors to
substantial pollutant concentrations: Less-than-significant Impact. Construction - NOx
Emissions. The SMAQMD has developed a scteening process to assist in determining if NO*
emissions from constructing a ptoject in Sacramento County would exceed the District's
construction significance thteshold for NOx. Consttuctiol of a project that does not exceed the
scteening level and meets all the screening parameters will be considered to have a less-than-
significant impact on afu quatity. However, all construction projects regardless of the screening level
are required to implement the District's Basic Construction Emission Control Practices (Guide
secrion updated Apnl 2020). (SMAQMD 2020)

Projects that ate 35 acres or less in size generally will not exceed the District's constfuction NOx
threshold of significance. This screening level was developed using default construction inputs in the
CalEEMod. This screening level cannot be used to determine a project's construction emissions will
have a less-than significant impact on ait quality unless all of the following parameters are met. The
project rlust not

. Include buildings more than 4 stories tall;

. Include demolition activities;

. Include rnajor trenching activities;

. Have a construction schedule that is unusually compact, fast-paced, or involves morc than2
phases (i.e., grading, paving, building construction, and architectural coatings) occurring
simultaneously;

. Involve cut-and-fi.ll operations (moving earth with haul trucks andf or flattening or terracing
hills); and

. Require import or export of soil materials that vdll require a considerable amount of haul
ruck activity. (SMAQMD 2020) (Guide secrion updated Apin2020)

The proposed 603 Sutter Stteet Commercial Building project does not meet all of the screening level
parameters. \While the project site is only 0.17 actes, construction would include cut and fill
operations and expott of soil materials. Consftuction emissions were estimated using
CalEEMod.2076.3.2 (output files attached as Appendix A), and NOx emissions ftom construction
activities of approxim^tely g.73lbs/day (summer) and 9.81 lbs/day winter) would be less than the
SMAQMD significance threshold of 85 lbs/day. Thus, according to CalEEMod results, the project
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would be expected to result in less-than-significant construction NOx emissions. This would be a
less-than-signi{icant impact, and no mitigation would be necessary.

Questions (b) and (c) Net increase of criteria pollutant / Expose sensitive receptors to
substantial pollutant concentrations: Less-than-significant Impact. Construction - PM6 and
PMz.s Emissions. During typical constuction proiects the majority of particulate matter emissions
(i.e., PM19 and PM2.5) are generated in the form of fugitive dust during ground disturbance activities,
most of which is generated during the grading phase. PM emissions are also generated in the form
of equipment exhaust and re-entrained road dust ftom vehicle travel on paved and unpaved
surfaces.

The SJVAPCD uses the same screening level as the NOx emission screening level to assist a lead
agency in determining if PM emissions from consuucting a project in Sacramento County will
exceed the District's consftuction significance thresholds for PMro and PMz.s. Construction of a
project that does not exceed the screening level, meets all the screening parameters, and implements
the SJVAPCD's Basic Constuction Emission Control Practices (also known as BMPs) would be
considered to have a less-than-significant impact on air quality. (SMAQMD 2020) (Guide section
updated April2020)

While the project site is only 0.17 acres, construction would include cut and fill operations and
export of soil materials. As estimated using CaIEEMod.2076.3.2 (output files attached as Appendix
A), PMro construction emissions would be reduced fuom1.43 to 0.10lbs/day and PMzsconsffuction
emissions would be reduced from092 to 0.69 lbs/day by cleaning up trackout mud and watering
exposed surfaces two times daily. This would be less than the SMAQMD significance thresholds of
80 lbs/day PMro and 82lbs/ day PMz.s. Thus, the project would be expected to result in less-than-
significant construction PM emissions, and no mitigation would be necessary.

Section 6.07 of the City's Standatd Constuction Specifications and Details, General Ptovisions
requires that consttuction conftactors comply with all air pollution control rules and regulations.
The proposed ptojects would be required to comply with all SMAQMD rules and regulations for
construction, including, but not limited to, Rule 403 (Fugitive Dust) and Rule 404 @articulate
Matter). Prior to initiation of project consttuction, the project appJicant shall confirm applicable
SMAQMD rules with the Air District. In addition, all construction projects are required to
implement the Disttict's Basic Construction Emission Control Practices (SMAQMD 2020), as

applicable. These practices include the following:

Basic Construction Emission Control Practices (SMAQMD Guide section updatedJuly 2019)

o Control of fugitive dust is required by District Rule 403 and enforced by District staff.
o Watet all exposed surfaces two times daily. Exposed surfaces include, but are not limited to

soil piles, graded areas, unpaved parking areas, staginga;re s, and access roads.
. Covet or maintain at least two feet of free board space on haul trucks transpotting soil, sand,

or other loose material on the site. Any haul trucks that would be traveling along freeways or
major toadways should be covered.

. IJse wet power vacuurn street sweepers to remove any visible trackout mud or dift 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 (-ph)
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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 ot soil binders are used.

Minimize idling time eithet by shutting equipment off when not in use or reducing the time
of idling to 5 minutes [required by California Code of Regulations, Title 13, sections
2449(d)(3) and 2485). Provide clear signage that posts this requirement for workers at the
entfances to the site.

Provide current certificate(s) of compliance for CARB's In-Use Off-Road Diesel-Fueled
Fleets Regulation [California Code of Regulations, Tide L3, sections 2449 and2449.1).For
more information contact CARB at 877 -593-6677 , doors@arb.ca.gov, or
www. arb. ca .gov / do ors / compliance_cert1 . html.
Maintain all construction equipment in proper working condition according to
manufacturer's specifications. The equipment must be checked by a certified mechanic
and detetmine to be running in proper condition before it is operated.

Questions (a) through (c) Conflict with air quality plan / Net increase of critedapollutant /
Expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant concentfations: Less-than-significant
Impact. Ozone Precutsor Emissions from Operations.

The District has developed screening levels to he$ Iead agencies analyze opetational ROG and NOx
and PMro and PX&semissions from projects in Sacramento County (SMAQMD Guide section
updatedJune 2020). As set forth by the District, the screening levels shall not be used to evaluate
operational emissions from projects that have one or more of the following characteristics:

. The project vrill include wood stoves or wood-burning appliances;

. The project does not include BMPs fot PM emissions;

o Project trip generation rates are expected to be gteater than the default trip rates in
CaiEEMod. The default trip rates in CalF.EMod, which can be viewed in the Operational-
Mobile Vehicle Trips tab, are based on standard rates from the Institute of Transportation
Engineers (ITE) Trip Generation Manual;

. The vehicle fleet mix for the ptoject is expected to be substantialiy different from the
average vehicle fleet mix for Sactamento County. For example, the fleet mix associated with
an industtial land use project will likely consist of a high portion of heavy-duty trucks;

. The project vrill include mixed-use development; or

. The project will include any industrial land use types (possibly including stationary
sources of emissions.

As included in the list above, the project includes mixed-uses of office, retail, and restaurant, and the
SMAQMD Operational Screening Levels for would not apply (SMAQMD Guide section updated
Apnl 2020). In order to support the use of the SJVAPCD's non-zero thresholds of significance for
operational PM emissions, the SJVAPCD provides guidance on Best Management Practices (BtvIP)
to reduce operational PM emissions from land use development projects (SMAQMD Guide section
updated August 201,6). As requfued by existing regulations, the following BMPs provided by the
SJVAPCD will be included by the City of Folsom as Conditions of Approval:

1.. Compliance with District rules that control opetational PM and NOx emissions. Reference
rules regatding wood burning devices, boilers, water heaters, genefators and other PM

a

a

a
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control rules that may apply to equipment to be located at the proiect. Current rules can be
found on the District's website: http://www.afuquality.org/Businesses/Rules-Regulations

2. Compliance with mandatory measures in the California Building Energy Efficiency
Standards QtrJe 24,Part 6) that pertain to efficient use of natural gas for space and water
heating and other uses at the ptoposed project. The current standards can be found on the
California Enetgy Commis sions web site: http : / /www. energy. ca. g ov / nrJe24 /

3. Compliance vrith mandatory measures in the Cahfornta Gteen Building Code (Title 24,Part
11). The California Building Standards Commission provides helpful checklists showing the
required and voluntalT measures for residentid. and non-residential projects on its website:

http: / /www.bsc. ca.gov/Home/ CALGreen.aspx.

Current mandatory measures related to operational PM include requirements for bicycle
parking, parking for fuel-efficientvehicles, electricvehicle chatgrng, and fireplaces for non-
tesidential ptojects.

4. Compliance with anti-idling tegulations for diesel powered commercial motor vehicles
(greater than 10,000 gross vehiculat weight rating). The curent requirements include limiting
idling time to 5 minutes and installing technologies on the vehicles that support anti-idling.
Information can be found on the California Air Resources Boatd's website:

http: / /www .arb.ca.gov f msprog/ truck- idling/ truck-idling.htm.

Additionally, the Califotnia Ait Resoutces Boatd adopted a regulation that applies to transport
refrigeration units (TRQ that arc found on many delivery trucks carrying food. Information
on the TRU regulation can be found on the California Air Resources Boatd's website:

http:/ /www.atb.ca.gov f diesel/tru/tru.htm.

Since the proposed project may not have control over the anti-idling technologies installed
on corrlrnercial vehicles coming to the project, the BMP is to provide notice of the anti-
idling regulations at the delivery /Ioadtng dock and to neighbors. The notice to the neighbors
should also include who at the proposed project can be contacted to ftle a complaint
regarding idling and the California Air Resources Vehide Complaint Hodine 1.-800-363-7664.

The proposed emissions from the project were estimated using CalEEMod.2076.3.2 (output files
attached as Appendix A). Operational emissions of ozone precursors including ROG, NOx, PMro,

andPMzsare reported in Table 8 above. The calculated ROG emissions of 1..54Lbs/day
(summet)/1 .22Ibs/day (winter) and NOx emissions of 3.34lbs/day (summer)/3.50 lbs/day (winter)
would not exceed SMAQMD thtesholds of 65 lbs/day. The calculated PMro emissions of 1".65

lbs/day (summer)/1.65 lbs/day (winter)/O.46 tonsf yeat would not exceed SMAQMD thresholds of
80lbs/day andT4.6tonsfyear.ThecalculatedPMz.semissions of 0.46lbs/day (summer)/0.46
lbs/day (winter)/0.07 tonsfyearwould not exceed SMAQMD thresholds of B2Ibs/day and 15

tonsf year This would be a less-than-significant impact, and no mitigation would be necessary.

Questions (b) and (c) Net increase of criteria pollutant / Expose sensitive receptors to
substantial pollutant concentrations: Less-than-significant Impact. In general,land use

development projects do not typically have the potential to result in localized concenttations of
crileriz air pollutants that expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant concentrations. This is

because cfitetL^ air pollutants are predominantly generated in the fotm of mobile-source exhaust
ftom vehicle trips associated with the land use development project. These vehicle ttips occut
throughout a paved netwotk of roads, and, therefore, associated exhaust emissions of citteia att
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pollutants are not generated in a single location where high concentradons could be formed
(SMAQMD Guide section updatedJune 2020). Pollutants such as carbon monoxide (CO), sulfur
dioxide, and lead ate of less concefn because operational activities are not likely to generate
substantial quantities of these criteria air pollutants and the Sacramento Valley Air basin has been in
attainment fot these criteria air pollutants for multiple years (SMAQMD 2020).

Thus, according to SMAQMD guidance, the ptoject would not be expected to result in substantial
pollutant emissions. This would be a less-than-significant impact, and no mitigation would be
necessa{y. Furthet, the proposed ptoject is consistent with the City of Folsom General Plan.
Therefote, cumulative trafftc impacts, including those of the proposed project, have previously been
addressed in detail within the er,vironmental documentation prepared in connection with that
document. Therefore, no further project-specific analysis of cumulative conditions are necessary.

Question (d) Result in other emissions: Less-than-significant Impact. \7hi1e offensive odors
rarely cause physical harm, they can be unpleasant, leading to considerable annoyance and distress
among the public and can generate citizen complaints to local governments and air districts. Any
project with the potential to create objectionable odors affecting a substantial number of people
would be consideted to have a significant impact under CEQA Guidelines Appendix G. In addition,
the District's Rule 402 Q'{uisance) also prohibits any person or source from emitting air
contaminants that cause detriment, nuisance, or annoyance to a considerable number of persons or
the public. (SMAQMD 2019)

Sensitive receptors ate defined as areas where young children, chronically ill individuals, the elderly, or
people who are more sensitive than the general population reside. Existing sensitive land uses
immediately surrounding the project site include single-family residential uses.

The nature of operational activities and the types of odiferous compounds they produce (e.g., odor
emissions ftom a wastewater treatment process, tendering plant, or coffee roaster) can affect the
number of complaints differendy depending on the type of odor produced. For example, odiferous
compounds generated by a wastewater tteatment plant ot landfill are more likely to be perceived
more offensive to teceptors than those genetated by a coffee roaster or bakery. (SMAQMD Guide
section updated Jun e 2016)

During construction, some odors could result from vehicles and equipment using diesel fuels.
Construction vehicles would be required to limit idling time compliant with the ARB guidelines.
Because the level of overall emissions would be low, and the duration of emissions would be
temporaty, odors from diesel exhaust dudng construction would be considered less than significant.

During operation, the ptoject would consist of the operation of a mixed-use building including
office, retail, and restaurant facilities. \7hile the proposed restaurant could result in odor emissions,
these odors are generally not considered objectionable and offensive to most individuals. Further,
similar mixed uses, including a restaurant, 

^re 
located immediately to the north of the project site.

Therefore, potential effects due to odors would be less than significant, and no mitigation would be
necessary.

NATURALLY OccunnTNG ASBESToS

Naturally occurring asbestos is not a potential concern in the project atea. For more information
and analysis, see Section IX, Haqards and Haqardous Mateials.
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Would the project:
a) Have a substantial adverse effect, either direcdy or through

habitat modifications, on any species identified as a candidate,
sensitive, or special status species in local or regfonal plans,
policies, or regulations, or by the Califomia Departrnent of Fish
and lTildlife or the U.S. Fish and \fildlife Service?

X

b) Have a substantial adverse effect on any ipanan habitat or other
sensitive natural community identified in local or regional plans,
policies, and regulations or by the Califomia Department of Fish
and lTildlife or the U.S. Fish and \7ildlife Service?

x

c) Have a substantial adverse effect on state ot federally protected
wetlands (including, but not limited to, marsh, vernal pool,
coastal, etc.) through direct temoval, filling, hy&ological
interruption, or other means?

X

d) Interfere substantially with the movement of any native resident
or migratory fish or wildlife species or with established native
resident or migatory wildlife corridors, or impede the use of
native wildlife nrrsery site?

x

e) Conflict with any local policies or ordinances protecting
biological resources, such as a tree preservation policy or
ordinance?

x

f) Conflict with the provisions of an adopted Habitat Conservation
Plan, Natural Community Conservation PIan, or other approved
local, regional, or state habitat conservation plan?

X

IV. BIoLoGICAL RBsouncps

REGULATORY SETTING

FeoBneT, ENDANGERED SPEcIES AcT

The United States Fish and Wildlife Service (JSFS7S) has jurisdiction over projects that may result
in take of a species listed as threatened or endangered under the federal Endangered Species Act
(ESA). Under the ESA (Title 16 of U.S. Code, Section 153 et seq. [16 USC 153 et seq.]), the
definition of "take" is to "harass, harm, pursue, hunt, shoot, wound, kill, trap, capture, or collect, or
to attempt to engage in any such conduct." USFWS has also inteqpreted the definition of "harm" to
include significant habitat modification that could result in take.

MICNus-STEVENS Frsrreny CoNsnnveTIoN AND MANAGEMENT AcT

The National Marine Fisheries Services G\IMFS) administers the Magnuson-Stevens Fishery
Conservation and Management Act ([4SA) (16 USC 1801 et seq.). The MSA is the primary law
governing marine fisheries management in U.S. Federal waters. Amendments to the 1996 MSA
tequire the identification of Essential Fish Habitat (E,FH) for federally managed species and the
implementation of measures to conserve and enhance this habitat. The EFH provisions of the MSA
offer resource managers a means to heighten considetation of fish habitat in resource management.
Pursuant to section 305@)(2), Federal agencies are required to consult with the NMFS regarding any
action they authodze, fund, or undertake that might adversely affect EFH.
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MIGRAToRY B IRD TREATY Ac"I

The Migratory Bitd Tteaty Act ([dBTA) (i6 USC 703-71,1) prohibits the killing, possessing, or
trading of migtatory birds except in accordance with regulations prescdbed by the U.S. Secretary of
the Interior. Most native bird species fall under the jurisdiction of this Act.

SeCrrON 404 oF THE CLEAN WATER AcT

Section 404 of the Clean Water Act (33 USC 7252-1376) requires a project applicant to obtain a

permit before engaging in any activity that involves any discharge of dredged or fill material into
waters of the United States, including wedands. Waters of the United States include navigable'waters
of the United States, interstate waters, all other waters where the use or degradation or destruction
of the waters could affect interstate or foreign comlnerce, tributaries to any of these waters, and
wetlands that meet any of these crirterira or that arc adjacentto any of these waters or their tributaries.

CNTTnonNTe ENDANGERED SPEcIES AcT

The Califotnia Endangered Species Act (CESA) (California Fish and Game Code Section2050 et
seq.) is the state policy to conserve, protect, restore, and enhance endangered or threatened species
and their habitats. CESA mandates that state agencies should not approve projects that would
jeopardtze the continued existence ofendangered or threatened species ifreasonable and prudent
altetnatives are avaiTable that would avoid jeopatdy. Definitions of endangered and threatened
species in the CESA parallel those defined in the ESA. Take authoizattons from California
Depattment of Fish and \Tildlife (CDtr\E are required for any unavoidable impact on state-listed
species resulting ftom proposed projects.

Nerrve PI.AI.IT PRoTEcTIoN AcT

California's Native Plant Protection Act (Fish and Game Code Sections 1900-1913) requires all state
agencies to establish criteria for determining whether a species, subspecies, or variety of native plant
is endangered ot tare. Ptovisions of this act prohibit the taking of listed plants from the wild and
require that CDFW be notified at least 10 days in advance about any change in land use that would
adversely affect listed plants. This requirement allows CDFW to salvage listed plant species that
would otherwise be desttoyed.

PRorEc"rroN oF BIRD Nnsts errro Rer"tons

The California Fish and Game Code (Section 3503) states that it is unlawful to take, possess, or
needlessly destroy the nest or eggs of any bird. The Code specifically mentions that it is unlawful to
take, possess, ot desttoy any raptors (i.e., hawks, owls, eagles, and falcons), including their nests or
eggs. Examples of code violations include destruction of active nests resulting from removal of
vegetation in which the nests ate located. Violation of Section 3503.5 could also include failure of
active rz;ptot nests resulting ftom disturbance of nesting pairs by nearby project construction.

Tnee PRotectroN ORDTNANcE

Chapter L2.76 of the City of FMC provides regulations for the protection, preservation, and
maintenance of protected trees in Folsom. The ordinance protects native oak ftees, hedtage trees,
street trees and landmark trees. Protected trees are defined as shown in Table 9. (Folsom 201,9c)
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Protected Tree
Class Definition

Native Oak Tree Any uee over 6 inches (DBFf of the genus quercus and species lobata (valley oak), douglasii
(blue oak), wislizenii (interior live oak), ot hybrids, thereof; or a multitrunked native oak tree
havinq an aqqregate diameter of 20 inches @BFD or more.

Heritage Tree A native oak tree ovet 19 inches in diameter at breast height or a multjtrunked native oak tree
having an aggregate diameter of 38 inches or more at breast height.

Street Tree Any tree growing within the tree maintenance strip and contained on the master taee list.
Landmatk Ttee A tree or group of trees determined by the city council to be a siEnificant communiry benefit

Table 9 Definition of Protected Trees Pursuant to FMC Section 12.16

Note: DBH indicates the diameter at breast height. See the footnote on this page for fi-rrther definition.3
Source: City of Fokon Municipal Code Section 12.1 6, 201 9.

ENVIRONMENTAL SETTING

The project site is located in the Historic District of the City of Folsom, Sacramento County,
California at the intersection of Sutter Street and Scott Steet. The 0.17-acrc (7 ,400 square feet).
project site is located in an unsrrveyed portion of the Rancho de Los Americanos land grant as

indicated on the "Folsom, Cahforria" 7.5-minute quadrangle (U.S. Geological survey pSGS] 1980),
atlatttude/Iongitude 38o40'41.88"N, 1.21o10'30.66"W. The approximate center of the site is located

^t38.678237 
o North and -127.775185o West within the Lower American Watershed (Hydrologic

Unit Code #78020117,USGS 201,9).

The previously disturbed project site is located within a sloping ruderal urban lot situated at an
elevation of apptoximately 250 feet above mean sea level in the Sacramento Valley Subregion of the
Great Central Valley floristic region of California. The vegetation community present onsite is a mix
of ruderal gtassland, mainiy consisting of nonnative annual grasses, and woodland that is a mixture
of native and hoticultural trees. The surrounding land uses are deveioped commercial and
tesidential uses within the context of a densely developed urban area. (LSA 2017, ECORP 2019)
The nearest undeveloped habitat is located vdthin the Amedcan River Parkway, approximately 425
feet west/notthwest of tn. project site, separated ftom the project by buildings, purt i"g lots, and
multi-lane roadways. The nearest point on the American River (Lake Natoma) is approximately
1,000 feet northwest of the site, again separated by intervening urban development. Wildlife use of
the site is limited to species that are adapted to urban environments.

Tree surveys of the project site were completed in201.7 and2019 (Arborwell2017, ECORP 2019).
The most recent Q019) sun/ey concluded that within the proposed building footpdnt there are 1.6

native oak trees representing three species: eight valley oaks, five blue oaks, and three interior live
oaks. Additionally, there are four horticultural trees within the building footprint, which are a)1.

species of Prunus (fruit trees). Outside of the footprint there is one valley oak and one horticultural
camphor tree. The project parcel contains 17 nalve oak trees. Sixteen of the native oak trees meet
the definition of "Protected Trees" undet the Folsom Tree Preservation Ordinance. One oak tree
(tree tag #91'9) does not meet the definition of "Protected Tree" because its DBH is less than six
inches. (Folsom 201.9 c, ECORP 2019)

Diameter at Breast Height @BFD is a method of expressing the diameter of the trunk of a standing tree. Under this
protocol, measures of tree diameters are to be taken 1.3 meters (four feeg four inches) above the gound surface.
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ENVI RONMENTAL ANALYSI S

Research completed to determine the biological resources associated with the proposed project
included: (1) a query of the California Natural Diversity Database (CNDDB) to identi$' occurrences
of special-status species within one mile of the Ptoject site; (2) a query of federally listed Threatened
and Endangered species from the USF.WS and the Cahfonta Native Plant Society's (CNPS)
Electronic Inventory; and (3) a review of the USFWS National \Tedand Inventory (NWI) map to
identift the presence of wedands within the project area.

This special-status species evaluation considets those species identified as having relative scarcity
andf or declining populations by the USFWS or CDF\7. Special-status species include those
fotmah listed as thteatened or endangered, those proposed for formal listing, candidates for federal
listing, and those classified as species of special concern by CDFW. Also included are those plant
species considered to be tate, threatened, ot endangered in California by the CNPS, and those plant
and animal taxa meeting the criteria for listing under Section i5380 of the State CEQA Guidelines.

According to the USFWS and CNDDB tecords seatches, there are 5 plant,3 crustaceans, 1. insect, 1

fish,2 amphibian, 1 reptile, and 1 bitd special-status species that have the potential to occur in the
vicinity of the project site. Additionally,1.5 bird species protected by the MTBA have the potential
to seasonally occur in the project vicinity. Because the proposed project would be consftucted
vdthin an existing disturbed lot surrounded by developed urban uses, suitable habitat to support the
majodty of the listed species is not present. There is habitat, however, to support several of the bird
species.

Sensitive natutal habitats are those that arc considered rare within the tegion, support sensitive plant
or wildlife species, ot function as corddots for vildlife movement. No sensitive natural habitats were
identified by the CNDDB and CNPS lists for the ptoposed project arca. A review of the USFWS
National \Tetland Inventory Map was completed to identi$r the presence of wetlands within the
vicinity of the project. There are no wedand features identified on the NWI map within the project
atea,

Question (a) Advetse effect on special-status species: Less-than-significant Impact with
Mitigation Incorpotated. The project applicant proposes to develop a mixed-use commercial
building that would tesult in the conversion of the entirety of the site from its existing state to a
developed use. All existing ruderal vegetation, shtubs, and ttees would be lost. Except for 17 native
oak ttees and several otnamental ttees, there are rLo ipanan or other sensitive habitats existing on,
ot adjacent to, the project site. Trees on the site may provide nesting habitat for special status bird
species, or for species protected by the Migtatory Bird Treaty Act. If construction occurred during
the nesting season, nesting bitds could be disturbed, leading to riest abandonment. Thetefore,
development of the project could have significant potential impacts on biological resources during
the period of active consftuction.

Swainson's hawk. The State-thteatened Swainson's hawk has occurred in the project vicinity.
Thete is a single occurrence within 0.5 miles of the project site. Swainson's hawks generally forage
within 10 miles of their nest ttee, and more commonly within 5 miles; however, there is no foraging
habitat on the project site. Existing trees within the project parcel may serve as nesting trees.

Ground cleating, ttee cutting, and construction activitjes could impact nesting Swainson's hawk.
Although thete ate no known, recent nesting occurrences in the vicinity of the project site, there is
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the potential that construction activities in the vicinity of Swainson's hawk nesting areas could
disrupt breeding activities.

Protected Nesting Birds. The valley oak and ornamental trees on the project site could provide
nesting habitat for bird species found in the iricinity of the project. Tree-cutting and excavation
activities could potentially impact nesting birds that are protected under the federal MBTA of 1918
(16 USC 703-71,1) and California Department of Fish and Game (CDFG) codes (Sections 3503,
3503.5, and 3800). The laws and regulations prohibit the take, possession, or destruction of birds,
their nests, or eggs. Disturbance that causes nest abandoriment andf or loss of reproductive effort
could be considered a"take." This would be a significant impact.

If construction activities are conducted during the nesting season (from March to September),
nesting bitds could be directly impacted by ttee removal, and indirectly impacted by noise, vibration,
and other construction related distutbance. The following mitigation measure would be required.

Mitigation Measure BIO-1: Avoid nesting season or conduct pre-construction surveys.

Avoid construction or tree removal dudng the nesting season (usually from March through
Septembet). If construction activities will occur during the nesting season and trees on the site
have not been removed, no more than 30 days prior to the initiation of consftuction, pre-
construction surveys fot the pfesence of special-status bird species or any nesting bird species
shall be conducted by a qualified biologist within a 500 foot radius of the proposed construction
area. If acttve nests ate identified in these areas, construction should be delayed until the young
have fledged, or the CDF$f should be consulted to develop measures to avoid the take of active
nests prior to the initiation of any construction activities. Avoidance measures may include
establishment of a buffer zone using construction fencing, ot the postponement of vegetation
removal until after the nesting season, ot until after a qualified biologist has determined the
young have fledged and are independent of the nest site.

Implementation of Mitigation Measure BIO-1 would ensure that the nests of birds protected by the
MBTA and other State and federal requirements, if any, would be avoided or identified prior to the
start of consftuction, and that appropriate mitigation would be implemented to avoid disturbance. A
less-than-significant impact would result, and no additional mitigation would be required.

Questions (b) and (c) Adverse effect on riparian habitat, sensitive natwtal communities, or
wetlands: Less-than-significant Impact. Implementation of the proposed project would not have
an adverse affect on any ripairan habitat or sensitive na[x.d, community, since no such resources are
located vdthin the project area. There would be no substantial adverse effect on wetlands, as no
wedands occur on the project site.

Because no riparian habitat, sensitive natutal communities, or wedands exist on site, impacts to
ipanznhabitat, sensitive natural communities, and wetlands would be considered less than
significant with implementation of the proposed project, and no mitigation would be required.

Question (d) Intedete with species movement, wildlife coridors, or native wildlife nursery
sites: Less-than-significant fmpact. The project site is surrounded existing urban development.
The nearest undeveloped habitat is located within the Amedcan River Parkway, approximately 425
feet west/northwest of the project site, separated from the project site by buildings, parking lots,
and multi-iane toadways. The neatest point on the American River (Lake Natoma) is approximately
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1,000 feet northwest of the site, again sepatated by intervening urban development. Riparian habitat
associated with these waterways could act as a wildlife corridor for various species. However, the
ptoposed project would not affect ripa1ran habitat or the wildlife corridor associated with the
American River (Lake Natoma). This would be a less-than-significant impact, and no mitigation
would be required.

Question (e) Conflict with policies ot ordinances protecting biological resources: Less-than-
significant Impact with Mitigation Incorporated. The proposed ptoject is subject to the City of
Folsom Tree Ordinance, and would tequire review and approvoJ of a tree permit by the City
Arborist. An arborist report prepared by ECORP Environmental Consultants, Inc. datedMarch L2,
2019 identified 16 protected trees that would be affected by project implementation. Additional trees
may be damaged by project construction. Appendix B,Tree Surael Data,lists ail protected trees on
the project site, their condition as indicated in the arborist report, and whether or not they are to be
temoved. It also includes a map of each tree's location on the project site.

Protected ttees (according to City of Folsom Tree Preservation Ordinance (FMC Chapter 12.1,6 as

amended rnJanuary 2020) thatwould be removed under the current tree removal plan include 16
oak ffees that rrray meet the definition of protected natiae oak tree. Prcject site grading andf or
construction nay damage additional ttees. Removal or damage of protected trees could constitute a

conflict with the Folsom Tree Pteservation Ordinance, and the following mitigation would be
required.

Mitigation Measure BIO-2: Comply with Tree Presesation Otdinance.

Prior to the initiation of gtound disturbance, the owner/applicant ot any successor in interest shall
comply with City's Tree Preservation Ordinance by obtaining aTree Removal Petmit and
implementing a City-approved Tree Protection and Mitigation Plan. Compensatory mitigation under
the Plan shall consist of one of the following mitigation measures:

. On-Site Replacement Planting. Replacement trees shall be planted on the same property as

the Protected Ttee proposed for removal, subject to review by the Approving Authority.
\ilhere the subject property is not able to accommodate the requfued number of replacement
trees on-site, the payment of in-lieu fees shall be tequired in accordance with Section
12.16j,s}F)Q).

as those removed or a species that is acceptable to the Approving Authority, with
consideration given to species diversity.

Payment of In-Lieu Fee. Payment of in-lieu fees may be allowed where the subject property
is not able to accoffrmodate the requked number of replacement trees on-site. The in-lieu fee
shall be calculated as a dollar amount fot each DSH inch of Protected Tree removed, as

adopted by City Councii resolution.

a

Combination of Planting and Fee Payment. A combination of on-site replacement planting
and payment of in-lieu fees may be used where the number of replacement trees cannot be
accommodated on-site. The in-lieu payment shall be reduced based on the number of DSH
inches of the replacement tfees planted onsite.

DSH or greater, may be presewed in order to receive aTrce Preservation Credit
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(TPC). Credit of one-half inch DSH shall be granted fot every inch DSH
pteserved. Howevet, required mitigation cannot be entirely ,rtirfi.d using Tree
Preservation Credit alone. Even-when credit is granted, in no case cun mi'tigution for
Protected Tree removal be less than either:

' The teplanting, maintenance and monitoring for 3 years of one 15-gallon tree from a
species of similar size at maturity that is listed on the Folsom MastJ Tree List; or

' The in-lieu fee equivalent to the replacement of the Protected Tree at one-inch DSH

' Other Sftategies. Other strategies as may be determined appropriate by the Approving
Authority and that meet the intent of mitigation for removul oith. protectedTree(s).

The following standard.conditions of Apptoval shall be included with the project to mitigate for any
potential impacts to native oak trees:

' The ptoject is subject to the Tree Preservation Ordinance and any mitigation required as a
result of impacts to oak ftees. The owner/applicant shall retain a certifi"ed arborist for the
project' The project arborist will ovetsee ftee removal and the preservation of the ftees on
site during and a(tet construction. The owner /apphcantshatl provide funding for this
arborist.

' The ownet/applicant shall place high-visibility oralrge mesh protective fencing and signing
every 50 feet around the Tree Ptotection Zone of aiy existing trees on the prlject sitf tha-t
are identified for preservation pursuant to FMC chapt er 12.l6.The fencinj shall remain in
place thtoughout the construction process to assure ihat the protected tree! are not
damaged' Placem^ent of the fencing shall be subject to the review and approval of staff prior
to the issuance of any improvement, grading, oi b.ritdi.rg permits. st"rpiy protecting thi arca
vdthin the Tree Protection Zone may not always save tiie tree(s), so other tfee protection
measures may be required.

obtairung a City Tree Permit and implementing compensatory mitigation would reduce adverse
mpacts on tree fesources to a less_than_significant level.

Question (f) Conflict with existing consefvation plans: Less-rhan-significant Impact.
Because no Habitat Consewation Plan, Natuml Community Consewation-plu.r, or other approved
local, rcgional, or state habitat conservation plan has been upprorr.d for the City of Folsom,
implementation of the proposed 603 Sutter Street co-m.riirl Building projeciwould not conflicr
with any conservation plan. No impact wouid result, and no mitigation would be necessary.
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Would the project:

Cause a substantial adverse change in the significance ofa
historical resource pursuant to $ 15064.5?

^) X

b) Cause a substantia.l adverse change in the
archaeological resource pu(suant to $ 15064.5?

of an
X

c) Distwb any human remains, including those interred outside of
formal cemetedes? x

V. CUTTURAL RBSoURCES

A Cultual Resources Study was conducted for the project site and surtounding area by LSA
Associates, Inc. in March 201.7 . The following discussion surnmarizes that report.

Records of the known cultural resources found in Sacramento County are induded in the files of the
Office of Historic Pteservation, Califotnia Historical Resources Information System. The North
Central Information Centet (I{CIC), housed at CaJtforrtta State University, Sacramento, locally
administers these records. A cultural resources records search was conducted at the NCIC for the
project site and surrounding area to determine its historic and cultual sensitivity (LSA 2017). The
Cultural Resoutces Study also outlines results of Native American consultation and outreach, a field
survey, and an archaeology sensitivity assessment.

The NCIC Records Search parameters included a 2}}-footradius around the project site. The
tecords search of the NCIC database did not identift any previously conducted studies on the
project site, not any pteviously recorded cultural resources tn or adjacent to the site. One
investigation has been conducted within the 200-foot study radius. That study included an inventory
of historic-period built environment resources associated with the Folsom Historic District,
including the Cohn House at 305 Scott Street, and the original location of the Folsom Llbnry
building located immediately adjacent to the proposed project site. While the odginal ltbrzLry building
still stands, located at 605 Suttet Street, it is not included on the City of Folsom list of Significant
Historic Built Environment Resources. (Folsom 2014)

Non-pdvileged portions of the records search are avarlable for review by request through the City of
Folsom Community Development Department, 50 Natoma Street, Folsom, CA 95630. Requests
should be dfuected to the attention of Steven Banks, Principal Plannet.

REGUIATORY SETTING

FgoTRALAND Srele
State and federal legislation requires the protection of historical and cultural resources. In 197 1,,

President's Executive Order No. 11593 required that all federal agencies initiate procedures to
pfeserve and maintain cultural resources by nomination and inclusion on the National Register of
Historic Places. In 1980, the Governor's Executive Order No. 8-64-80 required that state agencies
inventory all "signifi.cant historic and cultural sites, structures, and objects under their jurisdiction
which are over 50 years of age and which may qualifii for listing on the National Register of Historic
Places." Section 15064.5(b)(1) of the CEQA Guidelines specifies that projects that cause
"...physical demolition, destruction, relocation, or alteration of the resource or its immediate
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surroundings such that the significance of an historic resource would be materially impaired" shall
be found to have a significant impact on the environment.

For the purposes of CEQA, a historical tesource is a resource listed in, or determiled eligible for
listing in the California Register of Histotical Resources. When a project could impact a site, it needs
to be determined whether the site is a historical resource, which is defined as any site which:

(A) Is historically ot archeologically significant, or is significant in the architectural, engineering,
scientifi.c, economic, agricultutal, educational, social, poJitical or cultural annals of California;
and,

(B) Meets any ofthe foliowing criteria:

1,. Is associated with events that have made a significant contribution to the broad patterns
of California's history and cultural heritage;

2. Is associated with the lives of persons important in our past;

3. Embodies the distinctive chatacteristics of a type, period, region, or method of
construction, or tepresents the work of an important creative individual, or possesses
high artistic values; or

4. Has yielded, ot m^y be likely to yield, information impotant in prehistory or history.

Loclr
City of Folsom 2035 Genetal Plan. The General Plan includes goals and policies regarding cultural
fesources in Chapter 6, Natura/ and Cu/tural Resources. GoalNCR 5.1 encorrages ". . . the
presewation, restotation, and maintenance of cultural resources, including buildings and sites, to
enrich our sense of place and our appreciation of the city's history." Policy NCR 5.1.4, Applicabte
I--aws and Regulatioar, requires the proposed project to comply with City, State, and federal historic
pteservation laws, regulations, and codes to protect and assist in the presewation of historic and
atchaeological resources. Policy NCR 5.1.6, Historic District Standards, requires that the proposed
project maintain and implement design and development standards for the Historic District.
(Folsom 2018)

Histotic Disttict Otdinance. F'MC Chapter 1,7.52 defrnes the City's Historic District and
establishes standards and regulations for development of property within specific subareas of the
Historic District. The proposed project lies within the Sutter Street Subarea. (Folsom 2019)

Historic District Design and Development Guidelines. The Design and Development
Guidelines ptovide a comptehensive policy manual to assist with the implementation of the
regulations contained in the FMC. In addition to design review standards, the guidelines set forth
criteda to guide futute development within the Historic District; policy direction concerning private
and public development; and policy direction concerning public infrastructure and circulation
improvements. (Folsom 1 998)

Standard Consttuction Specifications and Details. The City of Folsom developed a Standard
Construction Specification and Details document in 2004, and updated it in January 2017 . The
document includes Atticle 11 - Cultural Resources, which provides direction on actions to be taken
in the event that materials are discovered that may ultimat.ly b. identified as a historical or
atchaeological resource, or human remains (Folsom 2017).

Initial S n@ / Mitigated Negatiue Dularation

June 2020
60 3 S utter S treet Commercial Building Prol'ect

Ciry ofFokon
59

266



ENVIRONMENTAL SETTING

Hrstonrc Resounces

The project is located within the Historic District of Folsom. Situated in the lower foothills, the
project site's nearest water source is the lower American River, located approximately 1,000 feet to
the north. Topogaphically, the property slopes gendy downward to the northwest, ranging in
elevation between 251 to 234 feet above mean sea level.

The City of Folsom has been a key site in significant eallry California history. The City played an
important role in the gold rush, tafuoading, and the development of hydropov/er in California.
Additionaliy, the early development of Folsom was accomplished by a diversity of ethnic groups
found in few other places in California.

The Native Americans who occupied the area of the City, at the time of Euro American contact (ca.
1845), ate known as the Southern Maidu or Nisenan. Ethnographers who have studied these
Penutian-speaking people generally agree that their terdtory included the drainages of the Bear,
American, Yuba, and southetn Feather fuvers. Permanent settlements were on ridges sepatating
parallel streams, or on crests, knolls, or terraces located paftway up the slope (I(roeber 7925).
Several gravel bars situated along the American River were rich in gold. Stores of gold were located
at Slate Bat, across ftom Folsom State Prison, in the eady 1850s. During the 1BBOs and 1890s,

-i"irg occurred within Folsom's city limits.

Dudng the late 19th century Folsom expetienced a srrge of residential and infrastructure
development. The State of California chose Folsom as the ideal site for a pdson, and by 1BB0
Folsom State Prison opened its gates to its fust inmates. State engineers finished construction on the
city's historic truss bridge in 1893 to transport people and livestock across the American River. In
1895 the Folsom Powerhouse was constructed, facilitadng the first long-distance ftansmission of
electricity: 22 miles ftom Folsom to Sactamento. The powerhouse operated continuously from 1895
to 1.952. Today, both the original powethouse building and the distribution point in Sacramento are
listed as California Historical Landmarks. Additionally, many buildings constructed in Folsom during
the 1860s remain today, including the Wells Fargo building, built in 1860, and historic houses such
as the Cohn House, which is listed as a National Landmark, and the Burnham Mansion and the
Hyman House, both constructed during the late 19th century.By 1,917, the Rainbow Bridge opened
to accommodate automobiles. Folsom's Chamber of Commerce filed incorporation papers with the
Secretary of State tn 7946, officially establishing Folsom as a city. During the late 20th cenrury,
Folsom experienced continual residential and community growth. (Folsom 2014)

AncHenorocrcAl Resounces

The proposed ptoject site is located on a Pre-Pleistocene to Oldet Pleistocene landform which is
composed of Argonaut-Aubutn-Utban land complex situated on 3 to 8 petcent slopes. This
landfotm is considered to be of very iow sensitivity for encountering buried atchaeological deposits
(r,sA 2017)

ENVIRONMENTAL ANALYSIS

Questions (a) thtough (c) Historical and archaeological tesources, human remains: Less-
than-significant Impact with Mitigation Incorporated. Results of the records search conducted
by the NCIC show one histotic disttict and nine historic-period resources that lie within the 200-
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foot radius of the project site. According to all avatlable information, the proposed project site is in a
higtty sensitive arcarelated to the possible discovery of subsurface historic resources. While the
project site is considered to be low sensitivity for archaeological resources, project construction
could result in the destruction ot degtadation of unknown cultural, historic, or archaeologicai
lesoutces. Ptoject construction could also result in the destruction or degradation of human
remains. This would be a potentially signifi.cant impact.

The following mitigatiorr measures would facilitate actions to reduce potential impacts to unknown
prehistoric resources, historic resources, and human remains to a less-than-significant levei.

Mitigation Measure CUL-1:

Pdor to initiation of construction on the project site, all construction personnel that will work
on the ptoposed project site shall be provided vdth Cultural Sensitivity Training. The training
shall include information regarding cultural resources, their recognition, avoidance, and
treatmerit in the event of foftuitous discovery. Project plans shall also contain a notation
tequiring that tf any atchaeological, cultural, histotical resources, artifacts, or other features are
discovered during the course of construction anywhere on the project site, work shall be
immediately suspended in that location.

Mitigation Measure CUI-22
In the event that undiscoveted cultural resources are found in the area of ditect impact of the
ptoposed ptoject, fot example, dudng foundation and building pad excavation, the responsible
field manager shall order discontinuation of all activities on the project site. A qualified
atchaeologist, the Folsom Historical Society, City staff, and the Heritage Preservation League
shali be ptomptly contacted regatding evaluation of the find. The archaeologist will consult with
all interested patties, including Native Americans, and develop a recovery or mitigation plan that
shall be implemented by the City of Folsom.

Mitigation Measure CUL-3:
Pursuant to $5097.98 of the State Public Resources Code, and Section 7050.5 of the State Health
and Safety Code, in the event of discovelry of human skeletal remains, however fragmentary or
disturbed fiom their original context, the Sacramento County Coronet and the Native American
Hedtage Commission are to be notified of the discovery immediately. All work in the vicinity of
the find is to cease, and there shali be no further excavation or disturbance of the find site or any
neatby atea te son bly suspected to ovedie adjacentremains until the coronet has determined
whether the temains are those of a Native Amedcan.

If the remains ate detetmined to be those of a Native American, the coroner must contact that
California Native American Heritage Commission. CEQA Guidelines public Resources Code
Section 5097) specift the procedure to be followed in the event of discovery of human remains
on non-Federal land. The disposition of Native Amedcan burials is within the jurisdiction of the
Native American Heritage Commission. Upon request, the NAHC will provide project leaders
with a list of Most Lik.ly Descendants, who wilt specift treatment and disposition of any Native
American remains found within the Atea of Potential E ffects of a project Human remains and
associated grave goods are protected under Section 5097 .94 of the California Public Resources
Code and Section 7050.5 of the California Health and Safety Code.

'Vfith implementation of the above mitigation measures, no additional effects to cultural resources
ate expected to occur, and no additional mitigation would be required.
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!7ould the prolect:
a) Result in potentially significant environmentai impacts due to

vastefi.rl, inefficieng or unnecessary consumption of energy
resources, during project construction or operation?

X

b) Conflict with ot obstruct a state
energy or energy efficiency?

or local plan for renewable
X

. Expncv

ENVIRONMENTAL SETTING

Stete ewo Locer, ENency Pra.rrts

Califomia Long-Term Enetgy Efl1ciency Sttategic PIan

Califotnia's fust Long Term Energy Efficiency Sftategic Plan presents a single roadmap to achieve
maximum energy savings across il).major groups and sectors in Caiifornia. This comprehensive Plan
for 2009 to 2020 is the state's first integrated framework of goals and strategies for saving energy,
covering government, utility, and pdvate sector actions, and holds energy efficiency to its role as the
highest priority resource in meeting California's energy needs. The Plan includes strategies to
investigate energy and green building codes that would apply to the proposed mixed use projecl

Califotnia Building Efficiency Standatds (Titile 2a, Patt 6)

Buildings in California are requfued to comply with California's Energy Efficiency Standards for
Residential and Nontesidential Buildings established by CEC regarding energy conseryation
standards and found in Tide 24,Part 6 of the California Code of Regulations. Energy efficient
buildings requke less electricity. In the case of the 603 Sutter Street Commercial Building project,
the City wili require as a condition of approvd. that the most updated Building Efficiency Standards

Q019 as ofJune 2020) be met consistent with General Plan policies.

As discussed more extensively in Section YIII, Greenhouse Gas Emissioar, below, the City of Folsom
has adopted a Greenhouse Reduction Strategy in August 2018 thatcontains policies to reduce
energy use (and theteby greenhouse gas emissions) from new development projects in the City.

ENVI RONMENTAL ANALYSI S

Question (a) Vasteful consumption of energy resources: Less-than-significant Impact.
Development of the ptoposed mixed use project would entail energy consumption that includes both
direct and indirect expenditures of enetgy. Indirect energy would be consumed by the use of
consftuction materials fot the ptoject (e.g., energy resource exploration, power generation, mining and
refining of raw materials into construction materials used, induding placement). Direct energy impacts
would tesult ftom the total fuel consumed in vehicle propulsion (e.g., construction vehicles, heavy
equipmenq and othet vehicles using the faciliry). No unusual materials, or those in short supply, are
required in the construction of the project.
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As stated in the project description, the ptoposed buildings would be compliant with the Energy
Code and Green Building Standatds Code adopted by the City. These codes require increasingly
strict enetgy efficiency standatds for new development in the City. Further, there are several project
details that would result in energy use reductions, including: reduced vehicle miles travelled because
the ptoject is located in an area with a variety of land use types in close proximity (mixed use); within
lz mt'Ie of both local and regional transit service; no onsite parking; and an improved pedestrian
network.

\Mhile implementation of the project would represent an increase in energy use during construction,
over the life of the project, energy would not be consumed in a wasteful or inefficient manner. This
would be a less-than-significant impact, and no mitigation would be required.

Question (b) Conflict with state or local energy efficiency plans: Less-than-significant
Impact. The proposed project would not result in wasteful or ineffi.cient consumption of energy.
Further, the project would be consistent with existing energy efficiency regulations and policies in
adopted energy plans direcdy applicable to the proposed 603 Sutter Street Commercial Building
ptoject. Because the ptoject would not conflict with or obstruct a state or local plan for renewable
energy or energy efficiency, this would be a less-than-significant impact, and no mitigation would be
requked.
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Would the project:
a) Dfuecdy or indirecdy cause potential substantial adverse effects,

including the risk of loss, injury, or death involving:

i) Rupture of a known earthquake fault, as delineated on the
most recent Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault Zoning Map
issued by the State Geologist for the area or based on other
substantial evidence of a known fault? Refer to Division of
Mines and Geology Special Publicatjon 42?

x

ii) Strong seismic ground shakinq? X
iii) Seismic-related ground failwe, including liquefaction? x
iv) Landslides? X

b) Result in substantial soil erosion or the loss of topsoil? X
c) Be located on a geologic unit or soil that is unstable, or that

would become unstable as a result of the project, and potentially
resultin on- or off-site landslide, lateral spreading, subsidence,
liquefaction or collapse?

X

d) Be located on expansive soil, as defined in Table 18-1-8 of the
Uniform Building Code (1994), creating substantial direct or
indirect risks to life or property?

x

e) Have soils incapable of adequateiy supporting the use of septic
tanks or alternative waste v/ater disposal systems where sewers
are not available for the disposal of waste vzater?

x

Q Direcdy or indirecdy destroy a unique paleontological resource
or site or unique geologic feature?

x

I. GporocY AND Sorrs

ENVIRONMENTAL SETTING

Folsom is located within the Great Valley geomorphic province, composed of the SanJoaquin and
Sacramento Valleys. The ptovince is generally bounded by the Siena Nevada Mountains to the east,
Coast Ranges to the west, Transverse Ranges to the south, and I(lamath Mountains to the north.
The region has been determined by the California Division of Mines and Geology (CDMG) as

generally being underlain on the west with alluvium,Iake, playa, and tefface deposits arid on the east
with Pliocene or Pleistocene sandstone, shale, and gravel deposits.

The soil of the ptoject site consists of Argonaut-Auburn-Urban land complex, 3 to 8 percent slopes.
Although the individual components of this soil complex have different characteristics, in general
the soii has high shrink-sweli potential and a slight hazard of water erosion. The potential for water
erosion is incteased by excavation dudng consttuction and the creation of steep cut slopes. The soil
is shaliow with bedrock located near the soil surface. G\IRCS 1993)

A geotechnical engineering study has been prepared on behalf of the project applicant (Youngdahl
2017). According to this Study, subsurface soil conditions include silty sand ovedaying silty sands,
undedain by bedtock as shallow as 8 feet below the ground surface. Bedrock undedying the site can
be characterized as higtly to moderately weathered, and soft to moderately hard.
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SetsN4rcrrY

The only "^cdve" fault in the Sacramento area is the Dunnigan Hills fault, located northwest of
Woodland. This fault has shown activity in the last 11,000 yeats but not in the past 200 years. The
West Branch of the Bear Mountain fault is located approximately five miles northeast of the Folsom
city limits. The CDMG classifies this fault as Late Quaternary, with movement sometime in the last
700,000 years, but not in the last 11,000 years. (California Geological Survey [CGS] 2003).

The eastern edge of Folsom is the location of the inactive Mormon Island Fault, which extends in
the city fot around two miles before crossing into El Dorado County. The fault zone was evaluated
for earthquake activity in 1983 and it was concluded that it has not undergone displacement dudng
the last 65,000 to 70,000 ye rc atminimum.

The United States Geological Survey (USGS)/CGS Probabilistic Seismic Hazards Assessment
Model, revised in 2008, places Folsom in the second lowest category for seismic shaking potential
out of nine zones.4 0JSGS 2018, CGS 2018) These levels of ground shaking would equate to a

maximum VI intensity eatthquake on the Mercalli scale, with strong perceived shaking and light
potential damage (JSGS 2006).

UNstenrn Sorrs

Seismic activity, flooding, hear,y rain, and seasonal changes c n cteateinstabilities in the ground that
can damage built sttuctutes such as buildings, roads, and utilities. Liquefaction, landslides, land
subsidence, and shrinking or swelling of the soil are the major fotms of ground instability that can
tesult.

LrquemctroN

Liquefaction occurs when shaking ftom an eatthquake causes loose soil to be saturated with ground
water, transforming it from solid ground to a fluid mix. The resulting liquefaction can result in the
walping or collapse of built sttuctures that lie on top of affected ground. Likelihood of liquefaction is a
factor of soil type, water table level, and intensity and type of shaking. Sacramento County has not yet
been mapped by the Seismic Hazards ZonationProgram to determine the possibility of liquefaction
during a seismic event, but Folsom's soils are generally flot prone to liquefaction. (CGS 2017)

LeNosr,nns

Landslides usually occur in locations with steep slopes and unstable soils. As with liquefaction,
Sactamento County has not yet been mapped by the Seismic Hazards Zona tjon Program to
determine landslide potential, but Folsom generally lacks steep slopes in its populated areas and
there are no knownlandslide hazatds.In201,1, the State Depattment of Conservation issued amap
showing Susceptibility to Deep-Seated Landslides in Ca1fornta. The map takes previously known
landslides, a-rerage annual rainfalJ., and earthquake shaking potential, as well as rock strength and
slope class into account. The map is at a statewide scale, but it appears that Folsom is mosdy rated
as having no landslide susceptibility, with a few pockets of low to moderate susceptibility. The
eastern portion of the city contains steep slopes; however, no landslides have been recorded in the
city or vicinity. (CGS 2011a)

Data from http://www.quake.ca.gov/gmaps/PSFlA/psha-intelpolator.htrnl. Gtound motion values are also
modified by the local site soil conditions and each value has a ten percent probability of being exceeded in 50 years.
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SunsroeNcn

Land subsidence is defined by the USGS as "a gradual settling or sudden sinking of the Earth's
surface owing to subsurface movement of earth materials...The principal causes are aquifer-system
compaction , dratnage of otganic soils, underground mining, hydrocompaction, natural compaction,
sinkholes, and thawing permaftost." Sinkholes are a dramatic example of subsidence. Based on data
compiled by the NRCS, no part of Folsom is likely to experience subsidence. pSGS 2017)

SnnrNr/ SwnLL PoTENTTAL

Soils that expand by shdnking or swelling can create ahazard, possibly causing sttuctural damage
over a long period of time. Expansive soils are largely comprised of clays, which expand in volume
when water is absorbed and shdnk as the soil dries, sttessing building foundations, roads, and other
structures. None of the soils undedying Folsom have high shrink/swell potential.

SorrERosroN

Soil erosion creates a potential hazard for land development, both to on-site structures and
waterways and sttuctures downstteam of eroding soil. The soil on the project site has a medium
susceptibility to erosion.

PALEONToLoGIcAL Resouncns

Paleontological tesoutces (fossils) are the remains andf or traces of prehistoric life. Fossils are
typicalty pteserved in layered sedimentary rocks, and the distribution of fossils is a result of the
sedimentary history of the geologic units vrithin which they occur. The Society of Vertebmte
Paleontology has established thtee categories of sensitivity for paleontological resources: high, low,
and undetermined. Areas where fossils have been previously found are considered to have a high
sensitivity and a high potential to produce fossils. Areas that are not sedimentary in origin and that
have not been known to produce fossils in the past typica\ are considered to have low sensitivity.
Areas that have not had any previous paleontological tesource surveys or fossil finds are considered
to be of undetetmined sensitivity until surveys and mapping are performed to determine their
sensitivity. (Society of Vertebrate Paleontology 1995)

RBGULATORY SETTING

Two laws have affected how eatthquake faults and seismic hazards are evaluated. The Alquist-Priolo
Earthquake Fault Zoning Act, passed in 1.972, is intended to prevent the construction of buildings
meant for human occupation on the surface traces of active faults. The law requires the
establishment and mapping of Earthquake Fault Zones around the surface traces, to be used by local
agencies in the regulation of development projects. The City of Folsom is not located in an Alquist-
Priolo Earthquake F ault Zone.

The Seismic Hazards Mapping Act addresses earthquakehazatds not associated with surface
ruptures, such as landslides and liquefaction. To support the Act, the CDMG has a program to map
liquefaction and landslide potential in various parts of the state (the Seismic Hazards Zonation
Program) and provides policies and criteria tegarding the rcsponsibilities of cities, counties, and state
agencies pursuant to development in designated seismic hazatd areas. The Act mandates that prior
to approval of development within hazard zones, a geotechnical report on the site must be prepared
and evaluated putsuant to these policies and clJrtelira. Sacramento County, including Folsom, has not
yet been mapped by the Seismic Hazards Zonatton Program.
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The City of Folsom regulates the effects of soils and geological constraints on urban development
primardy thtough enforcement of the California Building Code (CBC), which requires the
implementation of engineering solutions fot constraints to urban development posed by slopes,
soils, and geology. Additional requirements are found in the FMC and in the City's Standard
Consttuction Specifications.

GneorNc OnorNeNcE (FMC Crurrnn 14.29)

Requires a grading permit pdor to the initiation of any grading, excavation, fi.ll or dredging.
Regulates grading citywide to require tevegetation and to control erosion, stormwater drainage, and
ground movement.

SrENOeno CoNSTRUC"TIoN SPEcIFIcATIoNS

Requirements of the City's Design and Procedures Manual and Improvemerit Standatds related to
soil erosion during grading include:

. 1.0.4 Erosion and Sedimentation Control
o 20.3 Landscape, Erosion Control

Requirements of the City's Standard Construction Specifications and Details, General Provisions
related to soil etosion include:

. 9.l Clearing and Grubbing

ENVIRONMENTAL ANALYSI S

Question (a) Ditect and indirect seismic hazatds: Less-than-significant Impact. The 603
Suttet Street Commetcial Building ptoject site is not located within an Alquist-Pdolo Special Studies
Zone, nor has it been designated as a tegulatory earthquake fault zone. The pimary sitehazard
associated vdth seismic activity would involve minor ground shaking ftom more distant faults. The
proposed building on the project site would be required by the City of Folsom to conform to the
seismic building standards contained in the CBC and enforced by the City.

Soil liquefaction is a phenomenon in which saturated soil loses shear strength and deforms from
ground shaking during an earthquake. The geotechnical engineering study prepared for the project
indicates that, due to the absence of petmanendy elevated groundwater, the relatively low seismicity
of the area, and the relatively shallow depth to bedrock, the potential for seismically induced damage
due to liquefaction or settlement is negligible.

As stated in the geotechnical engineering study, the existing slopes on the project site have adequate
vegetation on the slope face, appropriate drainage away fuom the slope face, and no tension cracks
ot slumps in the slope face or at the head of the slope. Other indications of slope instability on the
project site such as seeps or spdngs are absent. Due to the absence of permanendy elevated
groundwater, the relatively low seismicity of the area, and the relatively shallow depth to bedrock,
the potential for seisimically induced slope instability for existing slopes is considered negligible.

This would be a less-than-significant impact, and no additional mitigation is required beyond
compliance with adopted building and construction standards.
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Question (b) Soil etosion: Less-than-significant Impact. The native soil found on the project
site is identified as the Argonaut-Auburn-Urban land complex, 3 to B percent slopes. Although the
individual components of this soil complex have different characteristics, in general the soil complex
has a slight hazard of watet erosion. The potential for water erosion is increased by excavation
during consttuction and the cteation of steep cut slopes. Although thehazard of erosion is slight,
grading and construction proposed on the project site could tesult in erosion and sedimentation
during the consttuction period.

Construction of the proposed ptoject in accordance with the requirements of the CBC would reduce
ot avoid potential effects from water etosion hazatds. Compliance with the City's Grading
Ordinance and standard conditions of approval would futher minimize impacts related to soil
etosion. As a condition of approval, priot to the issuance of a grading or building permit, the City
will requite the applicant to prepare a soils report, a geotechnical reports, and a detailed grading plan
by a qualified and licensed engineer. The soils and geotechnical report would provide information
on soil hazards,including measures necessary/ to reduce potentiai soil erosion impacts. As another
condition of approval, prior to the initiation of constuction activities, the City will be required to
prepare an erosion control plan based on the State of Califoria Department of Conservation's
"Erosion and Sediment Conttoi Handbook." The erosion control plan would identift protective
measures to be taken dudng excavation, temporary stockpiling, disposal, and revegetation. After
review and approval of the erosion contol plan, the applicant will be required to implement all
identified erosion control measures.

With compliance with existing City standards and requirements, including the preparation and
implementation of an erosion conttol plan, this would be a less-than-significant impact, and no
mitigation would be required.

Question (c) Unstable geology andf ot soils: Less-than-significant Impact with Mitigation
fncorporated. The existing site slopes from its southeast comer to the northwest comer, with
elevations tanglng frcm257 feet MSL at the site's southeast corner adjacent to Scott Sffeet to 234 feet
MSL at the notthwest comer adjacent to Sutter Street. With implementation of the project, the site
would be excavated and leveled to an elevation of 231. feet MSL to permit the construction of footings
and subgrade. After the instaliation of footings and subgrade, a uniform building pad at 233 feet MSL
would be constructed. Establishment of foundations, subgrade, and the building pad at this elevation
would tequire cutting back into the hillside.

Grading of the project site to establish the foundations, subgrade and building pad would require cuts
on the ptoject site ranging from up to 20 feet in depth at the rear of the building adjacent to an
existing residence to 3 feet at the building's northwest corner adjacent to Sutter Street. The cut bank
adjacent to Scott Street would range from 5-15 feet. As recommended by the geotechnical engineering
report, exposed cut slopes would be protected by temporary shoring and soil nails.

To petmanendy maintain the stability of the cut slopes, retaining walls would be constructed at the
rear of the site and along the western site boundary. Retaining walls would act to prevent collapse or

As discussed in the pteceding paragraphs, a geotechnical engineering report, including a soils study, has already been
prepated. Detailed gnding plans would be prepared for approval by the City prior to issuance of a grading or
building permit.
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setdement of existing structures both south and west of the site in addition to protecting the proposed
building from the potential failure of surrounding slopes.

Retaining walls would be incolporated into the fust floor of the building at both the rear and west side
of the building; in the reat of the building a portion of the second floor and the trash enclosure would
also be used to retain the slope. Excavation and construction activities associated with incoqporated
retaining walls on the west side and the reat of the building could encroach into the planned building
setbacks. However, these areas would be backfilled and leveled at the completion of construction.

Fteestanding retaining walis would be constructed near the northeast corner of the project site
adjacent to the intersection of Sutter and Scott Streets, and along the Scott Street frontage of the
proposed ptoject. These retaining walls would be separated from the building to provide an outdoor
seating area and walkway. The proposed dimensions of the retaining walls are set forth in Table 3 in
Section 1 of this Initial Study.

Because of the depth of cut and the proposed height of retaining walls, retaining walls could be
subject to a vaieLy of consftaints such as lateral pressure and poor drainage that could lead to failure
of retained slopes. This would be a significant potential impact. Implementation of Mitigation
Measure GEO-1 would ensure that all retaining walls would be designed and constructed to meet
site conditions and conform to adopted City standards and requirements.

Mitigation Measure GEO-1:

Prior to the issuance of a grading permit, a qualified engineering geologist or fi.rm shall revise the
Geotechnical Engineering Report dated March 76,2017 prepared by Youngdahl and Associates
to assess the project as currendy proposed. The project applicant ot afly successor in interest
shall implement all design and consttuction measures contained in the revised Geotechnical
Engineering Report. To the extent that the design and construction measures set forth in the
revised Geotechnical Engineering Report differ from adopted City standards and requirements,
the more stringent of the measures or standards and requiremerits shall be implemented.

Because implementation of Mitigation Measure GEO-1 would require that cut slopes would be
adequately protected from collapse during both the construction and opetational phases of the
project, implementation of the project would not result in landslides lateral spreading, subsidence,
Jiquefaction, or collapse. After mitigation, this would be a less-than-significant impact.

Question (d) Expansive soils: Less-than-significant Impact. The proposed project site is
located in an area with known expansive soils. The soil of the project site consists of Argonaut-
Auburn-Urban land complex, 3 to 8 percent slopes. In genetal the soil has high shrink-swell
potential. The soil is shallow with bedrock located near the soil surface. However, the materials
encountered on the project site during exploratJ.ons in support of the geotechnical engineering
report were generally nofl-expansive (rock, sand, and non-plastic silt). These materials are generally
considered to be non-expansive. Additionally, grading of the project site to provide a level
foundation would remove the majority of soil found on the project site.
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The proposed project would employ all project specifi.c construction practices as identified in the
geotechnical engineering report and comply with California Building Code requirements for the
State of California to avoid or implement engineering methods to address expansive soils. For this
reason, the project would not be located on an expansive soil that could cfeate a risk to life or
ptoperty. This would be a less-than-significant impact and no additional mitigation would be
required beyond compliance with adopted standards.

Question (e) Septic systems: No Impact. The proposed project does not include the use of
septic tanks or alternative waste water disposal systems. No impacts from or to soil and groundwater
from septic systems would occur. There wouid be no impact, and no mitigation would be requfued.

Question (f) Paleontological resources: Less-than-significant Impact. According to all
available information, because of shallow depth of non-sedimentary bedrock and the past
disturbance of the site by the construction of buildings, streets, and utilities, the proposed project
site is in an 

^re 
of low sensitivity related to the possible discovery of paleontologicai resources. This

would be a less-than-significant impact.
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Would the project:

a) Generate greenhouse gas emissions, either directly or indirectJy,
that may have a signifrcant impact on the environment?

x
b) Conflict with an applicable plan, policy, or regulation adopted

for the purpose of reducing the emissions of greenhouse qases?
X

VIII. GnBBNHoUSE Gas EurssIoNs

Global STarming is a public health and environmental concern atound the wodd. As global
concentrations of atmospheric greenhouse gases increase, global temperatures inctease, weather
extremes increase, and att pollution concentrations increase. Global warming and climate change has
been observed to contribute to poor air 9uilT, rising sea levels, melting glaciers, stronger stoms,
mote intense and longer droughts, more frequent heat waves, increases in the number of wildfires
and their intensity, and other threats to human health (IPCC 2013). The average global temperature
during 2018 was 1.42 degrees F above the 20'h-centufy average. This marks the 42d consecutive year
(since 1977) with an above-average global temperature. Nine of the 10 warmest years have occurred
since 2005, with the last five years comprising the five hottest, with 2016 ranking as the warmest
year on record (I'JOAA 201,9). Hotter days facilitate the formation of ozone and increases in smog
emissions, leading to increases in adverse public health effects (e.g., premature deaths, hospital
admissions, asthma attacks, and respiratory conditions) (EPA 201,6a). Averaged gtobal combined
land and ocean surface temperatures have risen by roughly 0.85'C from 1880 to 201,2 (IPCC 2013).
Because oceans tend to warm and cool mote slowly than land ateas, continents have warmed the
most. If greenhouse gas emissions continue to increase, climate models predict that the a-verage
temperature at the Earth's surface is likely to exceed 1.5"C by the year 21.00 rclattve to the petiod
fiom 1850 to 1900 (IPCC 201,3).

Tne GREBNHoUSE EFFEcT (NATURAL AND ANrnnopocENrc)

The Earth naturally absorbs and reflects incoming solar radiation and emits longer wavelength
terrestrial (thermal) radiation back into space. On average, the absorbed solar radiation is balanced
by the outgoing terrestrial radiation emitted to space. A portion of this terrestrial radiation, though,
is itself absorbed by gases in the atmosphere. The energy from this absorbed terrestrial radiation
warms the Earth's surface and atmosphere, creating what is known as the "naturalgreenhouse
effect." Without the natutal heat-ttapping ptoperties of atmospheric gases, the average surface
temperature of the Eath would be below the freezing point of water (IPCC 2007). Although the
Earth's atmosphere consists mainly of oxygen and nitrogen, neither plays a significant role in this
greenhouse effect because both ate essentially transparent to terrestrial radiation. The greenhouse
effect is primarily a function of the concentration of water vapor, carbon dioxide, metharie, nitrous
oxide, ozone, and other trace gases in the atmosphere that absorb the terrestrial radiation leaving the
surface of the Earth (IPCC 2007). Changes in the atmospheric concentrations of these greenhouse
gases can alter the balance of energy ttansfers between the atmosphere, space, land, and the oceans.
Radiative forcing is a simple measure for both quantifying and ranking the many different influences
on climate change; it provides a limited measure of climate change as it does not attempt to
represent the overall climate response (IPCC 2007). Holding eveq/thing else constant, increases in
greenhouse gas concentrations in the atmosphere v/iil likely contribute to an increase in global

^vet^ge 
temperature and related climate changes (EPA 2016a).
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GneexHousp Geses

Naturally occurring greenhouse gases include water vapor, carbon dioxide (COr, methane (CHo),
nitrous oxide Q'JzO), and ozone (O). Several classes of halogenated substances that contain fluorine,
ctrlotine, or bromine are also greenhouse gases, but they ate, fot the most part, emitted solely by
human activities. There ate also several gases that, although they do not have a direct radiative
forcing effect, do influence the formation and desttuction of ozone, which does have such a
terrestrial radiatj.on absorbing effect. These gases, refened to here as ozone precursors, include
carbon monoxide (CO), oxides of nitrogen (I.{Ox), and non-methane volatile organic compounds
(I{MVOC). Aerosols (extremely small particles or liquid droplets emitted direcdy or produced as a
tesult of atmospheric teactions) can also affect the absorptive characteristics of the atmosphere.

Carbon is stored in nature within the atmosphere, soil organic matter, ocean, marine sediments and
sedimentary tocks, terrestrial plants, and fossil fuel deposits. Carbon is constandy changing form on
the planet through the a numbet of processes referred to as the carbon cycle, which includes but is
not limited to degtadation and burning, photosynthesis and respiration, decay, and dissolution.
!7hen the carbon cycle transfers more carbon to the atmosphere this can lead to global warming.
Over the last 300 years atmospheric levels of carbon have increased by more than 30 percent, of
which approximately 65 percent is attributable to fossil fuel combustions and 35 percent is
attributed to deforestation and the conversion of natural ecosystems to agricultural use pidwirny
2006). Carbon stoted in plants and rocks is referred to as being sequestered. STithin the United
States, forest sequestration of carbon offsets approximately 13 percent of the fossil fuel GHG
emissions in2077, and from 70 to 20 percent of U.S. emissions eachyear (USDA 2019).

REGULATORY SETTING

The U. S. EPA is the federal agency responsible for implementing the CAA. The U.S. Supreme
Court ruled on Apd,2,2007 that CO" is an air pollutant as defined under the CAA, and that EPA
has the authority to regulate emissions of GHGs. However, there are no federal regulations or
policies regatding GHG emissions thresholds applicable to the proposed project at the time of this
Initial Study.

The ARB is the agency responsible for cootdination and oversight of state and local ait pollution
control Programs in California, and fot impiementing the CCAA. Various statewide and local
initiatives to teduce the state's contribution to GHG emissions have raised awareness that, even
though the various contributots to and consequences of global climate change are not yet fully
understood, global climate change is under way, and there is a real potential for severe adverse
environmental, social, and economic effects in the long-term. Because every nation emits GHGs,
and therefote makes an inctemental cumulative contribution to global climate change, cooperation
on a global scale will be requfued to reduce the rate of GHG emissions to a level that can help to
slow or stop the human-caused increase in avetage globai temperatures and associated changes in
climatic conditions.

In September 2006, then-Govetnot Schwarzenegger signed AB 32, the California Climate Soiutions
Act of 2006. AB 32 established regulator|, reporting, and market mechanisms to achieve quantifiable
reductions in GHG emissions and a cap on statewide GHG emissions. AB 32 requires that
statewide GHG emissions be reduced to 1990levels by 2020.In2011,theARB adopted the cap-
and-ftade regulation. The cap-and-trade progmm covers majot sources of GHG emissions in the
State such as refi.neries, po'wer plants, industrial faciJities, and transportation fuels. The cap-and-ffade
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program includes an enfotceable emissions cap that will decline over time. The State will distribute
allowances, which are ttadable permits, equal to the emissions allowed under the cap.

The initial main sttategies and roadmap for meeting the 1990 emission level reductions are outlined
in a Scoping Plan approved in December 2008 and updated every five years (the Scoping Plan was
most recently updated tn 201,4 and ltnahzed rn 2017). The Scoping Plan includes tegulations and
alternative compliance mechanisms, such as monetafy and non-monetary incentives, voluntary
actions, and market-based mechanisms, such as a cap-and-trade program. The Climate Change
Scoping Plan also includes a breakdown of the amount of GHG reductions the ARB tecommends
for each emissions sector of the state's GHG inventory. InJanuary 2017, AF.B issued the proposed
2077 Climate Change Scoping Plan Update to reflect the2030 target set by Executive Order 8-30-15.

As the sequel to AB 32, Senate Bill (SB) 32 was approved by the Governor on Septemb er B, 201.6.

SB 32 would require the state board to ensute that statewide greenhouse gas emissions are reduced
to 40 percent below the 1990 ievel by 2030. The 2030 target acts as an interim goal on the way to
achieving reductions of B0 petcent below 1990 levels by 2050, a goal set by former Governor
Schwarzenegger in 2005 with Executive Order 5-3-05.

Forsoiu GnenNHousE GAs REDUcTIoN PLAN

As part of the 2035 Genetal Plan, the City of Folsom prepared an integrated Climate Action Plan
(CAP) (approved August 28,201,8). The putpose of the Greenhouse Gas Emissions Reduction
Strategy (GHG Strategy) is to identi4' and reduce cuffent and future community GHG emissions
and those associated with the City's municipal operations. The GHG Stategy includes GHG
reduction targets to reduce GHG emissions (with a 2005 baselin e year) by 1 5 perce nt in 2020, 57

percent rn 2035, and 80 percent in 2050. The GHG Sttategy identifies policies within the City of
Folsom Geneml Plan that would decrease the City's emissions of greenhouse gases. The GHG
Strategy also satisfies the requirements of CEQA to identi$r and mitigate GHG emissions associated
vdth the General Plan Update as part of the environmental review process. At the same time, the
GHG Strategy sefves as the City's "pLan for the reduction of greenhouse gases", per Section 15183.5
of the CEQA Guidelines, which provides the opportunity for tiering and streamlining of project-
level emissions for certain types of discretionary projects subject to CEQA review that arc
consistent with the Geneml PIan.

There are rrulnerous policies inciuded in the City of Folsom General Plan and GHG Strategy that
encourage infill development and ptomote teductions in vehicle miles traveled flfM! through the
mix and density of land uses, walkable neighbothood design, public tmnsportation facilities and
infrasftucture. Many of these policies apply to the proposed mixed use, infi.ll project under evaluation
in this Initiat Study, and the ptoposed ptoject would be considered consistent with the GHG Strategy.

SrcNrrrceNcE THRESHoLDS

The City of Folsom 2035 Genetal Plan Policy NCR 3.2.8 and GHG Strategy include criteria to
determine whether the potential greenhouse gas emissions of a proposed proiect are significant. As
stated in Poliry NCR 3.2.8: Streamlined GHG Analysisfor Proiects Consistent with the General Plan:

Projects subject to environmental review under CEQA may be eligible fot tiering and
streamlining the analysis of GHG emissions, provided they are consistent with the GHG
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reduction measures included in the General Plan and EIR. The City may review such projects to
determine whether the following criteria are met:

. Proposed project is consistent u/ith the current general plan land use designation for the
project site;

. Proposed ptoject incorporates all appJicable GHG reduction measures (as documented in
the Climate Change Technical Appendix to the General Plan EIR) as mitigation measures in
the CEQA document prepared for the projecfi and,

. Ptoposed project cleatly demonstrates the method, timing and process for which the
project will comply with applicable GHG reduction measures andf ot conditions of
approval, (e.g., using a CAP/GHG reduction measures consistency checklist, mitigation
monitoring and reporting plan, or other mechanism for monitoring and enforcement as

appropriate).

ENVIRONMENTAL ANALYSI S

Question (a) Genetation of GHG Emissions: Less-than-significant Impact. Greenhouse gas

emissions would be generated from the proposed mixed-use project dudng construction and
operation. Tempotary GHG emissions would occur during construction activities, predominantly
from heavy-duty construction equipment exhaust and worker commute trips. Operational GHG
emissions would result ftom energy use associated with heating, cooling, and Iighting the offi.ce,
retail, and restaurant uses; emissions associated with landscaping and maintenance activities; and
fiom mobile sources associated with future visitor and employee vehicle trips. Indirecdy, project
operations would also result in greenhouse gas emissions from wastewater treatrnent, water
conveyance to the project site, and solid waste disposal.

GHG emissions associated with the ptoposed project were calculated using the California Emissions
Estimator Model (CalEEMod.201,3.2.2). CaltrEMod provides default parameters based on land use
inputs, or allows for the input of project-specific information,rf available. Additional information
specific to the mixed use project was used to modift the CalF'.EMod inputs and refine GHG
emissions resulting from the project (as included in Table 10 notes and Appendix A).

Implementation of the proposed project would result in the removal of approximately 17 native oak
trees and 2 non-native fruit ttees. Removal of ffees, replanting of ttees, and disturbance of soil can
affect the amount of COz sequestered on the project site and result in the release stored COz. In
addition, the gasoline-powered equipment used to remove the trees would generate additional COz
emissions through the burning of fossil fuels. The removal of approximately 1,9 trees would initially
(priot to replanting) reduce the rate of carbon sequestration on rhe project site. !7hile 16 of the oak
trees would be replaced by mitigation, pianting mitigation oaks contributes negligible COz mitigation
because they don't begin to sequester significant carbon for at least 20 yearc. Conversion of the
vegetation on the ptoject site was considered in the assumptions used for CalEEMod (see Appendix A).

The estimated construcfion and operation-related GHG emissions are summarizedinTable 10 (see

Appendix A for CaltrEMod Model output).
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Greenhouse Gas Emissions
(metric tons COze/year)Emissions Source

Unmitigated
2020 156.4

Construction-Related Emis sions
2027 0.92

Total Construction-Related Emissions 157.3 metric tons CO2e

Area 0.0004

Energ 707.6

Mobile 267.7

lN/aste 21.7

Operation (Yeat202l)

IYater 6.6
Total Operational-Related Emissions 403.1 metric tons COze/year

Surnrnzrry of Estirnated Greenhouse Gas Ernissions frorn the 603 Sutter
Street Cornmercierl Building Proiect

Table 10

Notes: CO2e = catbon dioxide equivaleng GHG = greenhouse gas; numbers may not add up exacdy due to rounding.

Source: PlanningPartners 201 9, See Appendtx Afor nodelingruultt and arsuretiou usedfor calculations.

Construction activities associated with the proposed proiect are estimated to result in a maximum
annualemission of l56.4metrictonsof CO2eperyear,oratotal of l5T.3metrictonsof COzeover
the entire construction period. Operation of the proposed project is estimated to result in 403.1.

metric tons of COze annually (see Table 10). These numbers represent a conservative estimate of
GHG emissions, which would be furthet reduced by project design, and City of Folsom and
SMAQMD requirements. For example, all construction projects are required to implement the
Disttict's Basic Construction Emission Control Practices, including minimizing idling time of
construction equipment and maintatning construction equipment in propef v/orking condition.
These measures would reduce construction-related GHG emissions. Operational-related GHG
emissions would be reduced by implementation of the City's Green Building Standards Code, which
includes compliance with Title 24 and water conservation strategies, among other GHG emission
teducing measures. Additional GHG emission reducing attributes included 

^s 
patt of the project as

required by California Green Code include low-flow ptumbing fixtures; water efficient irrigation; and
recycling during construction. Further, there are several project details that would result in GHG
emission reductions, including: reduced vehicle miles travelled because the ptoject is located in an
atea with a vaiety of land use types (mixed use) in close proximity; within '/z mt\e of both local and
regional transit service; no onsite parking, which would act to encourage alternative modes of travel;
and zn improved pedestrian network. These GHG emission-reducing measures were riot quantified
with CalEEMod because of the relative low-level of estimated GHG emissions from the proposed
project.

Based on the City's criteria for streamlined GHG analysis, the City has determined the following
additional GHG emissions reduction measures as set forth by the General Plan and its GHG
Sttategy are applicable to the project and would be required ai mitigation:
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Mitigation Measure GHG-I:

In otdet to comply with General Plan Program LU-6, the project applicant, or any successor
in interest, shall adopt and incorporate green building features included in the CALGreen
Tier 1 checklist into the project design. Prior to the issuance of the first building permit, the
project applicant shall seek LEED rating and certification that would meet equivalent
CALGreen Tiet 1 standatds or bettet. All measures required by the Tier 1 standards to meet
LEED rating and certifi.cation requirements shall be implemented during building
construction and operation.

Mitigation Measure GHG-2:

In order to comply with General Plan Program PFS-26, all construction contractors shall use
high-performance renewable diesel during construction, such that high-performance
renewable diesel would compdse 50 percent of consftuction equipment diesel usage.

\)7ith implementation of the mitigation measures above, the proposed mixed-use project would be
considered consistent with the City of Folsom General Plan, including the GHG Strategy. Therefore,
GHG emissions from the proposed 603 Sutter Street Commercial Building project would not be
expected to be significant, and the project would not be expected to make a substantial contribution
to the cumulatively significant impact of global warming. No significant impact would result, and no
additional mitigation would be necessary.

Question (b) Conflict with GHG emissions reduction plans: Less-than-significant Impact.
The City of Folsom has adopted the Greenhouse Gas Emissions Reduction Strategy as an integrated
part of the 2035 GeneraIPlan. The GHG Strategy was developed consistent with the goals of AB
32, SB 32, the Scoping Plan, and Executive Order B-30-15 goals (described in the Regulatory
Setting, above). The proposed mixed use project would be considered consistent with the City of
Folsom General Plan, and would not conflict with or obstruct implementation of ARB's Scoping Plan
for achieving GHG reductions consistent with AB 32.

Because transportation is the largest sector of greenhouse gas emissions, many reduction strategies
focus on reducing travel and making transportation more efficient. Therefore, many of the
transportation and land use sftategies contained in regional air quality and transportation plans act to
reduce gteenhouse gas emissions as well. The proposed 603 Sutter Street Commercial Building project
is a mixed use, infill project located near transit service that would be consistent with all applicable
provisions of the Ozone Attainment Plan, the 2035 Metropolitan Transportation Plan, and the
Sactamento Region Pteferred Blueprint Scenario adopted by the SMAQMD and the Sacramento Area
Council of Governments. This would be a less-than-significant impact, and no mitigation would be
necessary.
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!7ould the proiect:
a) Crcate a significant h^zxd to the public or the environment

through the routine transport, use, or disposal of hazardous
materials?

x

b) Create a significant hazard to the public or the environment
through reasonably foreseeable upset and accident conditions
involving the release of hazardous materials into the
environment?

x

c) Emit hazardous emissions or handle hazardous or acutely
hzzatdows materials, substances, or waste vrithin one-quarter
mile of an existing or proposed school?

x

Be located on a site which is included on a list of hazardous
matedals sites compiled pursuant to Govetnment Code Section
65962.5 and, as a result, would it cre te a significant hazard, to
the public ot the environment?

d)

X

e) For a project located within an airport Iand use plan or, where
such a plan has not been adopted, within two miles of a public
airport or public use airporq would the project result in a safety
hozzrd or excessive noise fot people residing or working in the
proiect area?

X

f) Impair implementation of or physically interfere with an adoptec
response pian or emergency evacuation plan? X

g) Expose people or strLrctures, either direcdy or indirecdy, to a
significant risk of loss, injury, or death involvinq wildland ftes?

X

IX. HnzARDS AND HezenDoIJS MRTnnIALS

ENVIRONMENTAL SETTING

Construction of the proposed proiect would include the use, storage, transport, and disposal of oil,
diesel fuel, paints, solvents, and other hazardous materials. The City of Folsom 2035 General Plan
includes goals and policies on the proper handling of hazardous matedals, and on emergency
pteparedness in the event of an accident, in the vicinity of the proposed project. (Folsom 2018)

A database search of various envitonmental agency lists was conducted for the project site and the
surrounding 

^te 
to identify potential hazardous contamination sites. Based on the database search,

the ptoject site is not listed as ahazatdous waste site according to the S\IRCB Geoftacker website
database (CA SWRCB 2019). Also, the project site is not listed on the California Department of
Toxic Substance Conftol's (DTSC) Hazardous Waste and Substances Sites List (known as the
Cortese List) (CA DTSC 201,9), or the U.S. EPA's Superfund National Priorities List (EPA 201.9a).

There afe no schools located within one-quarter mile of the proposed project. The nearest school,
Suttet Middle School, is located apptoximately 0.30 miles southeast of the proposed project (Folsom
2014a, Google Earth 201.9). The Airport Land Use Commission for Sacramento, Sutter, Yolo and
Yuba Counties has developed the Mather Airpot Comprehensive Land Use Plan for Mather
Airport in Rancho Cordova. Located approximately 10 miles to the northeast of that facility, the
proposed project site is not situated vdthin any flight zones identified in the Plan (SACOG 1,997).
There ate no private airstrips in the vicinity of the proposed project.
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The Sacramento County Department of Water Resoutces has developed a Countywide Local
Hazard Mitigation Plan with hazard mitigation planning elements specific to the City of Folsom
(Folsom 201,6). The City of Folsom Emergency Operations Plan provides evacuation plans for
distinct sections of the city, including Area 6 - Historic Folsom (Folsom 2004). Evacuation routes
identified for this area include Folsom Boulevard (southbound), Riley Street (northbound), Natoma
Street (eastbound), and East Bidwell Street (eastbound).

According to Califomia Fire and Resource Management Program (FRAP), the proposed project site
is located within the Moderate Ffue Hazard Sevedty Zone within the Local Responsibility Area. The
ptoximity of the vegetation along the rough and steep tenain of the Amedcan fuver Canyon
contributes to this designation. The thteat of wildfte hazatd in the project atea is determined to be
modetate (CaIFIRE 201,9).

The proposed project site is not in an area identified by the California Geological Survey as having
soils that are likely to contain naturally occutting asbestos (CGS 2011b). Therefore, no naturally
occutring asbestos is expected in on-site soils that could be disturbed during consftuction.

ENVIRONMENTAL ANALYSI S

Question (a) Routine use, ftanspotr, or handling ofhazatdous materials: Less-than-
significant Impact. Construction of the proposed ptoject would include the use, storage, transport,
and disposal of oil, diesel fuel, paints, solvents, and other hazardous materials. If spilled, these
substances could pose a dsk to the environment and to human health. Both federal and state laws
include provisions for the safe handlingof hazardous substances. According to federal health and
safety standards, applicable federal Occupational Safety and Health Administration (OSFIA)
requirements would be in place to ensure worker safety. Construction activity must also be in
compliance with the Califotnia Occupational Safety and Health Administration regulations
(Occupational Safety and Health Act of 1970). Because the routine transport, use, and disposal of
these materials ate subject to sttingent local, state, and federal regulations, this impact would be
considered less than significant, and no mitigation would be required.

Question (b) Upset and accident conditions involving the releas e of hazatdous materials:
Less-than-significant Impact. As discussed above, standard construction techniques would be
used to construct the proposed project. During construction, oil, diesel fuel, paints, solvents, and
other hazatdous materials would be used at the site. If spilied, these substances could pose a

Iocahzed risk to the envitonment and to human health. However, all construction activities must
comply with the Califotnia OSI{A regulations that would protect construction workers and the
envitonment for potential spills ot teleases. Compliance with CaIOSHA, City of Folsom, and
Sacramento County requirements would reduce the risk of hazatds related to accident conditions
would be reduced to a less-than-significant level. No mitigation would be required.

Question (c) Hazadous emissions or materials rreart a schoot Less-than-significant Impact.
Because the nearest school to the project site, Sutter Middle School, is more than0.25 miles from
the project site, implementation of the proposed project would not affect the school. There would
be a iess-than-significant impact, and no mitigation would be requited.
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Question (d) Included on list ofhazatdous materials sites: No Impact. According to queries
of the GeoTmcker and Envirostor Data Management Systems, the project would not be located on
a site identified on altst of hazardous materials sites compiled pursuant to California Government
Code Section 65962.5. As a result, implementation of the project would not create a significant
hazard to the public or the environment. No impact would result, and no mitigation would be
requked.

Question (e) Safety hazatd or excessive noise neat ailports: Less-than-significant Impact.
The Mather Airport is located apptoximately 10 miles to the southwest of the project site. There are
no existing airports within two miles of the ptoposed project site. The proposed proiect site may
experience infiequent ovet-flights from airplanes traveling to or from regional airports; however, the
project does not include facilities or processes that create hazards to aucraft. Project facilities,
employees, and customers would not be exposed to or contribute to ut safety hazards or
unhealthful levels of afucraft noise No aspect of the proposed project would result in excessive noise
following consftuction of the ptoposed multi-use building. This would be a less-than-significant
impact, and no mitigation would be required.

Question (f) Impait or intetfete with an adopted emergency response/evacuation plan:
Less-than-significant Impact. Utility connections associated with the proposed project would be
constructed within Sutter and Scott Streets. Evacuation routes identified for this area include
Folsom Boulevard (southbound), Riley Stteet (northbound), Natoma Street (eastbound), and East
Bidwell Stteet (eastbound). These facilities would be unaffected by the proposed project.
Construction activities would result in temporarT lane closures that could cause delays in traffic and
emergency response. However, emergency vehicles would be expedited through the construction
zone, znd emergency service ptoviders would be informed of the project so they could choose
alternate routes as needed. AII impacts related to lane closures would cease after project completion.
Further, the proposed project would not result in an increased concentration of large numbers of
persons in an at-risk location. This would be a less-than-signi{icant impact, and no mitigation would
be required.

Question (g) Exposure to dsk involving wildland fires: Less-than-significant Impact. For a
discussion of this impact and its environmental conclusion, please refer to Environmental Topic
W,IWildfre, Questions (a) through (d) in this Initial Study.
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Would the proiect:
a) Violate any water quality standards or waste discharge

requirements ot otherwise substantially degrade surface or
ground water quality?

x

b) Substantially decrease groundwater supplies ot interfere with
groundwater recharge such that the project may impede
sustainable groundwater management of the basin?

X

c) Substantiaily alter the existing drainage pattern of the site or
area, including through the a.iteration of the course of a stream
ot rivet or through the addition of impervious surfaces, in a

manner which would:

(i) resultin substantial erosion or siltation on- or off-site; X
(ii) substantially incease the rate or amount of surface runoff in

a mannet which would result in floodinq on- or off-site;
x

(iii) ceate or contribute runoff water which would exceed the
capaitty of existing or planned stomwater drainage systems
or provide substantial additional sources of polluted runoff;

x

(iv) impede or tedirect flood flows? x
d) In flood hazatd, tsunami, or seiche zones, risk release of

pollutants due to proiect inundation?
X

e) Conflict with or obstruct implementation of a water quality
control plan or sustainable groundwater manaqement plan? X

HyonolocY AND Wnrnn RBSoURCES

ENVIRONMENTAL SETTING

The project site consists of a rectangular plot of land totaling 0.17 acres (7,400 square feet). The are
no permanent water features on the proiect site. The neafest surface v/ater feature in the proiect
vicinity is the American River (I-ake Natoma), approximately 1,000 feet northwest of the site. Street
improvements on Sutter Street adjacent to the project site include full curb, gutter and sidewalk
along the entite ptoject ftontage. Ftontage imptovements along Scott Sffeet are limited to a concrete
curb. City storm drains are present in both Suttet and Scott Streets adjacent to the project site.

Because no storm drainage facilities are provided vzithin the project site, stomwater quality
treatrnent controls must be incorpotated into the site design, and connected to the existing City
storm drainage facilities. The City curendy tequires that on-site treatment control measures be
designed consistent with the Stormwater Q"rlity Design Manual for the Sactamento Region
(Sacramento County 2018). If the project is approved, it may be required to comply with the 2018
Stotmwatet Q"ulity Design Manual, which would require the implementation of certain source
control and Low Impact Development PID) techniques. Once the stomwater treatment controls
are instalied, all stormwater collected in the public storm drainage system would eventually be
discharged to the American River or its tributades.

The project site and ate ate not located within a 1 percent (100-year) flood plain or 0.2 percent
(500-year) floodplain as identified by the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA). (FEMA
201,2)
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Within Folsom, major rivers, cteeks, streams, flood corridors, ripatian habitat, and other land that
may accolnmodate floodwater are identified as locations of groundwater recharge. None of these
featues are located on the project site or in its vicinity. Although the American River (Lake
Natoma) is located apptoximately 1,000 feet notthwest of the site, it would be unaffected as a source
of recharge by the project. Because domestic watet in this area of the City of Folsom is provided
solely from surface water sources, implementation of the proposed project would not involve either
withdtawals of groundwater for domestic purposes, or discharges to groundwater.

The Folsom atea is served by two purveyors of water. The City of Folsom serves the arca within the
City limits located east of the American River, including the proposed project site. The San Juan
Water District serves the arca of Folsom west of the river.

REGUI-ATORY SETTING

The City is a signatory to the Sacramento County-wide NPDES permit for the control of pollutants
in urban stomwater. Since 1990, the City has been a partner in the Sacramento Stormwater Q"ulity
Partnership, along with the County of Sacramento and the Cities of Sacramento, Citrus Heights, Elk
Grove, Galt, and Rancho Cordova. These agencies are implementing a comprehensive program
involving public outreach, construction and industrial controls @MPs), water quality monitoring,
and other activities designed to protect area cteeks and rivers (Sacramento Stormwater Quality
Partnership 2019). The project would be required to implement all appropriate program
requirements.

In addition to these acdvities, the City maintains the following tequirements and programs to reduce
the potential impacts of urban development on stomwater quality and quantity, erosion and
sediment control, flood protection, and water use.

Standard consftuction conditions requked by the City include:

. lYater Pollution - requires compliance with City water pollution regulations, including
NPDES provisions.

. Clearing and Grubbing- specifies protection standards for existing signs, mailboxes,
underground sftuctures, drainage facilities, spdnklers and lights, trees and shrubbery, and
fencing. Also tequires the prepatation of a SSYPPP to control erosion and siltation of
receiving waters.

. Reseeding- specifies seed mixes and methods for reseeding of graded areas.

Additionaliy, the City enforces the tequirements of the FMC summaizedin Table 11
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Code
Section Code Name Effect ofCode

8.70 Stormwatet Management
and Dischatge Control

Establishes conditions and requirements for the discharge of urban
pollutants and sediments to the storm-drainage system; requires
preparation and implementation of S\VPPPs.

73.26 lVater Conservation Prohibits the wastefi.rl use of water; establishes sustainable landscape
requirements; defines water use restrictions.

14.20 Green Building Standatds
Code

Adopts the California Green Building Standards Code (CALGreen Code),
2016 Edition, excluding Appendix Chapters A4, A5 and A6-L, published
as Part 77,TrrJe 24, C.C.R. to promote and require the use of building
coocepts having a reduced negative impact or positive environmental
impact and encouraqing sustainable constn.rction practices.

74.29 Grading Code Requires a grading permit prior to the initiation of any grading, excavation,
fiIl or dtedging; establishes standards, conditions, and requirements for
grading, erosion control, stomwater drainage, and revegetation.

74.32 Flood Damage Prevention Restdcts or prohibits uses that cause v/ater or erosion hazzrds, or rhat
result in damaging increases in erosion or in flood heights; requires that
uses vulnetable to floods be protected against flood damage; contols the
modification of floodways; regulates activities that may increase flood
damage or that could divert floodwaters.

City of Folsorn Municipal Code Sections RcgLrlzrting the Effects on
Hydrology and $trerter Quality from Urban Development $'irhin the City

Table 11

ource: Fokon Municibal Code 2019,

ENVI RONMENTAL ANALYSI S

Question (a) Vater quality: Less-than-significant Impact. Construction activities associated
with project implementation would include grading, excavation, and site leveling. As proposed, post-
cofistruction stormwater would be conveyed to an existing storm drain in the Sutter Street sidewalk
adiacent to the northwest corner of the proposed building. From this point, the project would be
connected to the City's stormwater drainage system.

The proposed project would be required to comply with various state and local water quality
standatds (including full capture and tteatment of runoff from the trash area),which would ensure
the proposed ptoject would not violate v/ater quality standards or waste discharge permits, or
otherwise substantially degrade water quality. The project site would be subject to NPDES permit
conditions, which include the preparation of a SWPPP. As described above, the proposed project
would also be subject to all of the City's standard Code and construction requirements (listed in
Table 11), including conditions for the discharge of urban pollutants and sediments to the stom-
drainage system and restrictions on uses that cause v/ater or erosion hazards. (For stomwater
controls necessary during the construction period, see Section YI, Geologt and Soils, of this Initiai
Study.)

Furthet, prior to the issuance of grading and building permits, the applicant will be required to
submit a dtatnage plan that shows how ptoject BMPs capture and treat stormwater runoff during
project operations. Compliance with these requirements would ensure that water quality standards
and waste discharge requirements are not vioiated, and water quality is protected. Therefore, impacts
would be less than signific^nt, and no mitigation would be necessary.
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Question (b) Gtoundwater supply: Less-than-significant Impact. Implementation of the
proposed project would not result in the use of groundwater, and no groundwater wells would be
drilled as part of the proposed ptoject. Domestic water in this area of Folsom is provided solely
from surface v/ater sources obtained from Folsom Reservoir. \flhile the proposed project would
result in the addition of new impervious sutfaces to the project site that could affect recharge, the
ptoposed ptoject area ts not identified as important to groundwater recharge by the City. Because
the proposed project would not tely on groundwater fot domestic water or irrigation purposes, and
the site is not an important area of groundwater recharge, the proposed project would not decrease
groundwater supplies ot interfere substantially with groundwater recharge. Therefore, impacts would
be less than significant, and no mitigation would be necessary.

Questions (c.i) thtough (c.iv) Alter Existing Dminage Patterns or Runoff: Less-than-
significant Impact. Implementation of the proposed project would have the potential to generate
stomv/atet and contaminated runoff ftom developed areas of the project site. The 0.17 -acrc project
site to be developed consists of a previously distutbed vacantlot. Developed community stomv/ater
coriveyance facilities are located in both Sutter and Scott Streets. Because the site is currently
undeveloped, the construction of the ptoposed project would result in the addition of new
impervious surfaces to the project site. No stomwater quality facilities currently are proposed. (For
stomwater controls necessaly after the placement of fiil on the offsite parcel, see Section YI, Geology

and Soils, of this Initial Study)

While the majority of the developed project site would be covered with impervious surfaces, the
temaining areas would be landscaped. On-site drainage improvements include drainage collection
pipes within the interior and along the margins of the property.

The project site is within the existing urban area of the City served by urban stomv/ater facilities,
and construction on the site would be subject to NPDES permit conditions, which would include
the preparation of a SWPPP. As described above, the proposed project would also be subject to all
of the City's standard Code and construction requirements (listed in Table 11), including
requirements fot the treatment of discharges of urban pollutants and sediments to the storm-
drainage system, and restrictions on uses that cause v/ater or erosion hazatds.

The implementation of these requirements would ensure that no adverse effects due to stomwater
genetation ot contamination would take place. Additionally, the proposed project drainage patern
would be designed to avoid impacts to adjoining properties, and all drainage would be conveyed into
existing storm drain facilities and on-site drainage improvements to ensure that no increase in
downstream floodhazatds would occur. For these reasons, impacts to water quality, drainage
patterns, and stotmwater tunoff would result in a less-than-significant impact. No mitigation
measures would be required.

Question (d) Flood hazatd, tsunami, ot seiche zones: No Impact. The project site and 
^rel- 

are
not located within a 1 percent (i0O-year) flood plain or 0.2 percent (500-year) floodplain as
identified by FEMA. The neatest source of flood flows is the American River (Lake Natoma)
located approximately 1,000 feet northwest of the project site. The normal pool elevation of Lake
Natoma is 1,26 feet; the lowest elevation on the project site is 234 feet, or 108 feet higher than Lake
Natoma. Because of this difference in elevation, there would be no exposure of the site to flood
flows on the American River.
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The City of Folsom is located approximately 95 miles from the Pacific Ocean, at elevations ranging
from approxim^tely 1,40 feet to 828 feet above MSL. Elevations at the proposed project site range
from 251 feet above mean sea level to 234 feet. Because of this, there would be no possibility of
inundation by tsunami.

The City is located adjacent to Folsom Lake, a reservoir on the American River impounded by a
main dam on the river channel and wing dikes. Areas of the City adjacent to the wing dikes could
be adversely affected by a seiche as a result of an earthquake, either through sloshing within a full
reservoir or by a massive landslide or earth movement into the lake. Although historic seismic
activity has been minot, the potential for sffong ground shaking exists. However, the possibiliS of a
strong earthquake occutting when lake levels ate high and creating alarge enough wave to overtop
or breach the wing dikes is considered to be remote.

Therefore, thete would be no substantial risk to the site from inundation by flood flows, seiche, or
tsunami that could release pollutants. This would be a less-than-significant impact, and no mitigation
would be necessary.

Question (e) Conflict v/ith water quality or sustainable groundwater manargement plans:
Less-than-significant Impact. The project would discharge stomwater from the site to the City's
existing stomwater maflagement netwotk. As noted in the response to Question (a), the project
would be requfued to comply with local, state, and federal standards and regulations regarding water
quality, including compliance with the requirements of the Sacramento Stormwater Q"ulity
Partnership's Stormwater Quality Design Manual and the County-wide NPDES permit for urban
stormwater discharge.

As noted in the response to Question (b), the project would not use groundwater or result in the
construction of a groundwater well. The project site is not identified as a recharg e ate , and all
stomwater generated at the site would be compliant with adopted rules and regulations that would
maintain groundwater quality.

For these reasons, the project would not conflict with any plans or regulations to maintain water
quality or manage ground water resources. This would be a less-than-significant impact, and no
mitigation would be necessary.
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Would the project:

a) Physically divide an established community? x
b) Cause a significant environmental impact due to a conflict with

any land use plan, policy, or regulation adopted for the purpose
of avoiding or mitigating an environmental effect?

X

XI. Lnxo UsB AND PTnNxING

The project site is located on the southwest corner of the intersection of Sutter Street and Scott
Street in the City of Folsom (see Figures 7,2,and 3). The project site consists of an undeveloped
rectangular plot of land measuring 0.77 acres Q,400 square feet).

The site is an infill parcel surounded by developed land uses,located at a transition point between
commercial uses and residential uses. Commercial uses predominate the project vicinity on Sutter
Stteet (west of Scott Street), while residential uses prevail on Scott Street and Sutter Street east of
Scott Street, with a residence located immediately to the south of the project site. Table 1 in Section 1

of this Initial Study details the surrounding land uses, and corresponding General Plan and zoning
designations. Figures B,9,77,and1.2illustrate the transitional nature of the project's setting.

REGULATORY SETTING

The project site is located within the incorporated city limits of Folsom, in Sacramento County.
Land use in the project areais regulated by the City of Folsom General Plan, the Folsom Municipal
Code (FMC), including theZontngCode, and the Historic District Design and Development
Guidelines.

The project site to be developed vdth the proposed mixed-use project is designated for Historic
Folsom Mixed Use (H$ land uses by the City of Fols om 2035 General Plan (City of Folsom 2018).
As defined by the General Plan, the HF designation "provides for a mixture of commercial and
residential uses designed to preserve and enhance the historic character of Folsom's old town
center." The development intensity for areas designated as HF is set forth in the General Pian is 20-
30 dwelling units per acre for residential uses and a FAR of 0.5 to 2.0 for non-residential uses.6

The 603 Sutter Street Commercial Building project site is also within a Sacramento Area Council of
Governments (SACOG) Transit Priority Area (TPA) as designated by the Folsom General Plan.
Transit-oriented development (TOD) within TPAs is development that combines street patterns,
parking management sttategies, and building density to take advantage of nearby transit service.
Typically, TOD works best with high-frequency transit lines such as light rail and frequent bus
service. Folsom is served by Regional Transit's Gold Line light rail that connects Historic Folsom to

Standards of building intensity for nontesidential uses, such as mixed-use, commercial, and industriai development,
are stated as a range (i.e., minimum and maximum) of FARs. A FAR is the gross building area ofl a site, excluding
structured parking, to the net developable area of the site. The net developable area is the total area of a site
excluding portions that cannot be developed (e.g., right-of-way, public parks). For example, on a lot with 25,000
square feet of land area, a FAR of 0.50 will allow 12,500 square feet of useable building floor area to be built,
tegardless of the number of stodes in the building (e.g.,6,250 square feet per floor on two floors or 12,500 square
feet on one floor). On the same 25,000- square-foot loq a FAR of 1.00 would allorv 25,000 square feet of useable
floor atea, and a FAR of 2.00 would allow 50,000 square feet of useable floor zrea.
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the Sacramento Valley Station in downtown Sactamento. At the west end of Sutter Street, the
Historic Folsom Station serves a high-frequency light rail ftansit line. The 603 Sutter Street
Commetcial Building project site is located within one-half mile of this station.

The City of Folsom ZonngCode applies a Historic District (HD) destgnation to the site and general
atea of the proposed mixed-use project. This zoning district corresponds vzith the General Plan
designation. The purposes of the HD zorte 

^tei
7. To preserve and enhance the historic, small-town atmosphere of the historic district as it

developed between the years 1850 and 1950;
2. To maintain, testore, and reconstruct historic sttuctures and sites within the historic district;
3. To encoutage an active business climate which promotes the development of a diverse range

of businesses compatible with the historic district as it developed between the years 1850
and 1950;

4. To retain the residentid. areas within the historic district;
5. To ensure that new residential and commercial development is consistent with the historical

character of the historic district as it developed between the years 1850 and 1950;
6. To increase the awateness, undetstanding, and appreciation of the history of the city; and
7. To preserve and enhance open space areas.

The Zonng Code additionally identifies subareas of the Historic District zoting category. As shown
in Figure 13, the project site and its suttounding area are located within the Sutter Street subarea.
Permitted commercial uses within the Sutter Street subarea include, with some limitations: retail,
service, public/quasi-public, and office uses permitted in the City's central business district (C-2)
zone. ZotinE rcgulations for the Sutter Stteet subarea designation also include a Design Concept for
the subarea, height and setback standards, sign regulations, and parking standards.

In addition to the General Plan land use chapter and the City's Zoning Code, the City, State, federal,
and regional agencies have adopted regulations and standards that act to protect environmental
resources. These measures regulate all of the envitonmental topics assessed in this Initial Study with
the exception of Agricultute and Forestry Resources, and Population and Housing. For each topic,
the applicable policies, regulations, and requirements of all relevant agencies are set foth in the
Regulatory Setting or in the body of the Environmental Setting. Fot a summary of which agency is
responsible for regulating a particular resource, please consult Table 1.2 below.
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ENVI RONMENTAL ANALYSI S

Question (a) Physically divide an established community: Less-than-significant Impact. The
proposed project would involve the construction of a mixed-use commercial / offtce building on a
y^c nt, infill parcel vdthin the Historic District of the City of Folsom. The project vicinity consists
of both residential and cornmercial uses, and the project site is within 

^ 
zone of transition between

the two types of uses. Commercial uses predominate the project vicinity on Sutter Sfteet (west of
Scott Street), while residential uses prevail on Scott Stteet and Sutter Street east of Scott Sffeet, with
a residence located immediately to the south of the project site. The Cohn House is located east of
Scott Stteet adjacent to the project site. Figures 8, 9, 11, and 72 illusftate the uansitional nature of
the project's setting. Implementation of the proposed project would not represent an encroachment
into a tesidenieJ area or divide an existing community. Rather, the project would represent the
continuation of commercid and office uses on Sutter Street up to, but not within, adjacent
residential ateas. Siting of the project at this location would be consistent with City plans and
policies encouraging infill development as set forth in the City's General Plan (Policy LU 2.1..1),

Zonng Code, and Historic District Design Guidelines (Policy 6.2). This would be a less-than-
significant impact, and no mitigation would be tequired.

Question (b) Conflict with land use plans or policies: Less-than-significant Impact with
Mitigation. As noted pteviously, the proposed project would involve the construction of a mixed-
use commercial/offtce building on 

^vacanq 
infill parcel within the Historic District of the City of

Folsom. Implementation of the project would not affect land uses on adjacent parcels, not would it
conflict with established General Plan and zoning land use designations.

As proposed, the project would be inconsistent with the height and parking requirements of Section
17.52.570 of the Folsom Municipal Code. Due to this inconsistency, the project applicant has

applied for vanances from these requkements. Approval of the requested variances by the City's
Historic District Commission would result in project compliance with FMC standards. Howevet, the
project's inconsistency with parking and height standards per se does not result in an environmental
effect as defined by the CEQA statute and guidelines. Accordingly, no environmental conclusions
are made with respect to the project's compliance or non-compliance with these requirements.
Therefote, the height and parking requirements of the FMC are not considered futher in this
analysis. However, consistency with the tequirements of the Folsom Municipal Code and the
Historic District Design and Development Guidelines will be considered by the Historic District
Commission in its decision on approval or disapproval of the proposed project.

The City, State, federal, and regional agencies have adopted regulations and standards that act to
protect environmental resources. Environmentally-protective measures for applicable agencies are
set forth for each envitonmental topic assessed in this Initial Study, with the exception of
Agriculture and Fotestry Resoutces, and Population and Housing for which there are no televant
standards. Fot Agriculture and Fotestry, this is because there 

^re 
no resources of this type located in

the City.

Table 72 summarizes the consistency of the proposed project with identified environmentally
protective policies and regulations of all relevant agencies. As set forth in each topical assessment in
this Initial Study, the project would be consistent with the protective measures of all agencies, or
consistent with implementation of the identified mitigation measures. These measures for biological
resources, cultmal resources, noise, and transportation inciude: BIO-1, BIO-2, CUL-1, CUL-2,
CUL-3, GEO-I, NOI-1, NOI-2, NOI-3, NOI-4, and TR-1.
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Section Environmental Topic City Regional State Federal

I Aesthetics ./

II Agricultwe & Forestry Resources n/a n/a n/a n/a
III Air Quality n/a

IV Biological Resources {-nt n/a r/-l,t {-v
V Cultural Resources {-tt n/a ./-lrt {-lt
VI Energy n/z n/^
VII Geoiogy and Soils {-nt n/a n/^
VIII Greenhouse Gas Emissions n/^
IX Hzzztds and Hazardous Matedals n/a

X Hy&ology and Water Resources ./ n/a

XI Land Use and Planning r/r ./

XII Mneral Resources n/a n/^
XIII Noise {-nt n/a n/^ n/a
XTV Population and Housing n/a n/^ n/^ n/a
XV Public Services n/^ n/a n/z
)iln Recreation n/a n/a
XVII Transportation {-u n/^ n/^
xVIII Tribal Cultuai Resources {-u ila n/a

XIX Utilities and Sewice Systems ./ n/a
)o( \7ildfire n/^ ./ n/^

Consistency.of the Proposed Proiect u'ith Environrnentzrlly Protective
Policies, Regulations, and Requirements

Table12

Note:

Ke1

Source:

Because building height and patking tequirements are not environmental topics within the purview of
CEQA, the evaluation of land use and planning consistency does not considet these regulations.

{ = Consistent with policy, regulation, or requirement

{-tnt = Consistent with policy, regulation, or requirement with mitigation identiiied in this Initial Study
n/a = None Applicable - No applicable policies, regulations, or requirements

Planninp Partners 2019.

As indicated in Table 12,.rnth implementation of the mitigation identified in this Initial Study, the
ptoject would be consistent v/ith all identified environmentally protective policies. This would be a
less-than-significant impact, and no additional mitigation would be necessary.
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\Vould the project:

a) Result in the loss of availability of a known mineral resource that
would be of value to the resi.on and the residents of the state?

x
b) Result in the loss of availability of a locally-imporrant minerai

resource recovery site delineated on a local general plan, specific
plan or other Iand use plan?

X

XII. MINBnan RnsouRcBs

The presence of mineral resources within the City of Folsom has led to a long history of gold
extraction, primarily placet gold. The State of California, under the Surface Mining and Reclamation
Act (SMARA), can designate certain areas as having mineral deposits of regional significance.
According to the Sacramento County General Plan Background Report, the project site is located in
afl area classified as containing Significant Mineral Deposits by the California State Geologist
(Sactamento County 201,2). Howevet, urbanized areas and public parks are typically excluded from
this determination, effectively removing almost all of the City north of Highway 50, including the
project site, from consideration for mineral resources. (City of Folsom 201,4b). According to the
City's GeneralPIan, no areas of the City are currendy designated for mineral resource extraction
(City of Folsom 2018).

ENVIRONMENTAL ANALYSI S

Questions (a) and (b) Loss of mineral resources of value andf ot delineated on land use
plans: No Impact. The 603 Sutter Street Commercial Building project site is not located in an area
designated for known ot suspected mineral or aggregate resources. The arca surounding the project
has been fully developed ot is zoned for residential or commercial uses. No atea of the City of
Folsom is designated in the General Plan or zoned as a locally-important mineral resource recovery
site, and no mining opetations are present ori or near the site. Although the ptoposed project would
preclude mineral resource exttacd.on, the City of Folsom has planned the area of the project for
urban land uses, and mineral exttaction has been deemed to be inappropriate. Therefore,
implementation of the project would not alter the availability of known mineral resources, or result
in the loss of availability of a localiy-important mineral resowce recovely site. There would be no
impacts, and no mitigation would be necessary.
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\ffould the project result in:

a) Generation of a substantial temporary or permanent inctease in
ambient noise levels in the vicinity of the ptoject in excess of
standards established in the local general plan or noise
otdinance, or applicable standards ofother aqencies?

X

b) Generation of excessive ground-bome vibration or ground-
borne noise levels?

x
c) For a project located within the vicinity of a private airstrip or an

airport land use plan, or where such a plan has not been
adopted, within two miles of a public airport or public use
airport, would the project expose people residing or working in
the ptoject area to excessive noise levels?

x

XIII. NoIsn

ENVIRONMENTAL SETTING

The noise environment in the vicinity of the project site consists pdmarily of Sutter Street and Scott
Street tr.afftc noise and, to a lesser extent, Riley Street ttaffic noise. Lesser soutces of noise in the
project atea include those arising from typical urban activities, including those associated with
nearby commercial uses. There are no industrial noise soutces located in the vicinity of the proposed
project, and there are no airpons located within two miles of project site. Persons and activities
potentially sensitive to noise in the project vicinity include residents of homes to the south of the
ptoject site.

Noise in the daily erivironment fluctuates over time. Some fluctuations are minot, but some ate
substantial. Some noise levels occut in regular patterfis, but others are random. Some noise levels
fluctuate rapidly, but othets slowly. Some noise levels vary -id.ly, but others are relatively constant.
Various noise descriptots have been developed to describe time-varying noise levels. The following
are the noise descriptors used in this noise analysis:

Equivalent sound level (L): L"o represents 
^n 

ayetage of the sound enefgy occurring over a
specified period. In effect, Lq is the steady-state sound level that in a stated period would
contain the same acoustical energy as the time-varfing sound that actually occurs during the
same period. The 1-hour A-weighted equivalent sound level (Lq[h]) is the enetgy aver^ge of the
A-weighted sound levels occuring during a 1-hour period.

Community noise equivalent level (CNEL): CNEL is the energy 
^verage 

of the A-weighted
sound levels occurdng during a24-hour period, with 10 dB added to the A-weighted sound
levels occurring between 10 p.m. andT a.m. and 5 dB added to the A-weighted sound levels
occurring between 7 p.-. and 10 p.m.

Day-night level (La"): La" is the energy avera,ge of the A-weighted sound levels occutring
during a24-hour period, with 10 dB added to the A-weighted sound levels occurring between 10
p.m. and 7 a.m.

Under conttolled conditions in an acoustics labotatory, the trained, healthy human ear is able to
discern 1-decibel (dB) changes in sound levels when exposed to steady, single-frequency ("pure
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tone') signals in the midfrequency range. Outside such controlled conditions, the trained ear c n
detect 2-dB changes in normal envitonmental noise. Howevet, it is widely accepted that the 

^verage
healthy e t can barely perceive 3-dB noise level changes for similat sources. A 5-dB change is readily
perceptible, and a 10-dB increase is perceived as being twice as loud. Doubling sound energy results
in a 3-dB increase in sound; therefore, doubling sound energy (e.g., doubling the volume of trafftc
on a highway) would result in abarely perceptible change in sound level.

Vibration is the periodic oscillation of a medium or object with respect to a given reference point.
Sources of vibration include natural phenomena (e.g., earthquakes, volcanic eruptions, sea waves,
landslides) and those introduced by human activity (e.g., explosions, machinery, traffic, trains,
construction equipment). Vibration sources may be condnuous, (e.g., operating factory machinery)
or transient in nature (e.g., explosions).

The response of the human body to vibration relates well to a-vet^ge vibration amplitude; thetefore,
vibration impacts on humans are evaluated in terms of vibration velocity. Similar to airborne sound,
vibration velocity can be expressed in decibel notation as vibration decibels (VdB)

Long-term Q4-hour) ambient noise monitoring was completed in December 2017 to quantify
existing background noise levels in the project vicinity in support of the preparation of the City's
2035 General Plan. This study found that noise levels neat the project site were 55 dB La^. Tnffic
noise from vehicles on Riley Street was measuted at 64 dB Ld" at a point 100-feet from the centetline
ofthe street; ttafftc noise had degraded to less than 60 dB La" at199 feet from the street centetline.
The ptoject site is located approximately 400 feet from Riley Street. By the year 2035, these noise
levels would increase to 65 dB La. at 100 feet from the centerline and the 60 dB La, contour would
be located 218 feet away from the centedine. (Folsom 2018b)

A vibration survey was also conducted in the prepatation of the 2035 General Plan. The General
Plan survey determined that vibration in the project vicinity was 28 VdB RMS. (Folsom 2018b)

Both the noise and vibration values are within the average range of noise and vibtation found in
Folsom.

CITY REGULATION OF THE NOISE ENVIRONMENT

The City of Folsom General Plan Noise Element establishes land use compatibiJity criteria for both
transportation noise sources, such as roadways, and for non-transportation (stationary) noise
sources. Fot stationary noise sources, the City of Folsom has adopted a Noise Ordinance as Section
8.42 of the FMC (Folsom 2019d). The Noise Ordinance establishes houdy noise level performance
standards. Table 13 shows the City of Folsom exterior noise level performance standards for
stationary noise sources for both day and nighttime periods. The City's General Plan Noise
Element allows exterior noise levels up to 60 dB Ldn/CNEL for backyard decks or decks for single
family residences, which means that the 

^vet^ge 
24-hour noise level must not exceed this standatd,

so long as interior noise levels of single f"-ily residences are maintained to meet General Plan
requitements (45 dB Ldn/CNEL). (Folsom 2019d)

Section 8.42.060 C of the Noise Ordinance exempts construction noise from the provisions of the
Code, provided such activities do not take place befote 7:00 a.m. or after 6:00 p.m. on any day
except Monday thtough Friday, or before 8:00 a.m. or after 5:00 p.m. on Saturday or Sunday.
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Maximum Acceptable Noise Level, dBACumulative Number of Minutes in
Any l-hour Time Period Daytime (7 a.m. - 10 p.m.) Nighttime (10 p.m. -7 a.m..)

30 (Lro) 50 45

15 (L,.) 55 50

5 (I-rr) 60 55

1@") 65 60

o G**) 70 65

Table 13 Exterior Noise Level Standards, dBA

Section 8.42.060 G exempts noise sources associated with the collection of waste or garbage from
property devoted to commerciaJ, and industrial uses (Folsom 201,9d).

Note: Ln means the percentage of time the noise level is exceeded dwing an hour. L50 means the level exceeded
50% ofthe hour, L25 is the ievel exceeded 25oh ofthe hour, etc.

Source: Ci4t of Fokon Municipal Code, Chapter 8.42, Tabh 8.42.040

As discussed in the Project Description in Section 1 of this Initial Study, the City has established
Standard Construction Specifications as published inJanuary 2017 (Folsom2017). The standard
construction specifications ate required to be adhered to by any contractor constructing a public or
private project within the City. Standards regarding the noise environment are summarized below.

o Noise Control - requites that all consftuction work comply with the Folsom Noise
Otdinance, and that all construction vehicles be equipped with a muffler to control
sound levels.

. lVeekend, Holiday and Nigbt l%ork - Ptohibits construction work during evening hours, ot
on Sunday or holidays to reduce noise and othet construction nuisance effects.

As noted above, environmental noise levels in the vicinity of the project site ate 55 dB Ldn, thus
meeting the City's standard of 60 dB Ldn discussed above.

ENVI RONMENTAL ANALYSI S

Potential noise impacts of the 603 Sutter Street Commercial Building project can be categotized as

those tesulting from construction and those ftom operational activities. Construcdon noise would
hzve a short-term effect; operational noise would continue throughout the lifetime of the ptoject.

Question (a) Substantial Tempot^ry ot Permanent Inctease in Noise Levels: Less-than-
significant Impact.

CoNsTnucTIoNNoISE

Noise generated during construction would vary, depending on the construction phase and the type
and amount of equipment used at the construction site. Noise would be genetated by ftucks
delivering and recovering materials at the site, grading and paving equipment, saws, hammers, the
radios and voices of wotkers, and other typical provisions necessary to construct a medium sized
commercial ptoject. Construction activities that would generate noise include site gtading,
excavation, placement of fill, hauling and deliveries, foundation work, and to a lesset extent framing,
and exterior and interior finishing. The highest noise levels would be genetated during grading and
leveling of the site, with lower noise levels occurring during building construction and finishing. See

TabLe 74.
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Approximate Distance (ft.) to Reduce Noise

to Given Level (dBA, L.q) b

Construction
Activity

Noise Level at 50 feet

(dBA, Leq) a
60 65 70

Ground Clearing 84 790 450 250
Excavation 89 1,400 800 450
Foundations 78 400 220 130

Erection 85 890 500 280
Finishine (exterior) 89 1,400 800 450

Blasting 90-105 1,450 + 840 + 460+

Table 14 Typical Noise Levels during Construction

Notes:

a U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, Noise ftom Construction Equipment and Operations, Building Equipment,
and Home Appliances, December 1971.

b Cul",rlrtio.rs assrune a 6 dBA reduct-ion for each doubling of distance ftom the noise source.
Sourn: U.S. Enuironmental Protection Agenry, Noisefron Con$ruction Equipment and Operations, BuildingEquipnent, and Home

Appkannq 1971.

Although no pile driving is proposed, breaking up bedrock to provide a level foundation for the site
could involve flpping by hear,ry equipment, and jack hammering. (For an evaluation of noise and
vibration impacts and mitigation associated with blasting, see Question @) beiow.)

$?hen demolition, ground clearing, excavation, paving and foundation work are occurring neaf
adjacent neighbors, daytime noise levels can be expected to exceed existing noise levels at the
nearest residence located less than 35 feet from the site boundary. Construction activities associated
with the ptoposed development have the potential to result in temporary noise levels that would
impact adjacent homes periodically over the course of the construction period.

Construction related noise impacts are ti?ically only occasionally intrusive, and cease once
construction is complete. Nevertheless, this impact would be significant.

Mitigation Measure NOI-I:
Due to the proximity of sensitive receptors to the project site, the project applicant ot any
successor in interest shall include the following terms in all construction contracts prepated fot
project-related construction, and shall provide evidence of the inclusion of these terms to the
City of F'olsom:

1. Constuction Hours/Scheduling: The following are required to limit constuction activities
to the portion of the day when occupancy of the zdjacent sensitive receptors arc at the
lowest:

a. Consftuction activities for all phases of consttuction, including servicing of construction
equipment shall only be permitted during the hours of 7:00 a.m. and 6:00 p.m. Monday
through Friday and between 8:00 a.m. to 5:00 p.m. on Saturdays. Construction shall be
prohibited on Sundays and on all holidays.

b. Delivery of materials or equipment to the site and truck traffic coming to and from the
site is restricted to the same construction hours specified above.

60) Sutter Street Connercial BuildingProjut
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2. Consttuctj.on Eqrripment Mufflers and Maintenance: All construction equipment powered
by internal combustion engines shall be propedy muffled and maintained.

3. Idling Prohibitions: All equipment and vehicles shall be tutned off when not in use.

lJnnecessary idling of internal combustion engines is prohibited.
4. Equipment Location and Shielding: All stationary noise-generating construction equipment,

such as air compressors, shall be located as far as practical from adjacent homes.
Acoustically shield such equipment when it must be located near adjacent tesidences.

5. Quiet Equipment Selection: Select quiet equipment, particulaily au compressors, whenevet
possible. Motorized equipment shall be outfitted with ptopet mufflets in good working
order.

6. Staging and Equipment Storage: The equipment storage location shall be sited as far as

possible from nearby sensitive receptors.

OpenetroNer,Norse

Traffic Noise

The noise environment in the vicinity of the project site consists pdmarily of Sutter Street and Scott
Street tnffic noise and, to a lesser extent, Riley Street traffi.c noise.

Trafftc noise from vehicles on Riley Street were measured at 64 dB Ldn at a point 100-feet from the
centerline of the street; ttaffic noise had degraded to less than 60 dB Ldn at1.99 feet fiom the street
centerline. The ptoject site is located approximately 400 feet from Riley Street. By the year 2035, these
noise levels would increase to 65 dB Ldn at 100 feet from the centerline and the 60 dB Ldn contour
would be located 218 feet away from the centedine. As noted above, doubling sound energy results in
a 3-dB increase in sound; therefore, doubling sound energy (e.g., doubling the volume of ftaffic on a
highway) would result in abately perceptible change in sound level. The taffrc study ptepared for this
project indicates that increases in taffic as a result of the project would be minor, and substantially less

than a doubling of uaffrc volumes at any location (Kirnley-Ho rn 2019) . Therefore, during operations
the project would not noticeably increase tnffrc noise in the project vicinity.

Othet Soutces of Opetational Noise

Operation of the proposed 603 Sutter Street Commercial Building project would result in several
intetmittent sources of noise one of which would be subject to the requirements of the City's Noise
Ordinance €MC Chaptet 8.42): noise fiom trash pickup; and noise created by activities on the
rooftop deck.

As proposed, the project wouid include a ttash enclosure at the rcar of the building with access to
Scott Street. This trash enclosute, near the northeast corrrer of the proposed building, would be
constructed at the property line with no setback. The distance from the ttash enclosute to the
nearest tesidence would be 23 feet.

Solid waste and organic waste removal services would be provided by the City of Folsom (solid
waste) and a private hauler (organic waste). Organic waste would be placed in a separate bin from
that used for solid waste. Depending upon the volume of waste generated by the restaurant,
commercial, and office uses, trash and organic waste pickup could occut sevetal times per week.
During waste removal, noise would be generated by vehicle engines, collection operations, and
backup alarms. Each collecfion event would last 15 minutes or less. Collection times could vary
throughout the day, but would tend to occur most often during morning hours.
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As noted above, Section 8.42.060 G of the Noise Otdinance exempts noise sources associated with
the collection of waste or garbage ftom property devoted to commercial or industrial uses (Folsom
201,9d). As set forth in the Project Description of this Initial Study, the project site is zoned for
commercial uses (ar are the aSoiningresidences), and the ptoposed 603 Suttet Street Commercial
Building ptoject would house commetcial activities, including a restaurant, tetailing, and offices.
Thus, waste and garbage pickup would be exempt from Noise Ordinance requirements.

The second source of opetational noise would be a roof deck that would occupy the noffhem and
eastern portions of the roof adjacent to Sutter and Scott Streets. According to the applicant, the roof
deck would be accessible to building tenants, although the general public potentially could attend
private events in this area if sponsored by a building tenant. No access to the deck by testautant
patrons is proposed. The private activity area would be set back 18 feet from the rear of the building
and separated from the adjacent tesidence to the south by elevator and m conditioning equipment,
except on the easterly side of the building whete the deck would be extended to the south to access an
emetgency access stairwell (see Figure 3).

Activities that could occur on the tooftop deck, their duration, or their frequency are currently
unknown, but would be subject to the noise standatds of the Noise Ordinance as set forth in Section
8.42 of the FMC, including the performance standards/limitations contained in Table 8.42.040 of the
Ordinance (see Table 13 above). The limitations of the Ordinance would restrict noise generated by
activities to the levels found to be acceptable by the City, and implementation of the ptoposed project
would result in a less-than-significant impact.

Summary

In summary, potential noise levels generated by project activities from traffic in the vicinity of the
project would not exceed the acceptable levels as set foth in the City of Folsom Noise Ordinance
(FMC Chapter 8.42). With implementation of Mitigation Measure NOI-1, construction-related noise
levels would be minimized, and excessive construction noise during sensitive periods of the day
would be prohibited. With compliance with the City's Noise Ordinance, noise impacts to
sunounding residents would be teduced to a less-than-significant level by: limiting noise levels
ptoduced by events to those found to be acceptable by the City of Folsom; and by regulating the
ftequency and duration of unacceptable noise levels. Thus, operational impacts would be reduced to
less-than-significant levels.

Question (b) Noise Levels and Groundbome Vibration during Blasting or Ripping: Less-
than-significant Impact with Mitigation. (Fot an evaluation of sources of construction noise
other than blasting, see Question (a) above.)

As an undeveloped project site located within an existing commercial and residential area, there are
no existing sources of vibration ot groundborne noise on the project site or in the project vicinity.
Because of the shallow depth to bedrock across much of the site, the leveling of the building pad
would require ripping by hear.y equipment, and may require blasting. Although not consideted
likely, according to a geotechnical report prepated for the project foungdahl 2017), blasting may be
necessary if hard tock is encounteted. As set forth in TabIe 14, blasting could result in noise levels
of90-105 dBA Leq at the nearest residences.

Blasting would also result in gtoundborne vibration. Groundborne vibration may cause annoyance
in sensitive individuals. Annoyance is a subjective measure and vibrations may be found to be
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annoying 
^t 

.cery low levels depending on the level of activity or the sensitivity of the individual. To
sensitive individuals, vibrations approaching the threshold of perception can be annoying. High
levels of vibration can cause damage to buildings.

Because blasting may be necessary and could result in noise levels in excess of City standards and
potentially annoying or damaging levels of groundborne vibration, this would be a significant
impact. By limiting the time when blasting could occur, providing protection for construction
personnel, requiring measures to reduce the adverse effects of blasting, and ensuring that any offsite
damage caused by blasting is compensated andf or repaired, implementation of the foliowing
mitigation measures would teduce potential blasting effects to a less-than-significant level.

Mitigation Measure NOI-2:

Controlled blasting activities shall be limited to between the hours of 9:00 a.m. and 4:00 p.m.
Monday through Friday. No blasting shall be permitted to occur on Satutday, Sunday or
holidays. These houts are so defined because they include a period of time where noise
sensitivity is at its lowest.

Mitigation Measure NOI-3:

In areas of controlled blasting, if proposed, the applicant, its successor in interest, or its
contractor shall (prior to blasting):

o Provide 30-day and 5-day written notices to all residences, businesses, and uti-lity owners
within the zone of influence of the controlled blasting as determined by the City of
Folsom.

. Inspect all sftuctutes within the zone of influence, flo more than two weeks prior to
comlnericement of controlled blasting.

. Ptoceed in accordance with the Construction Safety Orders of the Division of Industrial
Safety of the California Depattment of Industrial Relations, and Federal Safety
Requitements.

. I-Jse best available technology, such as blast mats or other techniques, to minimize noise
generated by blasting.

. Require all personnel in the controlled blasting ate to we r ear and other appropriate
pf otection during blasting excavation activities.

. Inspect all structures within the zone of influence, no more than two weeks after
completion of controlled blasting, to assess any damage.

. The applicant or successor in interest shall be responsible for reimbursing nearby
propertF owners fot damages due to blasting.

Question (c) Airpot Noise: No Impact. Since the project site is not located in an area for which
an Airport Land Use Plan has been ptepared, and no public or private airfields are within two miles
of the ptoject atea, those wotking within ot p^troriziflg the proposed mixed-use project would not
be exposed to adverse levels of noise due to atctz;ft overflights. Therefore, no impact related to
airport or airstdp noise would occur, and no mitigation would be necessary.
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Would the project:

a) Induce substantial unplanned population grovth 'tt an zrez,
eithet direcdy (for example, by proposing new homes and
businesses) or indirecdy (for example, through extension of
roads or other infrastructure)?

x

b) Displace substantial numbers of existing people or housing,
necessitating the construction of replacement housing
elsewhere?

X

. POpUI-ATIoN AND HousINc

Question (a) Induce unplanned population growth: Less-than-significant Impact. The
proposed project would develop a three-story mixed-use building, including retail and office space,
on an undeveloped site in the Historic District of the City of Folsom. Implementation of the project
would create short-term employment opportunities. rWhile construction employment would be
created during the project consttuction phase, the necessary employees could be expected to be
ptovided by the iocal labor pooi, without the impottation of significant amounts of new labor given
that there were 24,800 unemployed workers within Sacramento County in April 2019 (EDD 201,9).

The population of the City of Folsom onJuly 7,2078 was estimated to be 79,022 (USCB 2019). The
proposed project would not result in an increase in the County's population, nor would it provide
any housing units. It would not exceed population projections or result in any direct growth
inducing effects. There would be no change in zoning or General Plan land use designations that
would lead to indirect growth inducement. New utility services being brought onto the site will serve
only the proposed project. Therefore, the ptoposed project would not tesult in substantial direct ot
inditect growth inducement, and a less-than-significant impact would occur.

Question (b) Displace substantial numbets of people or housing: No Impact. Because the
proposed project site is undeveloped, there would be no displacement of substantial numbers of
existing people or housing units. No consttuction of new or replacement housing units would be
requfued on the project site or elsewhere. There would be no impact, and no mitigation would be
required.
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Would the project result in substantial adverse physical impacts associated with the provision of new or physically
altered governmental faciJities, need for new or physically altered governmental facilities, the construction of which
could cause significant environmental impacts, in order to maintain acceptable service ratios, response times or other
performance oblectives of any of the public sewices:

a) Fke Drotection? x
b) Police protectiori? X
c) Schools? x
d) Parks? X
e) Other facilities? X

XV. Punuc SnRvrcBs

Public services provided to the project site and vicinity include police, fire, school, park, and library
services. The closest fite station is Folsom Fire Station #35 at 535 Gienn St., less than one mile
from the ptoject site. The nearest police station is located less than one mile from the project site at
46 Natoma Street. (Folsom 2019)

The Folsom Cordova School Disttict €CUSD) boundaries include the cities of Folsom and Rancho
Cordova. The FCUSD operates 33 schools, 15 of which serve the tesidents of Folsom (FCUSD
201,9). Folsom Lake Community College offers coliege level courses, and features the Harris Centet,
a regional arts center (Folsom 2019).

The Folsom Patks & Recreation Department ptovides and maintains a full range of recreational
activities and patk facilities for the community, including parks and trails; aquatic center; zoo
sanctuary; and senior, att, and community centefs. (Folsom 2019)

The Folsom Public Libtary provides resources to the community in a variety of formats, including
print, media, and electronic. The Folsom Public Llbrary also participates in cooperative tegional
services and resoutce-shadng, and provides free Wi-Fi access and online databases for research and
learning. (Folsom 2019)

ENVI RONMENTAL ANALYSI S

Questions (a) through (e) New or physically altered govemmental public seryice facilities:
No Impact. Because the ptoject consists of a three-story mixed-use building, implementation of the
project would not directly affect the ptovision or demand fot any public services. Additionally, since
the ptoposed project does not include any housing units, there would be no increase in population
or the need fot public services that would require the provision of new or physically altered
goverl]mental facilities. Thete would be no impact and no mitigation would be required.
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a) \7ould the project increase the use of existing neighborhood or
regional parks or other recreational facilities such that substantial
deterioration of the facility would occur or be accelerated?

X

b) Does the project include reueational facilities or require the
construction or expansion of recreational facilities which might
have an adverse phvsical effect on the environment?

x

XW. RBcnpnrroN

The State of California manages two parks in the City of Folsom: Folsom Powerhouse State Historic
Park and Folsom Lake State Recreation Area (CA Dept. of Parks and Recreation 2019; Sacramento
County 2019a). The City of Folsom Parks and Recreation Department manages 46 developed parks
in the city totaling 267 acres, and more than 50 miles of paved trails for walkers, joggers, and cyclists
(City of Folsom 2019). The nearest public recreation area is Folsom Powerhouse State Historic Park
and the Folsom Lake State Recreation Area's Lake Natom^ 

^te^,located 
less than one-quarter mile

to the northwest of the project site.

ENVIRONMENTAL ANALYSI S

Questions (a) and (b) Inctease patk use, construct or expand recreational facilities: No
Impact. Because the project consists of the development of a three-story mixed-use (retail and
office) building, implementation of the project would not directly affect the provision or demand for
any recreation. Additionally, the proposed project does not ditectly involve construction of housing
or facilities that could increase the demand for neighbothood or tegional parks, ot other tecreational
facilities. Development of the proposed project would not involve the cteation of new tecreation
facilities, or advetsely affect existing facilities. Thus, no significant adverse impacts to recreation
would occur with implementation of the proposed 603 Sutter Sfteet Commercial Building project,
and no mitigation would be tequired.
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\7ould the proiect:
a) Conflict with a program, plan, ordinance or poiiry addressing

the circulation system, inciuding ffansit, roadway, bicycle and
pedestrian facilities?

x

b) Would the project conflict with or be inconsistent with CEQA
Guidelines Section t5064.3, subdivision (b)?

x
c) Substantially increase hazards due to a geometric design feature

(e.9., shalp curves or dangerous intersections) or incompatible
uses (e.g., farm equipment)?

x

d) Resuit in inadequate emersencv access? X

XWI. TneNspoRTATIoN

A Traffic Impact Study, Historic Sutter Mixed-Uu Building 603 Sutter Street, Fokom, California,was
comPleted for the ptoject by I(mley Horn & Associates inJuly 2019 (see Appendix C). The study
identifies a wide range of potential effects to transportation facilities, and this section of the Initial
Study summarizes those portions of the Trafftc Impact Study that are within the purview of CEQA.
State environmental policy and direction have limited the required analyses of transportation issues
to be evaluated in CEQA documents. However, local agencies such as the City of Folsom have the
flexibility to include additional evaluations of transportation facilities within tnffic impact studies
beyond those required by CEQA. For the proposed 603 Sutter Steet Commercial Building project,
additional issues outside of CEQA such as parking demand and supply, and queueing at
intersections are evaluated in the "lr::ffic Impact Study, but are not reported in this Initial Study. For
these additional issues, no environmental impacts are determined, and no CEQA mitigation
measures are identified. To the extent that the evaluations of parking and queueing identif'
violations of City standards or requfuements, the City wili identi$' conditjons of approval that would
act to remedy such violations. These conditions would be imposed outside of the CEQA process.
Consistency with the requ itements of the Folsom Municrpat Code and the Historic District Design
and Development Guidelines tegarding these issues will be considered by the Historic District
Commission in its decision on approval ot disapproval of the proposed project. For additional
information regatding parking and vehicle queueing, please refer to Appendix C).

E]WIRONMENTAL SETTING

The ptoposed project is the development of a mixed-use building on the southwest corner of the
intersection of Scott Street and Sutter Street in Folsom's Historic District. The building would
include office, retaiJ., and restaurafit uses; the analysis is based on square footages as follows: 10,300
square feet (sf) ofoffice space,2,500 sfoftetail space, and2,500 sfofrestaurant space.

Roadways in the project area include:

Riley Street, a notth-south aterial toadway that runs through the center of the City of
Folsom Historic Disttict, and ctosses Lake Natoma along the Rainbow Bridge. Riley Street is
two-lanes through the study are to the westbound approach at the intersection of
Gteenback Lane and Folsom-Auburn Road.
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Sutter Stteet, an east-west local roadway that ptovides access to the Folsom Historic
District between Folsom Boulevatd and east of Riley Street. Sutter Street provides two-way
ttafftcwithout a painted centedine, and allows on-street parking.

Scott Street is a north-south local roadway that ptovides access to the eastern edge ofthe
Folsom Historic District between Greenback Lane/Riley Street to Persifer Street. Scott
Street ptovides two-way traffrc without apatnted centedine.

The City of Folsom offets bus transit service through the Historic District via Route 10, which
provides service northbound along Riley Stteet, Natoma Sfteet, Folsom Boulevard, Leidesdorff
Street, and Riley Street/Greenback Lane. Southbound service is provided along Folsom Boulevard,
Leidesdorff Street, and Riley Street. Bus stops are provided ,r.rt th. Riley Streel intersection with
Natoma Street, in the vicinity of the project. (I{mley-Horn201,9)

Sacramento Regional Transit (SacRT) provides light rail seryice to downtown Sacramento on the
Gold Line. The project site is located within one-half mile of the Historic Folsom light rail station
situated at the westedy end of Sutter Street. (SacRT 2019)

The only heavy ra.l' faciltty in Folsom is the historic Sacramento-Placerville transportation corridor
that runs generaliy southwest from the Historic District of Folsom Boulevard toward downtown
Sacramento. The City of Folsom maintains the portion of the corridor that lies within City limits,
and is a member of the Joint Powers Authority that administers the corridor. The rail line is
currendy out of sewice but not abandoned. (Folsom 201,4c)

Pedestrian access to the project site is provided by sidewalks along the Sutter Stteet west of the site
and Scott Street direcdy east of the project. No sidewalk is currendy provided along the project
frontage on Scott Street. No sidewalks exist on Sutter Street east of the project or on Scott Street
south of the project site.

The City of Folsom has an extensive system of Class I and Class II bikeways and trails. The 2007
Bikeway Master Plan indicates approximately 35 miles of existing Class I off-street bikeways/trails,
with an additional 21 miles planned. There are approximately 67 miles of existing on-street Class II
bike lanes, with an additional 17 miles planned. (Folsom 2014c)

The City of Folsom Emergency Opetations Plan provides evacuation plans for distinct sections of
the city, including Area 6 - Historic Folsom (Folsom 2004). Evacuation routes identified for this
area include Folsom Boulevard (southbound), Riley Street (northbound), Natoma Street
(eastbound), and East Bidwell Street (eastbound).

ReculIroRY SETTING

Roadways in the project vicinity are prograrnmed by the City of Folsom2035 General Plan and the
Folsom Munictpal Code (Folsom 2018). Appendix E, Historic Distict Cirmlation Plan, of the Historic
District Design and Development Guidelines provides further guidance on circulation issues specific
to the Historic District (Folsom 1998). Roadways throughout the City are maintained by the City of
Folsom to adequately handle traffic generated by urban uses within the City of Folsom.

The following tegulations of the City of Folsom govern various aspects of the transportation system.

603 Sutter Street Connercial BuildingProjut
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Folsom 2035 Genetal PIan

Policy M 1.1.3: Accessibility. Strive to ensure that aL streets are safe and accessible to people
with limited mobility and other disabilities. New and reconstructed facilities shall meet the
requirements of the Americans with Disabilities Act.

Policy iUf2.7.1: Pedesttian Mastet Plan. Maintain and implement a pedestrian master plan that
guides the development of a network that links residential developments with employment
ceflters, public open spaces, parks, schools, shopping districts, and other major destinations.

Policy M 2.1.42 Sidewalk Network. Srive to fill gaps in the city's existing sidewalk network.

Policy M 2.1.5: Bikeway Mastet Plan. Maintain and implement a bikeway master plan that
guides the development of a network that links residential developments with employment
centers, public open spaces, parks, schools, shopping districts, and other major destinations.

Policy M 3.1.1: Access to Public Transit. Strive to ensure that all residents have access to safe
and convenient public transit options.

Policy M 4.1.3: Level of Service. Strive to achieve at least trafftc Level of Service "D"
throughout the city. Level of Service "E" conditions can be acceptable due to costs of mitigation
or when there would be other unacceptable impacts, such as right-of-way acquisition or
degradation of the pedestrian envitonment due to incteased crossing distances or unacceptable
crossing delays. Level of Service "E" may also be accepted during peak commute periods at
majot intersections within one-quarter mile of a freeway interchange or river crossing.

Policy M 4.2.1: Parking. Maintain and implemeflt a comprehensive on- and off-street parking
system that serves the needs of residents and businesses while supporting the use of multiple
modes of transportation.

Policy M 4.2.2: Reduce Minimum Parking Standards. Consider reducing parking standards
for pdvate vehicles in transit-oriented developments, mixed-use developments and
developments in high-density areas over time, while increasing parking for shared vehicles,
alternative energy vehicles, bicycles, and other modes of transportation. Reduced parking
standards must be supported by a demand analysis that supports the reduction.

Policy M 5.1.22 Off-Peak Deliveries. Encourage business owners to schedule deliveries at off-
peak traffic periods in residential, commercial, or mixed-use areas.

Ifistotic Disttict Design Guidelines

Goal 4. Circulation - To facilitate movement of vehicles, transit systems, pedestrians, and
bicycles thtough the historic district in such away as to provide adequate access fot local and
through ttafftc without excessive traffic impacts on the charactet of the Historic district area and
to fac:htate adequate parking.

Policy 4.4 - Pedestrianand bicycle citculation shall be encouraged through construction and
imptovement of pathways and safety features. Such paths shall connect to existing and future
routes to sefve both tourists and commute needs.

Policy 4.6 - Adequate public parking shall be provided in proximity to cornmercial uses,
including provision fot tout buses. Such patking shali be designed and constructed to blend with
historic structure ot shall be screened.
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The pedesttian circulation plan illusttated in Section 3.02.04.c.3 of the Design Guidelines
indicates that Sutter Street west of Scott Street is considered to be a "major" sidewalk route.

Pedesftian Mastet PIan

The City of Folsom has an extensive network of sidewalks and off-street trails that benefit walkers,
joggets, and cyclists. The City updated its Pedestrian Master PIan in 201.4.The Plan includes
goals/objectives, design considerations/ptinciples and recommended project priorities. The Master
Plan does not show any needed improvements adjacent to the project site, although alley pedestrian
improvements are shown between Scott Street and Bridge Street to the south of the project.
(Folsom 2014d)

BikewayMaster PIan

The City of Folsom maintains an existing comprehensive bikewzy system that is extensive and
connects to a vast number of historical and recteational attracttons. The City of Folsom adopted its
cuffent Bikeway Mastet Plan in 2007 as amended through 2077.The Plan includes goals/objectives,
a needs analysis, the recommended bikeway system, recommended improvements atd an
implementation strategy. Bicycle facilities are not curendy provided along Sutter Street or Scott
Street. There are Class II facilities along Leidesdorff Street and Natoma Stteet, and Class I bike
paths with connections to the American River Trail and Lake Natoma Trail networks. (Folsom
2007)

ENVIRONMENTAL ANALYSIS

Project atea intersections included in the Traffic Impact Study are:

. Riley Street/Greenback Lane at Folsom-Auburn Road

. Itiley Stteet at Scott Sfteet

. Itiley Street at Leidesdorff Street

. Riley Street at Sutter Street
o Sutter Street at Scott Street.

The Traffic Impact Study consisted of the following sequential steps:

7. Determine the existing operating characteristics for the identified intersections, as well as

projected operations in the yeat 2035

2. Determine the amount of traffrc generated by the proposed project

3. Assign the new ftafftc to streets and intetsections within the circulation system

4. Determine whether the addition of new tnffic would adversely affecttraffrc operations at
the identified intersections fot both existing ttafftc zndyear 2035 trafficconditions.

This study protocol was completed for all five intersections during both time pedods. The major
findings of the analysis include the following:

7. Currently (201,9), all identified intersections operate adequately except for the Riley

Street/Greenback Lane at Folsom-Auburn Road
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2. The addition of project ttaffic to 2079 tnffic volumes would cause minor decreases in
intersection operations at all intersections studied, but would not cause any intersection
operations to fail

3. In 2035, the Rdey Stteet/Greenback Lane at Folsom-Auburn Road intersection would
continue to operate inadequately; three of the five identified intersections would see

decreased aafftc operations but they would meet the City's operational goals as set forth in
Policy M 4.1,.3 of the General Plan; and, the Sutter Street/Scott Street intersection would
continue to operate adequately.

4. The addition of project traffi,c to 2035 traflrc volumes would cause minor decreases in
intetsection operations at all intersections studied, but would not cause any intersection
operations to fail.

For a discussion of the technical aspects of the Tnffic Impact Study and data supporting its
conclusions, please tefer to Appendix C. This Appendix also contains a study of parking demand
and supply in the project area, and the effects of project implementation on queueing at
intersections.

Question (a) Conflict with local circulation plans: Less-than-significant Impact. As noted
above, implementation of the ptoposed project would increase trafftc volumes on adjacent streets
and at neatby intersections. However, while incteases in ttafftc would decrease operations at studied
intersections, all intersections would continue to meet General Plan and City operational goals and
policies. \Uith respect to trarisit and bicycle facilities, norre are located within or adjacent to the
project site, and the project would have no effect on such facilities or conflict with adopted City
goals and policies for such facilities. Implementation of the project would result in the
reconsftuction of sidewalks along Sutter Street, and the new construction of a sidewalk on Scott
Street. The improvement or addition of pedestrian facilities would implement General Plan, Flistoric
District Design Guidelines, and Pedestrian Master Plan policies regarding the provision and
improvement of pedestrian facilities within the Historic District. Because project implementation
would not conflict with any adopted City policies with respect to transit, roadway, bicycle, or
pedestrian circulation, this would be a less-than-significant impact and no mitigation would be
necessafy.

Question (b) Conflict with CEQA Guidelines tegatding analysis of transportation impacts:
Less-than-significant Impact. Section 15064.3, subdivision @) of the CEQA Guidelines describes
cittena for anilyzinE transportation impacts. According to Section 15064.3(b)(1),land use projects
that. . .arc located within one-half mile of an existing major ttansit stop . . . should be presumed to
cause a less-than-significant transportation impact. The proposed project is located within one-half
mile of the Historic District Jight rail station located at the west end of Sutter Street. This light rail
station is considered to be a major ffansit stop. Additionally, because the project does not provide
for onsite vehicle patking, it would act to encourage alternative modes of travel (such as by transit,
walking, or biking) thereby decreasing vehicle miles travelled from those that might be expected
ftom a similar use. Fot these reasons, this impact would be less than significant, and no mitigation
would be required.
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Question (c) Increase hazards due to geometric design feature: Less-than-significant
Impact. As noted above, the project would not result in any modification to Sutter or Scott Streets

except for the reconsttuction of existing sidewalks and the construction of new sidewalks along the
Scott Stteet property frontage. trollowing the completion of construction, the paved sections of both
Sutter and Scott Streets would be returned to their original conditions. Implementation of the
proposed project would not result in any pemanent changes to the design features or uses of
adjacent toadways. There would be no increaseinhazatds related to a geometric design feature, or
due to incompatible uses. A less-than-significant impact would result, and no mitigation would be
requfued.

Question (d) Inadequate emergency access: Less than significant with Mitigation
Incorporated. Project construction would involve trenching within Sutter and Scott Streets to
connect the project to existing undetground utilities. Additionally, consftuction operations could
result in lane closures on both Streets that could cause delays and queuing ofvehicle trafftc, and
thereby interfere with emergency services. These operations could include such activities as truck
loading during site pteparation to haul excess earth materials from the site or delivering consffuction
materials during building erection and finishing. Consistent with standard City construction
requi-tements, a detailed Tnfftc Control Plan (TCP) would be requfued to detail how the appJicant,
any successor in intetest, andf ot its contractot will manage continuous roadway access for both
emefgency and non-emergency uses, and will include best management practices such as covedng
the trenched areas after work hours. To ensure implementation of a TCP, the following mitigation
measure will be required:

Mitigation Measure TR-l:

Prior to the initiation of construction, the applicant, any successor in interest, and/or its
contractor shall obtain an encroachment permit from the City of Folsom for construction within
Sutter and Scott Streets. The applicant, any successor in interest, andf or its contractor shall
prepare aTrafftc Control Plan that meets the requirements of the City. The TCP shall include all
required topics, including: traffic handling duting each stage of consuuction, maintaining
emergency service provider access by, if necessary, providing alternate routes, repositioning
emergency equipment, or coordinating with nearby service providets for covetage during
consftuction closutes, covering trenches dudng the evenings and weekends, pedestrian
safety/access, and bicycle safety/access. A component of the TCP will involve public
dissemination of construction-related infotmation thtough notices to adjacent neighbors, press
teleases, andf or the use of changeable message signs. The project cofltractor will be required to
notify all affected residences and businesses, post the construction impact schedule, and place
articles andf or advettisements in appropriate local newspapers regarding construction impacts
and schedules.

With implementation of Mitigation Measute TR-1, because construction effects ontrafftc and
emergeflcy circulation for the proposed project would be temporary and well managed, this would
be a less-than-significant impact.
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STould the prolect:
Cause a substantial adverse change in the sig:nificance ofa tribal culnrral resource, defined in Public Resources Code
section 2707 4 zs either a site, feature, place, culnrral landscape that is geographically defined in terms of the size and
scope of the landscape, sacred place, or obiect with cultutal value to a Califomia Native American tribe, and that is:

a) Listed or eligible for listing in the California Register of Historic
Resources, or in a local register of historical resources as defined
in Public Resources Code section 5020.1&). or

x

b) A resoutce determined by the lead agency, in its discetion and
suppoted by substantial evidence, to be significant pursuant to
criteda set foth in subdivision (c) of Public Resources Code
Section 5024.I.In applying the criteria set fofih in subdivision
(c) of Public Resources Code Section 5024.I,the lead agency
shall consider the significance of the resoruce to a California
Native American tribe.

x

XVIII. TnTgAL Currun,qr- RBsounCES

REGUI-ATORY SETTING

EffectiveJuly 1,,2}ts,AssemblyBill52 (AB 52) amended CEQA to require that: 1) aleadagency
provide notice to any California Native American tribes that have requested notice of projects
ptoposed by the lead agency; and2) for any tribe that responded to the notice within 30 days of
receipt with a request for consultation, the lead agency must consult with the tribe. Topics that may
be addtessed dudng consultation include Tribal Cultural Resources (TCR), the potential significance
of ptoject impacts, type of environmentai document that should be prepared, and possible
mitigation measures and proj ect alternatives.

Section 2107a@) of the Public Resource Code ("RC) defines TCRs for the purpose of CEQA as

sites, features, places, cultural landscapes (geogaphically defined in tetms of the size and scope),
sacred places, and objects with cultural value to a Cahfornta Native American tribe that are either of
the following:

^. included or determined to be eligible for inclusion in the Cahforrtta Register of Historical
Resources; andfot

b. included in a local tegister of historical resources as defined in subdivision (k) of Section
5020.7; andf or

c. a resource determined by the lead agency, in its discretion and suppotted by substantial
evidence, to be significant pursuant to criteria set forth in subdivision (c) of Section 5024.1,.

In applying the criteria set forth in subdivision (c) of Se ctton 5024.1. for the purposes of this
pangraph, the lead agency shall considet the significance of the resource to aCaltforna
Native American tribe.

"Substantial evidence" is defined in Section 27080 of the Public Resources Code as "fact, a
teasonable assumption predicated upon fact, or expert opinion supported by fact."

The criteria fot inclusion in the Caltfornra Register of Historical Resources (CRHR) are as follows

[CCRTide 14, Section a852(b)]:
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1,. It is associated with events that have made a significant contribution to the broad patterns of
local or tegional history, or the cultural heritage of California or the United States; andf or

2. It is associated with the lives of persons important to local, Califotnia, or national histo{i
andf or

3. It embodies the distinctive chatactetistics of a type, period, region, or method of
consttuction, or reptesents the wotk of a master or possesses high artistic values; andf ot

4. It has yielded, or has the potential to yield, information important to the prehistory or
history of the Iocalarea, California, or the nation.

In addition, the resoutce must retain integrity, which is evaluated with regard to the tetention of
location, design, setting, materials, workmanship, feeling, and association [CCR Tide 14, Section
a852(c)1.

ENVIRONMENTAL SETTING

The Native American Heritage Commission (|JAHC) was contacted to request an examination of
their Sacred Lands Files to determine whether the project is located on sacted land. The seatch was
completed and no Sacred Lands files were identified for the vicinity of the proposed project site
(|{AHC 2017).

Suuvrenv oF TRTBAL CoNsurtet oN

The City of Folsom has received written requests to be notified of projects in which the City is the
Lead Agency under CEQA from Wilton Rancheria, United Aubutn Indian Community (UAIC), and
the Shingle Spdngs Band of Miwok Indians.

OnApril 11,,2019, the City sent project notification letters to those thtee tribes. The lettets
provided: a brief description of the proposed project and its location, maps, lead agency contact
information, and a notification of a 30 day period during which the tribe could request consultation.
The 30-day tesponse period concluded on May 1.2,201.9.

No tesponse was received from Wilton Rancheria within the 30 day period. Therefote, no tribal
consultation with Wilton Rancheria was carried out for this project. On April 18,2019, the Ione
Band replied to provide new contact information for future project notices, but did not request
consultation on the proposed project; therefore, no consultation with the Ione Band was carried out.

On May 10,2079, the UAIC replied by email to request consultation, and copies of the technical
studies and records search results. They provided suggested mitigation measures for unanticipated
discoveries. The City subsequendy teceived a formalletter by mail dated May 1,2019 with the same
tequest. No information about tribal cultutal resources in the project atea was provided to the City
in either set of cotrespondence.

In a letter dated May 20,201,9, the City formally initiated consultation with the UAIC and provided a
copy of the cultural resources technical study for the project. The City also requested availability of
the tribe to participate in a consultation meeting, and stated its intention to adopt mitigation
measures for conttactor awareness training and unanticipated discovery ptocedures in the CEQA
document. No response to the May 20letter was received, and as of the release of this CEQA
document, no information about tribal cultural resources has been provided to the City by the tribe.
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Thetefore, in accordance with Public Recourses Code Section21,0B2.3(d)(2), onJuly 1.9,201.9,the
City concluded consultation and notified the UAIC. Information about potential tribal cultutal
resoutces was dtawn from the ethnographic record, records search information obtained from the
Cdlfornra Histotical Resources Information System and California Native American Heritage
Commission, and from the cultutal resoutces technical study that was prepared fot this project.

ENVI RONMENTAL ANALYSI S

Questions (a) and (b) Affect CRHR resources, significant Califomia Native American Tribe
resource: Less-than-significant Impact with Mitigation. A sacred lands fi.le seatch was
conducted by the NAHC, and no sacred lands were identified for the vicinity of the project site. The
City of Folsom offered consultation to all registeted tribes pursuant to PRC Section 27080.3.7, and
engaged in consultation with the UAIC. No information about TCRs in the project are was
provided to the City. The consultation process v/as completed with the UAIC on July 19,2019; the
City of Folsom has therefore met the requirements of AB 52. However, project construction could
result in the destruction or degradation of unknown TCRs. This would be a significant impact, and
the follovring mitigation measures are recornrnended.

Mitigation Measute TCR-I:

The City shall ensure that a Wotket Awareness Training Program is developed and deliveted to
train equipment operators about tribal cultural resources. The program shall be designed to
inform workets about federal and state regulations petaining to cultural resources and tribal
cultural resources; the subsurface indicators ofresources that shall require a work stoppage;
ptocedures for notifiiing the City of any occutrences; and enforcement of penalties and
tepetcussions for non-compliance with the ptogram. Worker training may be provided eithet in
person or as a D\lD with a uaining binder, ptepared by a qualified professional atchaeologist
and reviewed by the City. The United Aubum Indian Community (JAIC) shall be afforded the
option of attending the initial training in person or providing a video segment or clip for
incolporation into the ttaining video that appeals to the contractor's need to be respectful of
tribal cultural resoutces and tribal participation in implementing unanticipated discovery
protocols. A1l ground-distutbing equipment operators shall be required to receive the training
and sign a form that acknowledges receipt of the training. A copy of the form shall be provided
to the City as proof of compliance.

Mitigation Measute TCR-2:

If any potential tribai cultutal resources, such as unusual amounts of bone or shell, artifacts, or
human remains, are encountered during ground disturbing activities, work shall be suspended
within 100 feet of the find, and the construction supervisor shall immediately notify the City
representative, who shall ensure that a qualified professional archaeologist is retained to
investigate the discovery. If the find includes human remains, then the City or its designee shall
immediately notify the Sacramento County Coroner and the ptocedures in Section 7050.5 of the
California Health and Safety Code and, if applicable, Section 5097.98 of the Public Resources
Code, shall be followed. Fot resoutces that have the potential to be associated with Native
American culture, the City shall notiSr any consulting tribes that requested notification of
discoveries (tteatment of non-tdbai cultural resources is addtessed under Mitigation Measutes
CUL-2 and CUL-3). As part of the investigation, the City shall consult to develop, document,
and implement apptopriate and feasible management recommendations, should potential
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impacts to newly discoveted tribal cultural resources be found by the City to be significant.
Possible management recommendations could include documentation, data recovery or (if
deemed feasible by the City) pteservation in place. The contractor shall implement any measures
deemed by City staff to be necessaty and feasible to avoid, minimize, or mitigate significant
effects to the tribal cultual resources.

With implementation of the above mitigation measures, no additional effects to TCRs are expected
to occur, and no additional mitigation would be tequited.
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Would the project:

a) Require or result in the relocation or construction of new or
expanded watef, wastev/atef treatment of stofm v/ater drainage,
electric po\r/er, natural gas, or telecommunications facilities, the
construction or relocation of which could cause significant
envfuonmental effects?

X

b) Have sufficient water supplies available to serve the project and
reasonably foreseeable future development during normal, dry,
and multiple dry vears?

X

c) Result in a determination by the wastewater fteatment providet
which serves or r.rray serve the project that it has adequate
capactty to serve the project's projected demand in addition to
the provider's existing cornmitments?

x

d) Generate solid waste in excess of State or local standards, or in
excess of the capacity of local inftastructure, or otherwise impair
the attainment of solid vraste reduction Eoals?

x

e) Comply with fedetal, state, and Iccal management and reduction
statutes and rezulations related to solid waste?

x

. UUr-T:IIES AND SnnvTcE SYSTEMS

ENVIRONMENTAL SETTING

The project site is fi.ilIy served by urban levels of all utilities and senrices. Public utilities provided by
the City within the project area include domestic water, wastewater collection, storm watet drainage,

and solid waste disposal. Private and public utilities other than the City provide electricity, natural
gas, telephone, and cable television services. 'W'astewater treatment and disposal is provided to the
City of Folsom by the Sacramento Regional County Sanitation District (Regional San or SRCSD) at
the SRCSD's Wastewater Treatment Plant (SR!7TP) in Elk Gtove. According to the City of Folsom
and major utility providers, all utiJity and service systems are cuttendy adequate to serve the project.
(Folsom 2078c, Folsom 201,7a, SRCSD 2077,S}ldUD 2077)

According to the Utility Plan provided by the project applicant, the following utilities are located in
the project vicinity:

Source: Projut Application, as amendtd, 2019.

Utiliw Location Position
ElectriciW Scott Street Overhead
Natural Gas Sutter Street/Scott Street UnderEround
Telecommunications Scott Sfteet Underqround
Storm Dtainage Sutter Street/Scott Street Undereround
Water (Domestic) Sutter Stteet/Scott Street Undersround
\Vater (Fire Service) Sutter Street/Scoft Staeet Underground
Sanitarv Sewer Sutter Street Undersround
Solid Waste/Orsanic Waste Sufter Street/Scott Street n/z

Utilities Availablc in the 603 Sutter Street Comrnercial Building Proiect
Vicinity

Table 15
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As proposed, the project would connect to natural gas, fte service, and electricity from facilities on
Scott Street; connections to domestic water and sanitary sewer facilities would be located on Sutter
Street. As currendy configured, the applicant would extend the existing overhead electrical service
from the east side of Scott Street to the project site. The project's trash enclosure would be
constructed at the rear of the proposed building wi.th access to Scott Street.

The project applicant would be required to complete stom drainage system improvements as patt
of the proposed ptoject. Stormwater drainage improvements, including on-site BMPs, would be
instalied and connected to the City of Folsom stomwater drainage system. No stotmwater facilities
have been proposed. However, under City requirements, stomwater from developed areas of the
site would require collection, treatment, and transmission to a storm drain connection on Sutter
Street. Stormwater quality control measures would be designed and constructed in accordance with
the July 2018 edition of the Stormwater Q"rlity Design Manual for the Sacramento Region.

Potable and fire supply water within the project area is provided by the City of Folsom. As required
by the Urban Water Management Planning Act, (California Water Code, Section 10610 et seq) the
City, as alarge water purveyor, must prepare and adopt anUrban Water Management Plan (IJWMP)
every five years, and submit the plan for teview by the California Department of Watet Resoutces
(DWR). The California Water Code requites that each UWMP assess the reliability of its water
sources over a 2)-year planning horizon, and report its progress on 20 percent reduction in per-
capita urban water consrmption by the year 2020, as required in the Water Consewation Act of
2009. A UWMP must also include a comparison of water supply and demand (using fotecasts of
constrained supplies and future demand under normal, single dry-year, and multiple dry-year
conditions).

As set forth in the Draft Program EIR for the City's 2035 General Plan, compadsons of demand
and supply as set forth in the City's 2010 UWMP are presented in Tables 1,9-2 to 19-4 of the
DPEIR. The City of Folsom's UWMP additionally evaluated demand and supply at buildout of the
2035 General Plan (see Table 19-5 of the DPEIR). In each case, the evaluation concluded that
sufficient water supplies would be available to serve all urban uses within the City's service area
under normal, single dry yea4and multiple dry year conditions. The City adopted a201,5 UWMP in
June201.6. The conclusions of the demand and supply analysis set forth in the 2015 UWMP
mirroted those described in the201,0 UWMP and the 2035 General Plan DPEIR. (Folsom 201.8c,
Foisom 2016)

The City of Folsom employs a design process that includes coordination with potentially affected
utilities as part of project development. Identifiiing and accommodating existing utilities is part of
the design process, and utilities are considered when ftnahzingpublic project plans. The City of
Folsom coordinates with the appropriate utility companies to plan and implement any needed
accommodation of existing utilities, including water, sewef, telephone, gas, electricity, and cable
television lines.

REGULATORY SETTING

The City of Folsom has adopted ordinances and standard conditions to protect utilities and service
systems during the construction and operation of urban development. These requirements ate found
in the FMC and in the City's Standard Construction Specifications.
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EIWIRONMENTAL ANALYSI S

Question (a) Relocate or construct new service system facilities: Less-than-significant
Impact. Implementation of the proposed 603 Sutter Stteet Commercial Building project would not
require the telocation or construction of major new or expanded facilities associated the provision of
utilities. In this context, major new or expanded facilities include those associated with the
generation of electricity, the collection, ttansmission and treaffnent of wastewater, the acquisition,
fteatment, or disttibution of potable and fire service water, the collection and treatment of stom
water, the construction of a new or expanded landfill of other solid waste faciJities, or the provision
of other public utilities.

Implementation of the proposed project would tequire connection to utilities ilready present in the
project area. As set forth in the 603 Sutter Street Commercial Building's utility and dninage plans
(Figures 7 and 1,4), connection to existing utilities would require work within both Sutter and Scott
Streets. Trenching associated with utility connection could result in consftuction period impacts to
traffic and emergency vehicle cfuculation.

The City's Standatd Construction Specifications and Details, General Provisions provide explicit
requitements regarding taffic flow and public convenience during construction in City streets.
Section 7 .23 limits the hours and days of the week during which construction may occur. Section
10.05 sets forth a number of tequirements to ensure that the public is inconvenienced as litde as

possible during construction within stteet, including maintaining routes for motorists, pedestrians,
and cyclists, and ensudng continued access to residences and businesses. Section 10.06 specifies
tequirements for ttaffic control planning and implementation dudng the construction period to
meet the requirements of Section 10.05, including maintaining access for emergency vehicles and
busses. This section also addresses safety coflcerfls regarding open trenches.

The project would be required to comply with the foregoing Standard Construction Specifi.cations
related to public safety and ttaffrc control. This may include a detailed traffrc plan for lane closures
and written notice to tesidences and businesses along the route of work. Compliance with City of
Folsom Standard Construction Specifications would teduce impacts to trafftc circulation dudng the
construction period to less-than-significant levels.

Additionally, project activities could interfere with or damage existing in-service or abandoned
utilities within the cited roadways. Section 6.05F of the City's Standard Construction Specifications
and Details, General Provisions tequites that dl. public facilities adversely affected by project
construction be teplaced or restoted. Similady, Section 10.08 requires contractors to locate, relocate
as necessafy, and protect existing utilities. This Section also imposes a duty on contractors to
maintain in service all drainage, water, gas, sewer lines, power, lighting, telephone and any other
sutface ot subsurface utility structure that could be affected by construction. Compliance with state
and City standards, and standatd conditions of approval would ensure that any potential public
seryice impacts would be reduced to less-than-significant levels.

Operation of the project would not be expected to result in changed or increased demands for any
urban u"lides, including wastewater ttansmission, tfeatment and disposal, potable water treatment
and distribution, stotm drainage, and solid waste disposal. All potential effects would be limited to
those that could occur dudng the consttuction period as discussed above. Based on the foregoing,
thete would be no operational effects, and no mitigation would be tequired.
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Question (b) Sufficient water supply: Less-than-significant Impact. As set forth in the DPEIR
for the 2035 General Plan and the City's 2015 Urban Water Management Plan, the City would have
sufficient water supplies to serve all planned urban development within the City, including the
ptoposed project. (Folsom 2018c, Folsom 2016) This would be a less-than significant impact, and
no mitigation would be necessary.

Question (c) Adequate wastewater treatment capacity: Less-than-significant Impact. The
ptoposed project would not require or result in the consttuction of new wastewater treatment
facilities, or the expansion of existing treatment facilities. The City of Folsom has sufficient capacrty
to accommodate the additional demands for wastewatet collection that could tesult from
implementation of the 603 Sutter Street Commercial Building project, and the City is in compJiance
with statutes and regulations related to v/astewater collection and treatment. Information provided
by the SRCSD to the City regarding the proposed project does not indicate that any improvements
to Disttict collection, treatment, or disposal facilities would be necessary to serve the proposed
project (SRCSD 2017). This would be a less-than-significant impact, and no mitigation would be
necessary.

Questions (d) and (e) Solid waste management: Less-than-significant Impact. The City of
Folsom Solid Waste Division provides solid waste, recycling, andhazardous materials collection
services to its tesidential and business communities. In order to meet the State-mandated 50 percent
landfill diversion requirements stipulated under AB 939, the City has instituted several community-
based programs, including the recycling of organic waste from restaurants, grocely stores, and multi-
family dwellings. Solid waste and otganic waste removal services would be provided by the City of
Folsom (solid waste) and a pivate hauler (organic waste). Otganic waste would be placed in a

separate bin from that used for solid waste. Depending upon the volume of waste generated by the
festaurant, commercial, and office uses, trash and organic waste pickup could occur several times per
week.

The City offets a door-to-door collection ptogram for householdhazardous and electtonic waste,
curbside recycling, and a neighborhood clean-up program to meet the diversion targets.

After solid waste is sotted and processed for recycling, the remaining solid waste is taken to the
I{iefer Landfill. The facility sits on 1,084 actes neat the intersection of I{iefet Boulevard and Gtant
Line Road, and is surrounded by mote than 3,000 actes of open space. A Gas-to-Enetgy Plant
opened in 1999, and temoves gases from decaying garbage. Gas generated at the landfill powers
8,900 homes in the Sacramento area.

I(iefer Landfill is the pdmary solid waste disposal facility in Sacramento County, and is operated by
the County. It operates seven days a week, and is petmitted to accept household waste ftom the
public, businesses, and private waste haulets. The landfill also accepts tecyclable material and hard to
handle v/astes. Thete is a Special Waste Facility Drop-Off Center on site that accepts common
household hazatdous waste. The landfill is permitted to receive a maximum of 10,815 tons per day.

As of September 1,2,2005 it had a remaining capacity of 11.2,900,000 cubic yards, with an estimated
closure date of 2064. frolsom 201,8c)

Both project construction and operation of the proposed project would generate solid waste.
Construction of the proposed project would involve site prepatation activities that would generate
solid waste (i.e., excess excavated soil, building material debris, cardboard, insulation, asphalt,
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concfete). Once constructed, the employees and patrons of the retail and offi.ce uses would also
generate solid waste. Because the City of Folsom complies with applicable federal, state, and local
requircrnents regarding solid waste removal and diversion targets, and the landfill serving the project
arcahas sufficient czpzcity to accommodate solid waste needs, no modifi.cation or expansion of
solid waste facilities or operations would be necessary. Impacts to solid waste disposal would be less
than significant,and no mitigation would be necessary.
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If located in or near state responsibility areas or lands classified as very high fue hazard severity zones,
would the project:

a) Substantially impair an adopted emergency response plan or
emergency evaluation plan? x

b) Due to slope, prevailing winds, and other factors, exacerbate
wildfire risks, and thereby expose project occupants to pollutant
concentrations ftom a wildfire or the uncontrolled spread of a
wildfire?

x

c) Require the installation or maintenance of associated
infrastructure (such as roads, fuel breaks, emergency water
sources, power lines or other utilities) that may exacerbate fue
risk ot that may tesult in temporary or ongoing impacts to the
environment?

x

d) Expose people or structures to significant risks, including
downslope or downstream flooding or landslides, as a result of
runoff. post-fire siope instabiliw. or drainaee chanses?

X

WrrorrRB

The City of Folsom Emergency Operations Plan (Folsom 2004) includes a section that addresses
vzildfres: Thteat Assessment 4: Utban/Wildland Fke. This section provides general information
regarding potential wildfire situations, outlines our potential impact areas within the City, and
describes potential impacts of a wildland/utban fue scenado. The City of Folsom has also prepared
and adopted a Community Wildfue Protection Plan in cooperation with the California Department
of Parks and Recreation. The plan meets United States Forest Service and Bureau of Land
Management standards, and complies v/ith tequirements of the Health Forest Restotation Act of
2003. (Folsom201,3)

Accotding to California Fire and Resoutce Management Program (FRAP), the proposed project area
is located in the Moderate Hrgh Ffue Hazztd Severity Zone within the Local ResponsibiJity Area.
The threat of wildfte hazardin the project area is determined to be moderate (CaIFIRE 2019).

Questions a) through (d): No Impact. The proposed ptoject site is situated in an area with
developed commercial and tesidential uses. It is not located in or near a State Responsibilill Area,
nor on land that is classified as a very high fire hazard severity zone. No aspect of the proposed
project would substantially i-puit an adopted emergency response pian or emergency evacuation
plan such as the Emergency Operations Plan or the Community \7ildfire Protection Plan. The
thteat of wildland fue was determined to be moderate (CaIFIRE 201,9). Urban levels of fre
protection wouid be provided to the project atea. For these reasons, no impact would occur and no
mitigation would be required.
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a) Does the project have the potential to substantially degrade the
quality of the environment, substantially reduce the habitat of a

fish ot wildlife species, cause a fish or wildlife population to
drop below self-sustaining levels, threaten to eliminate a plant or
animal community, substantially reduce the number or restrict
the range of a tzre or endangered plant or animal or eliminate
important examples of the major pedods of California history or
prehistory?

x

b) Does the project have impacts th^t 
^re 

individually limited, but
cumulat-ively considerable? ('Cumulatively considerable" means
that the incremental effects of a project are considetable when
viewed in connection with the effects of past projects, the
effects of other current projects, and the effects of probable
future pro'iects)

x

c) Does the project have environmental effects which will cause
substantial adverse effects on human beings, either direcdy or
indirecdv?

x

. MaNoAToRY FIxITUGS oF SIcNIT.ICANCE

Question (a) Degrade quality of the environment: As discussed above, the project has the
potential to adversely impact biological resources (nesting birds, tree preservation), undiscovered
cultural and paleontological resources, unstable geologic units or soils, greenhouse gas emissions,
construction noise, noise associated with blasting activities, transportation (emergency access), and
undiscovered tribat cultwal resources. With the implementation of mitigation measures identified in
this Initial Study (see below), all potential impacts would be reduced to a less-than-significant level.
No significant or potentially significant impacts v/ould remain.

Question (b) Cumulatively considerable impacts: The proposed project would accommodate
long-term City of F'olsom environmental goals to increase employment and encourage compact
development patterns, mixed-use design, and infill development, and employment in the proposed
project's area of the City consistent with goals of the City's General Plan. !7hile the project would
inditectly contribute to cumulative impacts associated with increased urban development in the city
and region, these impacts have previously been evaluated by the City and considered in development
of the City's GenenlPlan as set forth in this Initial Study. See Page 18 of this Initial Study for a
discussion of the cumulative impacts of urban development within the City identified within the
2035 General Plan EIR.

Question (c) Advetsely affect human beings: Because of existing regulation and monitoring of
many potential environmefltal impacts, and vzith the implementation of mitigation measutes
identified in this report, the project would not have the potential to cause substantial adverse effects
on human beings. This would be a less-than-significant impact, and no mitigation would be required.
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MITIGATION MEASURES:

Mitigation Measure BIO-1: Avoid nesting season or conduct pre-construction suweys.

Avoid consftuction or ttee removal during the nesting season (usually from March thtough
September). If construction activities will occur during the nesting season and trees on the site
have not been removed, no more than 30 days prior to the initiation of consftuction, pre-
consttuction surveys for the presence of special-status bird species ot 

^ny 
nesting bfud species

sha-ll be conducted by a qualified biologist within a 500 foot radius of the proposed construction
area.If acive nests ate identified in these areas, construction should be delayed until the young
have fledged, or the CDFW should be consulted to develop measures to avoid the take of active
nests prior to the initiation of any consttuction activities. Avoidance measutes may include
establishment of a buffer zone using construction fencing, or the posq)onement of vegetation
removal until after the nesting season, or until after a qualified biologist has determined the
young have fledged and are independent ofthe nest site.

Mitigation Measure BIO-2: Comply with Tree Preservation Ordinance.

Prior to the initiation of ground distutbance, the owner/applicant or any successor in interest
shall comply with City's Tree Preservation Ordinance by obtaining a Tree Removal Permit and
implementing a City-approved Ttee Protection and Mitigation Plan. Compensatory mitigation
under the Plan shall consist of one of the following mitigation measures:

. On-Site Replacement Planting. Replacement trees shall be planted on the same property as

the Protected Tree proposed for removal, subject to review by the Approving Authority.
Whete the subject property is not able to accornmodate the required number of teplacement
trees on-site, the payment of in-lieu fees shall be requfued in accordance vrith Section
12.16.1,s0G)(2).

as those temoved ot a species that is acceptable to the Approving Authority, with
considetation given to species diversity.

Payment of In-Lieu Fee. Payment of in-lieu fees may be allowed whete the subject property
is not able to accommodate the required number of replacement trees on-site. The in-lieu fee
shall be calculated as a dollat amount fot each DSH inch of Protected Tree removed, as

adopted by City Council resolution.

Combination of Planting and Fee Payment. A combination of on-site teplacement planting
and payment of in-lieu fees may be used where the number of replacement trees cannot be
accommodated on-site. The in-lieu paymerit shall be reduced based on the number of DSH
inches of the teplacement trees planted onsite.

DSH or gteater, may be preserved in otdet to receive aTreePreservation Credit
(TPC). Ctedit of one-half inch DSH shall be granted for every inch DSH
preserved. Howevet, required mitigation cannot be entitely satisfied using Tree
Pteservation Credit alone. Even when credit is granted, in no case can mitigation for
Ptotected Tree removal be less than either:
. The replanting, maintenance and monitoring for 3 years of one 15-gallon tree ftom a

species of similar size at maturity that is listed on the Folsom Master Tree List; or

a
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The in-lieu fee equivalent to the replacement of the Protected Tree at one-inch DSH

Other Strategies. Other strategies as may be determined apptopriateby the Approving
Authority and that meet the intent of mitigation for removal of the Protected Tree(s).

Mitigation Measure CUL-I:

Prior to initiation of consttuction on the project site, all construction personnel that will wotk
on the ptoposed project site shall be provided with Cultural Sensitivity Training. The training
shall indude information tegatding cultural resources, their recognition, avoidance, and
treatment in the event of fofiuitous discovery. Project plans shall also contain a notation
requiting that if any archaeological, cultural, historical resources, artifacts, or other features are
discoveted during the course of construction anywhere on the project site, work shall be
immediately suspended in that location.

Mitigation Measure CUL-2:

In the event that undiscovered cultural resources ate found in the area of direct impact of the
proposed ptoject, for example, during foundation and building pad excavation, the responsible
field manager shall order discontinuation of all activities on the project site. A qualified
atchaeologist, the Folsom Historical Society, City staff, and the Heritage Preservation League
shall be promptly contacted regarding evaluation of the find. The archaeologist will consult with
all interested patties, including Native Americans, and develop a recovery or mitigation plan that
shall be implemented by the City of Folsom.

Mitigation Measure CUL-3:

Pursuant to $5097.98 of the State Public Resources Code, and Section 7050.5 of the State Health
and Safety Code, in the event of discovery of human skeletal remains, however fragmentary or
distutbed from their original context, the Sacramento County Cotoner and the Native American
Heritage Commission are to be notified of the discovery immediately. All work in the vicinity of
the find is to cease, and there shall be no futther excavation or disturbance of the find site or afly
nearby 

^re 
te sonably suspected to ovedie adjacent remains until the coroner has determined

whether the remains afe those of a Native American.

If the remains are determined to be those of a Native American, the coroner must contact that
California Native American Heritage Commission. CEQA Guidelines (Public Resources Code
Section 5097) specift the procedure to be followed in the event of discovery of human remains
on non-Fedetal land. The disposition of Native American burials is within the jurisdiction of the
Native American Heritage Commission. Upon request, the NAHC will provide project leadets
with a list of Most Likely Descendants, who will specift treatrnent and disposition of any Native
American remains found within the Area of Potential E ffects of a project. Human remains and
associated gtave goods are protected under Section 5097 .94 of the California Public Resoutces
Code and Section 7050.5 of the California Health and Safety Code.

Mitigation Measure GEO-I:

Prior to the issuance of a grading pennit, a qualified engineering geologist or firm shall revise the
Geotechnical Engineering Report dated March 16,2017 prepared by Youngdatrl and Associates
to assess the project as cuttently proposed. The ptoject applicant or any successor in interest
shall implement all design and construction measutes contained in the revised Geotechnical

a
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Engineering Report. To the extent that the design and construction measures set forth in the
revised Geotechnical Engineering Report differ from adopted City standards and requirements,
the more stringent of the measures or standards and tequirements shall be implemented.

Mitigation Measute GHG-I:

In order to comply with General Plan Program LU-6, the project applicant, or 
^rry 

successor
in intetest, shall adopt and incolporate green building features included in the CALGreen
Tier 1 checklist into the project design. Priot to the issuance of the ftst building permit, the
ptoject applicant shall seek LEED rating and certification that would meet equivalent
CALGreen Tier 1 standards or bettet. All measutes required by the Tier 1 standards to meet
LEED rating and certification requitements shall be implemented during building
construction and operation.

Mitigation Measure GHG-2:

In order to comply with General Plan Ptogram PFS-26, all construction contractors shall use

high-performance renewable diesel during constuction, such that high-performance
renewable diesel would comprise 50 percent of construction equipment diesel usage.

Mitigation Measure NOI-1:

Due to the proximity of sensitive receptors to the project site, the project applicant or 
^nysuccessor in interest shall include the following terms in all construction contracts ptepared for

project-related construction, and shall ptovide evidence of the inclusion of these terms to the
City of Folsom:

7. Construction Hours/Scheduiing: The following are tequired to limit construction activities
tothepotionof thedaywhenoccupancyof the adjacentsensitivereceptors arcatthe
lowest:

^. Consttuction activities for all phases of construction, including servicing of construction
equipment shall only be permitted during the hours of 7:00 a.m. and 6:00 p.m. Monday
through Friday and between 8:00 a.m. to 5:00 p.m. on Saturdays. Construction shall be

prohibited on Sundays and on all holidays.
b. Delivery of materials or equipment to the site and tuck traffi.c coming to and from the

site is restricted to the same construction houm specified above.

8. Construction Equipment Mufflers and Maintenance: All construction equipment powered
by internal combustion engines shall be propedy muffled and maintained.

9. Idling Prohibitions: All equipment and vehicles shall be turned off when not in use.

Unnecessary idling of internal combustion engines is prohibited.
10. Equipment Location and Shielding: All stationary noise-generating construction equipment,

such as air comptessots, shall be located as far as practical ftom adjacent homes.
Acoustically shield such equipment when it must be located near adjacent residences.

11. Quiet Equipment Selection: Select quiet equipment, particularly a:t compressors, whenever
possible. Motorized equipment shall be outfitted with proper mufflers in good working
otder.

12. Staging and Equipment Storage: The equipment storage location shall be sited as far as

possible from neatby sensitive receptors.

Initial S nd1 / Mitigand Negatiue D eclaration

June 2020
603 Sutter Strut Connercial BuildingPruject

CiE ofFokon
121

328



Mitigation Measure NOI-2:

Controlled blasting activities shall be limited to between the hours of 9:00 a.m. and 4:00 p.m.
Monday thtough Friday. No blasting shall be permitted to occur on Saturday, Sunday or
holidays. These hours are so defined because they include a period of time where noise
sensitivity is at its lowest.

Mitigation Measure NOI-3:

In areas of controlled blasting, if proposed, the applicant, its successor in interest, or its
contractor shall (prior to blasting):

. Provide 30-day and 5-day written notices to all residences, businesses, and utility owners
v/ithin the zone of influence of the controlled blasting as determined by the City of Folsom.

o Inspect all structures within the zone of influence, no more than two weeks prior to
cofffnencement of controlled blasting.

. Proceed in accordance with the Construction Safety Orders of the Division of Industrial
Safety of the California Department of Industrial Relations, and Federal Safety
Requfuements.

. IJse best available technology, such as blast mats or other techniques, to minimize noise
genetated by blasting.

. Require all personnel in the controlled blasting area to weat eat and other appropriate
protection during blasting excavation activities.

r Inspect all structures within the zone of influence, no more than two weeks aftet
completion of conttolled blasting, to assess any damage.

. The applicant or successot in interest shall be responsibie for reimbursing nearby
property owners for damages due to blasting.

Mitigation Measure TR-l:

Prior to the initiation of construction, the applicant, any successor in interest, andf or its contractor
shall obtain an encroachment permit from the City of Folsom for construction within Suttet and
Scott Streets. The applicant, any successor in interest, andf or its contractor shall prepare aTnffrc
Conuol Plan that meets the requirements of the City. The TCP shall include all required topics,
including: tnfftc handling during each stage of construction, maintaining emergency seryice
providet access by, if necessary, providing altemate routes, repositioning emergency equipment, or
coordinating with nearby seryice providers for coverage during construction closures, covering
trenches during the evenings and weekends, pedestrian safetyfaccess, and bicycle safety/access. A
component of the TCP wilt involve public dissemination of construction-related information
through notices to adjacent neighbors, ptess teleases, andf ot the use of changeable message signs.

The project contractor will be requfued to notify all affected residences and businesses, post the
construction impact schedule, and place articles andf or advertisements in appropriate local
nev/spapers regarding construction impacts and schedules.

Mitigation Measure TCR-I:

The City shall ensure that a Worker Awareness Training Program is developed and delivered to
train equipment opetators about tdbal cultural resources. The program shall be designed to
inform workers about federal and state regulations pertaining to cultural resources and tribal
cultural resources; the subsurface indicators ofresources that shall require a work stoppage;
procedures for noti$ting the City of any occurrences; and enfotcement of penalties and
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repercussions.for non-compliance with the program. Worker training may be ptovided either in
person ot 

^s 
a DVD with a ftaining binder, prepared by a qualified professional archaeologist

and reviewed by the City. The United Auburn Indian Community flJAIC) shall be afforded the
option of attending the initial training in person or providing a video segment or clip for
incorporation into the training video that appeals to the conttactor's need to be tespectful of
ttibal cultural resources and tribal paticipation in implementing unanticipated discovery
protocols. All ground-disturbing equipment operators shall be required to receive the training
and sign a form that acknowledges receipt of the training. A copy of the form shall be provided
to the City as ptoof of compliance.

Mitigation Measure TCR-2:

If any potential tribal cultutal resources, such as unusual amounts of bone or shell, artifacts, or
human temains, afe encountered during ground disturbing activities, work shall be suspended
within 100 feet of the find, and the consttuction supervisot shall immediately noti$r the City
representative, who shall ensure that a qualified professional archaeologist is retained to
investigate the discovery. If the find includes human remains, then the City or its designee shall
immediately noti{r the Sacramento County Coronet and the procedutes in Section 7050.5 of the
California Health and Safety Code and, if applicable, Section 5097.98 of the Public Resources
Code, shall be followed. For resources that have the potential to be associated with Native
American cultute, the City shall noti$r any consulting tribes that requested notification of
discoveries (teatment of non-tribal cultural resources is addressed under Mitigation Measures
CUL-Z and CUL-3). As part of the investigation, the City shall consult to develop, document,
and implement appropriate and feasible management fecommendations, should potential
impacts to newly discovered tribal cultural resources be found by the City to be significant.
Possible management recornmendations could include documentation, data recovery, or (if
deemed feasible by the Ciry) preservation in place. The contractor shall implement any measures
deemed by City staff to be necessary and feasible to avoid, minimize, or mitigate signifi.cant
effects to the tribal cultutal resources.
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6. PnepennRs oF THE lNrtrer Sruoy / NscATrve DBcLARATToN

LEAD AGENCY

City of Folsom
Community Development Department
50 Natoma Steet, Folsom, CA 95630

Steven Banks, Principal Planner

ENVIRONMENTAL CONSULTANT

Environmental Pianning Pattners, Inc.
2934 GoId Pan Court, Suite 3
Rancho Cordova, Califomia 95670
(e16) 852-8830

Robert D. I(lousner - Project Manager
Raadha Jacobstein - Professional Planner
Mary NTilson - Plannet

ECorp (Ttibrl Cultural Resources)

Lisa Westwood

I{mley Horn (Transportation)

Matt Weir

TECHNICAL REPORTS PROVIDED BY APPLICANT

Arborwell Ptofessional Tree Management

Arborist Repot (Tree Survey)

ECotp Consulting,Inc.

Arbodst Survey Report

LSA Associates, Inc.

Cultural Resources Report

Williams * Paddon, Atchitects * Engineers

Photo Simulations

Youngdatrl Consulting Group, Inc.

Geotechnical Report
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8. ApprrcaNt AcnnBuENT ro MlrrcATroN Mnesunns

By the signature below, the project applicant agrees to implement and incoqporate the Mitigation
Measures oudined above as part of the 603 Sutter Street Commercial Building project.

y-7c-lq
fe Date

\.^- ?/- { -za - tq
Printed Name Tide

Iilllitial S ttdJ / fuIitigakd Negatit;e Declaration
Sepauber 2019
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ENVIRONMENTAL DETERMINATION

On the basis of this initial evaluation:

I find that the proposed project COULD NOT have a significant effect on the environment, and a

NEGATIVE DECLARATION will be prepared,

I find that although the proposed proiect could have a significant effect on the environment, there

will not be a significant effect in this case becau$e revisions in the ptoiect have been made by or

agreed to by the project pfoponent. A MITIGATED NEGATIVE DECLARATION will be

prepated.

I find that the proposed project MAY have a significant effect on the environment, and an

ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT is required.

I frrd that the ptoposed proiect MAY have a "potentially significant impact" or "potentially
signifi,cant unless mitigated" impact on the envitonment, but at least one effect 1) has been

adequately analyzedin an earlier document pursuant to applicable legal standards, and 2) has been

addressed by mitigation measures based on dre eadier analysis as described on attached sheets. An
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT is required, but it must an^lyze ooly the effects that

remain to be addressed.

I find that although the proposed proiect could have a sigtrificant effect on tlle envitonment,
because all potentially significaot effects (a) have been adequately analyzed in an eadiet EIR ot
NEGATIVE DECI-ARATION pursuant to applicable standards, or ft) have been avoided or
mitigated pursuant to that eatlier EIR or NEGATIVE DECLARATION, including tevisions or
mitigation measures that are imposed upon the ptoposed proiect, oothing futther is rsquired,

The City of Folsom has detetmined that the subject proiect, further defined and discussed in
the attached Environmental Checklist/Initial Study will not have significant effects on the

environment. As a result thereof, the preparatiofl of an Environmental Impact Report

pursuant to the California Environmental Quality Act (Division 13 of the Public Resource

Code of the State of California) is not requited'

The City of Folsom prepared the attached Environmental Checklist /IntidStudy onJune 10,

202A.Further information, including the ptoject file, supporting reports, and related studies,

may be reviewed at the public offices of the Community Development Department, 50

Natoma Sreet, Folsom, Cahfotna 95630.

Mitigation measures have been identified for the project'

X

Printed Name

{/L>
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H istoric District Commission
603 Sutter Street Mixed-Use Building (PN 17-145)
August 19,2020

Attachment 18

Applicant's Variance Statement Letter
Dated July 7,2020
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Applicant Statement requesting height and parking Variance for the proposed 603 Sutter Street Building
)uly7,2O2O
Public Document

Section L7.62.020
Application for a vailance shall be made in writing on a form
prescribed by the planning commission and shall be accompanied by
a fee as established by resolution of the city council no part of which
shall be returnable to the opplicant, and by statement, plans and
othe r evide nce showi ng :

1-. That there are exceptional or extraordinary circumstances or
conditions applying to the land, building or use referred to in the
opplication, which circumstances or conditions do not apply generally
to other land, buildings, and/or uses in the district;

2. That the granting of the application is necessary for the
preservation and enjoyment of substantial property rights of the
petitioner;

3. That the granting of such application will not, under the
circumstonces of the particulor case, materially affect the health or
safety of persons, residing or working in the neighborhood of the
property of the applicant, and will not, under the circumstances of the
particular case, be materially detrimentol to the public welfare or
injurious to property or improvements in the neighborhaod. (Ord. a66
Exh. A (part), L981; Ord. 323 5 29, 1975; prior code I 31-23.02)

t
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Applicant Statement requesting height and parking Variance for the proposed 603 Sutter Street Building
July 7,2O2O
Public Document

Applicant Statement:

Several elements contribute to the unique and unusual
circumstances that dictate the height and parking variances
requested for the 603 Sutter Street proposed project ("Building").
The following is a statement submitted by the applicant that
includes evidence showing why granting height and parking

variances are needed and what specifically are the exceptional and

extraordinary circumstances relating to those variances:

1. Topography:

1a. Steep Topography: There exists a steep 17 feet elevation change

between Sutter and Scott Street at the proposed building site. The
project site presents a major obstacle to ensure a careful balance

between the historical requirements and the ability for the
applicant to be granted substantial property rights. The initial2OIT
design submitted for reviewl had a total proposed building height
of 57.6 feet along the frontage of Sutter Street with an architectural
feature extending an additional 6 feet beyond that. That design also

contemplated a 23,486 sq. ft. building with 13 parking spots. The

height variance of 57.6 feet allowed for a larger building footprint
which was needed to justify the high cost of parking. The steep
topography of the site requires special reinforcement with steel

structures to ensure the two adjacent buildings and Sutter Street
are not structurally affected while digging 20 feet below Sutter
Street and 30 feet below Scott Street. An alternative design to the
2OI7 design was subsequently submitted. The new design reduced

1 On June 21,2017.603 Sutter Street [proposed building was presented to the Folsom Historic
District Commission (PN 17-145, 603 Sutter).

folsom. c a.us/civicax/file

2
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Applicant Statement requesting height and parking Variance for the proposed 603 Sutter Street Building
July 7,2O2O

Public Document

the building size from 23,486 sq. ft. tol4,8tt sq. ft. in addition to
reducing the height to 50.6 (by 8.6 feet); however, this reduction in
height and square footage also made the project parking cost
prohibitive. Additionally, any reduction in height from the proposed

50.6 feet would also negatively impact the substantial property
rights. The new design did in fact (1) substantially reduce the size of
the building and (2) reduce the height of the building, but still
requires a height variance in order to accomplish these objectives
and ensure that the final design preserves the historical nature of
the proposed building and the substantial property rights of the
petitioner.

lb. Height Measurement: Although the proposed building has a

height of 50.6 feet from the Sutter Street side, the height from Scott
Street is only 45.6 feet and 33.6 feet. The natural elevation
difference between Sutter Street and Scott Street is about l-7 feet.
A reduction of the 50.6 foot height on the Sutter Street side would
substantially reduce the height on the Scott Street side to below the
35foot height allowed by code thus undermining the right to use the
property, which has been universally understood to be a

fundamental attribute of real property ownership. Having a

historical building with a height of 35 feet on Sutter and 50 feet on

the back alley per code would look historically inappropriate and

rather strange. The height measurement from Sutter Street
represents the lowest elevation due to the topography, and if used

without any consideration, would deny all reasonable beneficial or
economic use of the property.

1c. Unique Condition applying to the land: There are no commercial
sites on Sutter Street that have a 17-foot elevation change such as

the 603 lot within its 7,500 sq. ft. (0.17 Acres or 100 ft. x ZS ft.).
Leveling the 603 lot would require the removal of approximately

3
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Applicant Statement requesting height and parking Variance for the proposed 503 Sutter Street Building
July 7,2020
Public Document

3,055 cubic yards of dirt. This volume would cover an area of
330,000 sq. ft. which is44 times the lot size at 3 inches deep. To
put this into perspective, this much dirt would cover nearly 5
regulation size soccer fields (110 yards x 7O yards) 3 inches deep.
Underground parking would add an additional 20 feet and would
result in the removal of a total of approximately 8,6II cubic yards

that could cover an area of 930,000 sq. ft., whichis 124 times the
lot size. This is truly unique and there are no other comparisons on
Sutter Street, or any other commercial lots, in the Folsom Historical
District.

1d. The
Heieht)

Folsom Municioa I Code FMC. Section L7.52.5L0 C(

Per code, building heights shall not exceed 35 feet adjacent to the
sidewalk area on Sutter or Leidesdorff Street and 50 feet in other
sections of the subarea. Towers, spires, or other similar
architectural features may extend up to 15 feet above the building
height2.

As shown on the submitted building elevations, the proposed
building is 50 feet, 6-inches tall at the northwest corner on Sutter
Street, 45 feet, 6-inces tall at the northeast corner on Sutter and

Scott, 33 feet, 6-inches tall at the southwest corner (back alley), and
33 feet, 6-inches tall at the southeast corner (near back alley).

4

2 Section 17.52.50
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Applicant Statement requesting height and parking Variance for the proposed 603 Sutter Street Building
July 7,2O2O
Public Document

As shown above, when considering the heights of all four corners of
the 603 Sutter building, and compared to the two and most recent
new buildings, 604 and 607 Sutter street, we can clearly see that
the average heights of the 603 Sutter Street building is actually
lower than either 604 or 607 Sutter Street as compared to the
computed averages of all four corners code.
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NW Corner
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Proposed 603 s0.6 45.6 33.6 33.6 40.85

604 Sutter 42 42 57 57 49.s

607 Sutter 42 42 42 42 42

Code 35 35 50 50 42.5
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Applicant Statement requesting height and parking Variance for the proposed 603 Sutter Street Building
July 7,2020
Public Document

The average of all four corners of 503 Sutter Street:

a) Are 8 feet lower than 604 Sutter Street lt should be noted that
prior to the new structure on 604 Sutter Street a relatively flat
area with some parking was on the site.

b) Are l-.15 feet lower than 607 Sutter. lt should be noted that prior
to the new structure on 607 Sutter, there was an old retail flat
structure and relatively small hill in the back of the retail shop.

c) Are 1.55 feet lower than the calculated average of the four-
corner height based on each corner code height.

d) As shown below, the proposed 603 average four corner heights
are in fact lower than 604,607 and the code.

Average Four Cornors Heights Cornparison
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1e. lmpact on the neighbors: The applicant believes that the height
variance would not have any impact on the neighbors on Scott
Street or the alley of Scott Street since the height of the building

5
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Applicant Statement requesting height and parking Variance for the proposed 503 Sutter Street Building
July 7,2020
Public Document

from Scott Street is 33.6 feet along the back alley which is

significantly below the "50 feet in other sections of the subarea".
The applicant further believes that the addition of parking would
result in excavating 37 feet below the neighboring home on Scott
Street and the historic Library building on the sutter Street side,
where both owners are rightfully concerned of such an impact on
their properties. The height of the building is consistent with the
height of both the 604 and 607 Sutter street building and would
"blend-in" well with Sutter Street commercial aspects of the historic
district.

To change the height along Sutter Street the applicant would be
forced to extend the height along Scott Street resulting in potential
impacts to the neighbors, something the applicant has worked hard
to respect. lt is certainly within the applicant's right to extend the
now 33.6 feet height to 50 feet, however, the applicant would much
prefer to ask for a variance along the Sutter Street side as this is not
only beneficial to the building aesthetic, but would also take
neighbors' concerns into consideration.

2. Substantial property rights: Not surprisingly every new building on
Sutter Street (604, 607, 8I5, and 905) was granted height and/or
parking variances for a variety of reasons. The 604 Sutter Street
building, which the applicant is a current longtime tenant of, along
with the Steakhouse, includes parking that was partially funded by
the City in addition to a requested height variance in order to make
the project economically viable. lt is suspected that the same was
the case for 607 Sutter Street3. These two new buildings adjacent
to the proposed 603 Sutter Street building were constructed with
three levels, like what is being proposed for 603 Sutter Street. With

3 8,313-square-foot, 3-story mixed-use
https://www.folsom.ca.us/civicax/filebank/blobdload.aspx?blobid=16130

7

building,
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Applicant Statement requesting height and parking Variance for the proposed 503 Sutter Street Building
July 7,2020
Public Document

the exception of 604 Sutter, none of the new Sutter Street
buildings contain any parking and have been granted variances for
different and understandable reasons.

3. Reduce the height variance: Every effort since 2Ot7 has been made to
reduce the building size and therefore reduce the need for a height
variance. The objective of the applicant has been to reduce the amount
and the degree of requested variances. ln fact, and as mentioned
before, the original design presentedin2017, included a building with
a 576 height and 23,486 Sq. ft. After several years, we were able to
reduce the building height to 50.6 feet from Sutter Street and to 32.6
feet from Scott Street. We also reduced the building footprint from
23,486to 1,4,811 sq.ft.a, resulting in a nearly 13% reduction in height
and a more than 25%reduction in building size. Measuring the building
height from Sutter Street would result in 50.6 feet from the NW corner
and 45.6 feet from NE Corner ', however from the Scott Street SW
corner, the height would be 33.6 feet, and from the back, or the SE

corner alley, the height would be 33.6 feet from Scott Street. This
would be accomplished while maintaining the modest economic
viability necessary for the preservation and enjoyment of substantial
property rights of the applicant.

The Applicant has worked hard to make sure the building minimally
impacts the neighbors:

The 603 Sutter street property is surrounded by commercially zoned
properties from all sides. Even the existing residential property on the
SW corner is zoned commercial making the residential house non-
conforming.

8

a Excluding the roof

350



Applicant Statement requesting height and parking Variance for the proposed 603 Sutter Street Building
July 7,2O2O
Public Document

a) The applicant has made every effort to reduce possible
neighborhood noise ramifications by making the upper two floors
office space, not retail space, making the roof top garden area
private, and including a courtyard on the first floor routing people
off Sutter Street through an enclosed courtyard to the lower level
businesses. There will be no noise, public events or evening lights
on the rooftop. The only possible events planned for the rooftop
are a few private annual parties for the employees of the applicant
who will occupy the third floor.

b) The applicant has also volunteered to ask that their employee
occupants of the third level park in the parking structure near the
train station. A S50 per month reimbursement will be paid to
incentivize each employee to do so.

c) The applicant agrees to raise the retaining wall facing the back of
Sutter street, so that complete privacy is enjoyed by the neighbors
to the south.

4. Height Variance complies with Folsom District Design Guidelines and
precedents: The proposed building adheres to the District Design and
Development Guidelines. the proposed building area is within the Floor
Area Ratio or FAR, thus no area variance is needed. The parcel consists
of 7,500 sq. ft. land and the usage space of the proposed building area
is 14,81,1, with a FAR ratio less than 25. A reduction in height based on
Sutter Street from 50.6 feet to 35 feet will result in:

(1) Decreasing the building's footprint from 1,4,81,1to l-0,153 sq.

ft. thus denying the owner of using the District Design and
Development Guidelines which allow the Owner to have up to
a FAR of 2.

9

s FAR of 2 is the maximum allowed.
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Applicant Statement requesting height and parking Variance for the proposed 503 Sutter Street Building
July 7,2O20
Public Document

(2) Reduction in the useable area by 32% from the 2O!7 design
which is quite substantial and below what is allowable under
the City's 2035 General Plan.

(3) Regulatory taking where regulation effectively deprives the
property owner of economically reasonable use or value of
their property to such an extent that it deprives them of utility
or value of that property.

ln summary, granting the application a height and parking variance
is necessary for the preservation and enjoyment of substantial
property rights of the petitioner, is consistent with variances
granted to recent buildings on the same street and does notaffect
the heolth or safety of persons residing or working in the
neighborhood of the property, and will not be materially
detrimental to the public welfare or injurious to property or
improvements in the neighborhood. The applicant further states
that in accordance with Section 17.62.040 6, there are indeed
special circumstances that exist in terms of unique topography, size
and massive dirt and structural improvements that the strict
application of the zoning code would deprive the owners of 603
Sutter Street privileges enjoyed by other property owners in the
vicinity and under identical zoning classifications.

Prepared by the Applicant

Deborah Alaywan

6 Following the public hearing, the planning commission, or within the historic district, the historic district commission, may grant a
variance, exclusive of a use variance, when it finds that there exist special circumstances applicable to the property, including size,
shape, topography, location or surroundings whereby the strict application of the zoning code deprives such property of privileges
enjoyed by other property in the vicinity and under identical zoning classification. The commission may apply such conditions as it
deems necessary to assure that the adjustment shall not constitute a grant of special privileges inconsistent with the limitations upon
other properties in the vicinity and zone in which such property is situated. (Ord. 890 5 3(4), 1998: Ord. 476 Exh. A (part), 1982: prior
code I 3123.04).

10
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Historic District Commission
603 Sutter Street Mixed-Use Building (PN 17-145)
August 19,2020

Attachment 19

Public Gomment Letters
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RE:

August 7,2A17

Honorable Mayor Andy Morin
Distinguished Historic District Commission
Distinguished Folsom City Counsel
City of Folsom
50 Natoma St

Folsom, CA. 95630

PN 17-145, 603 Sutter St

PN 1 7- 144, 5 12 Sutter St

Dear Honorable Mayor, Distinguished Counsel and Commission Members;

We wish to write to you today to exprsss our deep concelns regarding two new developments

being proposed in the downtown Folsom Historic District. The address for these developments

are stated above.

Before we begin, we wish to express that as far as we know, at no time was any member of the

residential community notified about this project or given a chance to comment prior to the

August 2,2017 meeting.

As you are all aware, wo are very lucky in Folsom to have a true California gem. We have an

original historic district. You can shop in buildings that have stood for over 100 years. Look at

architecture that is symbolic of a long gone era. The Historic District Commission, Folsom

Historic Sociefy, City Planners, Counsel Members, and Residents have done a fantastic job

retaining that historic appeal. We have lovely outdoor areas, a restored historic round-a-bout, and

beautiful buildings. The surrounding residents have put considerable love and money into

retaining the historic value and history of the residential area. The historic area is a draw for
people who want to relive a by-gone time. They drive from distances to shop, eat, enjoy the

farmers market, drive through the historic neighborhood and soak up the charm that can only be

found in a historic area. Folsom has an entire modern corridor on Bidwell and will expand with

the new South of 50 Project.

Sadly, our quaint historic district is getting consumed by large, modern developments. The

historic integrity is getting lost to less expensive modern construction. Large buildings mean

more profits for the developers but remove the quaint charm, A prime example is the two

developments being proposed at 512 and 603 Sutter. These are large three story buildings that

will dwarf the other buildings along Sutter Street. Sutter is only four blocks long, you are going

to see two story historic buildings at one end and large three story modern buildings at the other.

The other issue is that these buildings are not historic in any way, they do not fit with the look,

size or continuity of the Historic District. No doubt that they are beautiful modern building's, but

they would be a better fit in the new areas of Folsom.
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Another issue is the parking. As you know, Historic Folsom has dealt with parking issues in the

past. Drive the intersection of Scott and Figueroa streets on any Friday or Saturday nights and

you will see considerable downtown parking on the residential streets. The employees of the

steakhouse park in the residential neighborhood because the building lacks sufficient parking.

There are more and more buildings being constructed downtown that are allowed little or no

parking altogether. 512 and 603 Sutter include a proposal for a variance to lower the required

parking spaces or remove them altogether as well. Please let there be no doubt about it, the

parking for the 2 new buildings and others in the area will be the residential streets on Sufter,

Scott, Figueroa and Mormon Streets. There is no other place for these customers, employees and

residents to park! It is very unfair to turn the homes people have lovingly restored into city's
parking lot so the developers can maximize squarc footage and profits.

Naturally, we would prefer to see these developments not take place, but if that is not possible

then please consider the following proposals;

1) Have the buildings proposed for 512 and 603 Sutter Street reduced in size to blend in with the

continuify of the Historic Folsom area,

2)Have the buildings designed with historic look, feel and details in keeping with the historic

appeal of the surrounding area. The intention of these 2 requests is to keep the quaint historic

charm.

3) Require the developer to install suffrcient parking within their own property so that all of the

buildings employees, customers and residences have a place to park that is not in the historic

residential area.

In discussing these two projects with other homeowners in the surrounding residential

neighborhood the feeling has been overwhelmingly negative. We would greatly appreciate your

considering our concerns when making your decisions on these two projects.

Thank you sincerely for your time and assistance.

Mike and
603 Figueroa St

witz
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I am a resident of Folsom and agree with all of the statements as stated within the letter dated

August 7,2017 from Mike and Shannon Brenkwitz.

NAME ADDRESS
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I am aresident of Folsom and agree with all of the statements as stated within the letter dated

August 7,2017 from Mike and Shannon Brenkwitz.

NAME ADDRESS
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I arn a resident of Folsom and agtee with all of the statements as stated within the letter dbted

August 7,2A17 from Mike and Shannon Brenl<rvitz.
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Glenn Fait
305 Scott Street

Folsom, CA 95630
(e 16) 217 -1831

sl aol.com

Historic District Commission
City of Folsom
50 Natoma Street
Folsom, CA 95630

Re: 603 Sutter Street Mixed Use Building

Dear Commissioners

This letter is in opposition to the proposed 603 Sutter Street Mixed Use
Building that will be the subject of your meeting on August 5,2020.

of the Law that the Commission will be

Folsom was the second city in California to provide specific protections for
its historic district. This happened in the mid-1960s. The first city to provide such
protections was the City of Carmel.

I believe it was in 1994 that the Folsom City Council began work on a
Specific Plan for the Historic District. An Advisory Committee was appointed to
assist in the development of the plan. The Committee was made up of historic
Folsom residents, business owners, commercial property owners, the Historical
Society, Chamber of Commerce, Planning Commission, Redevelopment Advisory
Committee, Historical Committee (now called the Historic District Commission)
and other interested parties. Below is a list of the members of that committee:

Ben Fuentes, Chairman
Historic Residents Association

Grant F. Cloud, Vice-Chairman
Sutter Street Merchants Assoc.

1
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Jeff Ferreira-Pro, Secretary
Citizens Redevelopment Comm.

Glenn Fait
Historical Committee

Patrick Maxfield
Planning Commission

Regina O'Brien
Historical Society

Ken Cemo
Sutter Street Merchants Assoc

June Hose
Historical Society

Candy Miller
Historical Committee

Mary Otis
Friends of the Power House

Geraldine Price-Radich John Mansell
Folsom Chamber of Commerce Folsom Chamber of Commerce

Michael Radich
Citizens Redevelopment Comm.

Lorreta McMasters (Hettinger) of the Planning Department provided the
Committee with staff assistance.

Draft Plan included the following paragraph describing the process.

"Preparation of the Historic District Specific Plan was authorized by
Resolution N. 3435 of the City Council. It provtdedfor City staff and
the Historic Folsom Residents Association to convene a process which
would incorporate the needs and desires of all people involved in the
historic area into a program to preserve and enhance the rich
heritage represented in the 9$-block Judah map area. The result was
a citizens committee which met twice a monthfor fuUXlests
(emphasis added) to create the Plan itself and the databases of the
information on all buildingwithin the Plan Area.

I include this history because many members of the current Historic District
Commission may have been too young to remember this period in Folsom's
history.

The Historic Specific Plan was never formally adopted by the City Council.

2
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However, to ensure that many of the provisions of the specific plan would be
legally binding on future actions in the historic district the City Council adopted
many of its provisions as ordinances. Those provisions are currently contained in
Chapter 17.52 of the Folsom City Code.

Those provisions are the law that you will be applying in relation of this
application to construct the proposed building a|603 Sutter Street.

The applicant in this case is asking to be exempted from the three most
significant provisions that control the construction of new commercial buildings in
the Sutter Street Subarea; height, parking and design. The applicant asked the
Commission to ignore the most important provisions of this law.

Height

Section 17.52.510 C provides specific height limitation for new
construction. It provides 'tsuilding heights shall not exceed 35 feet adjacent to the
sidewalk area on Sutter or Leidesdorff Street and 50feet in other sections of the
subarea- Towers, spires, or other similar architecturalfeatures may extend up to
I5 feet above the building height. "

Applicant admits that its building is over 50.6 feet high, a full 15.6 feet in
excess of that allowed by the law. Applicant makes some weird argument that you
should take an average of the height of the building at its four corners. While such
an average is not provided for in the law, nor does it make any sense, even if you
accept this position, they admit that the building would still exceed legal limit by
5.85 feet. It is true that Sutter Street does change elevation from the NW corner of
the building to the NE corner. The change in elevation is approximately 5 feet.
The appropriate way to measure the height for the purpose of this ordinance is to
measure the building at the mid-point of its frontage on Sutter Street. That would
be 48.2 feet, or 13.2 feet over the height allowed by the ordinance.

There also appears to be some sort of structure on the roof. The height of
this structure is not provided. Section 17.52.510 C provides that Towers, spires, or
other similar architectural features may extend up to an additional 15 feet above
the building height. The structure pictured in the building elevations on top of the
roof is not a tower, spire or other similar architectural feature. This provision was
included in the law to allow for towers, and spires that might have been common in

J
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both residential and commercial structures in pre-1900 buildings

Therefore, the presence of this structure would only increase the violation of
the height limitations. Adding the height of the roof top building to the overall
height of the building would mean that the building would be in excess of 30 feet
over the height provided in the law.

The building is just too high to meet the provisions of l7 .52.510 C. That is
why the City Planning Department told the applicant that it would have to justi$
why a variance from that law should be allowed.

Request for Variance from Height Requirements

Section 17 .62.010 sets out the intent of variances. It states "Where practical
dfficulties, unnecessary hardships or results inconsistent with the purposes and
intent of this title may resultfrom strict application of certain area, height, yard
and space requirement thereof, variances in such requirement may be granted as
provided in this chapter. "

Under the provisions of section 17 .62.020 an applicant is required to attach
to any application for a variance "a statement, plans and other evidence showing"
that it meets all three requirements for approval of a variance. It appears that the
applicant did not provide this information with his original application. Once
informed of this requirement, applicant attempted to justi$r the requests for
variances. Section 17.62.020 requires the applicant to establish that three
requirements be met. I will discuss each of those requirements along with a
response to the arguments of applicant.

1. The applicant must establish 'that there are exceptional or extraordinary
circumstances or conditions applying to the land, building or use referred to in the
application, which circumstances or conditions do not apply generally to other
land, buildings, and/or uses in the district.'17.62.020

Although applicant appears to argue the same position concerning both the
height and parking variance, I will discuss them separately.

Applicant first argues that the steep topography of the property provides a
justification for the height variance. Applicant does not state why the removal of
dirt from the property justifies a height variance, other than to say that it might

4
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effect the property owners 'Substantial property right. " Applicant does not explain
why this justifies a higher building. Removal of the dirt will be necessary, whether
the proposed building is two or three stories high.

The law also requires that the 'bircumstances or conditions (claimed as
justification for the variance) do not apply generally to other land, buildings or
uses in the district.

The fact is that all of the buildings on Sutter Street have topographical
challenges. Sutter Street is on a relatively steep hill. All of the buildings built on
the East side of Sutter Street have required major earthmoving prior to
construction. The planning department and the Advisory Committee knew the
topography of Sutter Street and were familiar with all of the undeveloped lots. The
City Council enacted the law with full knowledge of the topography.

The mere fact that a lot of dirt must be removed, in no way justifies a

variance from the height requirement and is common to all lots on the east side of
Sutter Street. Therefore, applicant does not meet the first requirement for a
variance.

2. To be entitled to a variance the applicant must establish that granting of
the variance 'ts necessary for the preservation and enjoyment of substantial
property rights of the petitioner."

In this case, applicant has not provided any information or evidence to
support the fact that not allowing him to violate the law relating to height will deny
him substantial property rights. He merely says it is so. Without specific financial
information concerning this project and a similar project that would comply with
the height requirement there is no way for people who object to the project or to
counter the evidence. Providing such evidence at the time of the hearing would
deny the rights of objectors to have the financial information reviewed and
countered with other expert testimony.

Applicant has not provided any information or evidence to support the
second requirement needed to justiff a variance, and therefore the variance should
be denied.

5
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3. The third requirement that the applicant must satisfy in order to qualiff
for a variance relates the possible effect of the project on residents and workers in
the neighborhood. Section 17.62.020(3) states that the applicant must establish
that

"the granting of such application will not, under the circumstances of the
particular case, materially affect the health or safety of persons

residing or working in the neighborhood of the property of the applicant,
and will not under the circumstances of the particular case be materially
detrimental to the public welfare or injurious to property or improvement in
the neighborhood.

The project, as proposed, violates the legal height requirements and the
additional height would significantly injure property owners and residents in a
number of ways.

a. By exceeding the height limitations, the building will inappropriately
block the view of surrounding property owners. The home directly adjacent to the
project building will have its entire view blocked. Others, including homes on the
other side of Scott Street and homes on Peddlers Lane will lose much of the view
they currently have. If the building complied with the legally required height
limitation, the views of the surrounding property would, to a great extent, remain.

b. The windows on the rear of the building on the third floor will look
directly down to the second floor bedroom and backyard swimming pool of the
house adjacent to the project. If the building complied with the legal height
limitations, the second floor windows in the back would be at about the same level
as the first floor of that house.

c. The project proposes a roof-top entertainment area. It is likely that this
area will provide another opporhrnity (in addition to the rear windows) for groups
of people to look down into the bedroom and yard of the adjacent house and into
private areas of the Cohn Mansion. In addition it can be expected that music,
talking, and the general noises made on the roof-top area will more directly affect
the surrounding residents and other property owners because it is so much higher
than the law allows and will cause the noise to spread further out into the
neighborhood. This has been a problem in relation to bars, restaurants and special
events for years and has caused ongoing conflict. To put such a space 15 feet

6
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higher than the law allows will surely escalate this conflict

While the applicant has promised that there will be little noise from the
second and third floor because they will be used as offices does not satisfu
resident's concerns. They promise that the only entertainment will be occasional
private annual parties for the employees of the applicant. While this is a nice
promise, and I will not challenge its good faith, there is no way to enforce such an
amorphous promise after the building is complete. Who will enforce it and how?
If the applicant sells the building, it is unlikely that the new owner will even be
aware of the promise. It is vary likely that the roof-top will become a favorite
entertainment venue with its great views into the private areas of surrounding
homes.

Parking

Applicant has requested a parking variance. Folsom Municiapal Code
Section 17.52.510 F states: "Parking. All uses must provide parking spaces at the

following ratios: l. Retail, ffices, restaurants, museum, and similar usess: l
parking space per 350 squarefeet of other building space:

,,

As far as I can tell the applicant's only argument to support such a variance
is topography. They seem to contend that it could not dig an underground garuge
because is would take a lot of digging.

This is inconsistent with the previous plans that were submitted that had
some on-site parking. (Although not enough to meet the legal requirements) Now
the applicant says it cannot provide even the parking it originally proposed.

It is important to note that the parking requirement in section 17.52.510F
does not require on-site parking. It just says an applicant must provide 1 space for
every 350 square feet. There are a number of ways this could be accomplished.

1. On-site parking.

2. Parking on other property that the applicant acquires or owns.

3. Parking impact fee. There is currently no fund dedicated to developing
future parking on Sutter Street, but the creation of such a fund was one of the
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recommendations of the recently released Sutter Street Parking Ad hoc Committee
Report. If the City creates such a fund, the applicant could then meet its parking
requirement be paying into dedicated fund for building future parking.

Does the Historic District Commission Have the Authority to Grant a
Parking Variance?

The law does not provide for variances from substantive requirements like
the one to provide adequate parking for a proposed project.

Folsom Municipal Code Section 17.62.010 provides that 'Where practical
dfficulties, unnecessary hardships or results inconsistent with the purposes and
intent of this title may resultfrom the strict applicant of certain area. height. )tard
and space requirements (emphasis added.) thereof, variances in such requirement
may be granted as provided in the chapter.

The request for a parking variance is not an area, height, yard or space
requirement. Therefore, the section allowing variances does not provide
jurisdiction for a variance from this kind of specific and substantive building
requirement of adequate parking.

Therefore, I would argue that the Historic District Commission lacks the
authority under law to grant such a variance.

If the Historic District Commission does assert such authority, it must
review the requests based upon the three factors that were discussed above in
relation to height.

Is a Parking Variance Permissible under Section 17.62.020?

1. Are there "exceptional or extraordinary circumstances or conditions
applying to the land, building or use referred to in the application, which
circumstances or conditions that do not apply generally to other land, buildings,
and /or uses in the district"tltat would justfy a variancefrom the parking
requirement?

Again, it appears that applicant cites only the topography and required earth
moving to justiff such a variance. But applicant's prior plan did provide for
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parking. Every property on the east side of Sutter Street has significant earth
moving in order to build a building. I can assure you that the City Council in
enacting the parking requirement did not mean to waive that requirement for
everyone on one side of Sutter Street. And, as I have mentioned before, the
parking requirement in the Code does not require on-site parking. It only requires
that in some acceptable way it cover the cost of the additional parking that the
project would generate.

Therefore. the request for a parking variance should be denied.

2. Is the parking variance "necessaryfor the preservation and enjoyment of
substantial property rights of the petitioner. 17.62.020(2)?

As with the height variance the applicant provided no evidence that he
would be denied substantial property rights. He did not provide financial
information that would support such an assertion. He seems to be arguing that if
he has to pay for the parking that his building will require, his profit from the
project will be decreased. A little less profit in order to share the burden of
providing required parking cannot be a justification for finding that his substantial
property rights would be affected.

One other thing that the Historic District Commission should consider. If
the applicant is required to comply with the height requirement the cost of
construction would decrease as would the cost of providing needed parking.

3. Will granting a parking variance "be materially detrimental to the public
welfare or injurious to property or improvement in the neighborhood"
17.62.020(s)?

Granting of a parking variance would be significantly injurious to the
neighbors because the employees and customers of the building will have to find

somewhere else to park. This will likely result in one or all of the following
impacts.

a. Those cars will be parking in the residential area surrounding Sutter
Street, thereby denying the residents the ability to park in front of their houses. It

9
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will also make it difficult for guests of residents to find parking near the resident's
house.

I would recommend that the Historic District Commission review the draft
report of the Historic District Parking Solutions Ad Hoc Committee on Historic
District Parking. It provides greater detail concerning the impact on the residential
neighborhood of failure to require new projects to pay for parking for their
employees and customers.

b. Excusing the applicant from providing the legally required parking would
likely cause employees and customers to attempt to park in nearby private parking
lots. There are two such lots nearby that will be impacted.

c. If you grant the parking variance, you would be forcing customers and
employees in the proposed building to use other public parking lots. As estimated
by the Historic District Parking Solution Ad Hoc Committee, there is not enough
currently available public parking to accommodate future development, including
this proposed development. While it is nice for applicant to promise to pay his
employees a bonus to park in the parking garage, such a promise is not enforceable
and would be meaningless if there are no more public parking spaces.

Therefore, I believe applicant has failed to meet the third requirement of the
provisions of the Code relating to variances. The variance should be denied.

What Reasonable Modihcations Should Be Required of Applicant in Order
to Improve Compatibility Bet'ween the Proposed Buildine and Adiacent
Residences?

Applicant's proposed building is on the boarder of commercial and
residential uses. It has a residence immediately to the rear of building and has
residences on the other side of Scott Street as well as nearby residents on Trader's

Lane all of which may be negatively affected in a variety of ways by the proposed
project.

Section 17 .52.5 1 0(3Xb) provides'In as s es sing comp atibility b etween
residential and commercial uses, a residential use located within the subarea
(Sutter Street) will be expected to tolerate greater impacts from commercial uses
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that if it were located in a primarily residential srea. Commercial and residential
uses mav each be expected to make reasonable ph:tsical or operational
modifications to improve compatibiliU between them (.emphasis added).

Following are a number of modifications of the proposed project that are
necessary to effectuate a smooth transition between the commercial and residential
USES.

1. The height of the building should be reduced below the maximum legal
height of 35 feet.

The height requirements provided in Section 17.52.510 are maximum
heights, not necessarily appropriate heights. Where the building involved is on the
boarder of the commercial and residential uses, the maximum height would not be
appropriate. The 35 foot maximum was based upon allowing a two and one half
story building. In this case one or, at the most, two stories would provide a

smoother transition between the two uses.

2. Applicant should be required to remove the garbage bin enclosure.

Currently, the plans include a garbage bin encloswe immediately next to the
driveway of the house behind the building. This location of the garbage bin will
cause problems like odors, insects, rodents and unsightly views to many of the
residents on Scott Street, Trader's Lane and Figueroa Street. The location of the
garbage bin enclosure would also create excessive noise when the garbage is
picked up.

Any approval of this plan must include relocating the garbage bin enclosure
to Sutter Street.

3. The roof-top entertainment area should be eliminated. Not only will such
a roof-top area invade the privacy of surrounding homes, as mentioned above, it is
will likely to result in the kind of additional noise that has been vexing residents
for years. Removal of such a venue would be a reasonable physical and
operational change that would provide a smooth transition between the residential
and commercial uses.
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Is the Design of Applicant's Building Consistent with the Design Concept
Provided in the Law?

Folsom Ordinance Section 17.52.5108 sets out the Design Concept for the
Sutter Street subarea. It states: The design conceptfor this subarea is to preserve
existing pre1900 buildings, and require new or replacement structures to be of pre
1900 design.(emphasis added) unless a post-1900 building is unique and/or
representative of 1850-1950 architectural styles. The historic district may approve
a new construction of post-1900 design on an_exception basis, if itfinds that the
architecture is an outstanding design which represents a structure or use which

formerly existed in historic Folsom or which represent a typical design and use
extant in similar California towns between 1900 and 1950.

I would be surprised if applicant's architect was even aware of this law when
preparing the plan for the proposed building.

Applicants proposed building does not in any way meet the design criteria as

a pre 1900 design for commercial buildings. It does have a roof, floor, walls,
doors, and windows, but that is probably the only thing it has in common with a

1900 design for commercial buildings.

The design does not meet the requirements of an exception to the pre-1900
design. It is not of "outstanding design" nor does is represent a typical design for
commercial structure between 1900 and 1950.

In addition to not meeting the design standard, the large mass of the building
would be inconsistent with the design requirements. This problem with huge mass
was addressed well in a prior approval of a building on Sutter Street. The
architect, while keeping the building integrated, provided two facades that
diminished the perception of hugeness. Both facades were consistent with design
concepts provided by the law.

I believe the design of this building is not consistent with the legal standards
concerning design and should therefore be rejected. The applicant and its architect
should return to the drawing board and bring back a design the meets those
standards.

l2
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From past experience from serving on the Historic District Commission I
believe it is inappropriate for the Commission to try to design the building during a
meeting. It should not be difficult for the applicant's architect to redesign the
building to meet required standards. It is likely that such a redesign will be
required in any case, if the Commission denies the two requested variances.

A Few Words About Precedent

One of the primary arguments asserted by applicant to support his request
for height and parking variances and exemption for the design standards is that the
Historic District Commission has granted such variances and allowed violations of
the design standards to others in the past.

This argument is often powerful because government agencies and officials
honestly want to be consistent in how they apply the law. There are anumber of
good reasons not to allow the past acts of the Historical District Commission to
affect this application.

1. Commissions make mistakes. You should never use that as a rational for
making other mistakes. I and my former wife Sharon have served on the Historic
District Commission a number of times in the past. We both have agreed that we
made mistakes in approving certain buildings. Every time she or I walk by such a

building we are reminded of our mistakes. The last thing in the world Sharon and I
would want the Historic District Commission to do is use our mistakes to justiff
future mistakes.

2. As a general rule, decisions of administrative agencies may not be used
as precedent in making future decisions, unless they have been designated by the
governing body as precedent. Rather than going into a long legal analysis of this
point, I ask you to accept it on the basis of my service as Director of the Institute
for Administrative Justice at Pacific McGeorge School of Law for over 40 years.
I am not aware of a process by which the City or the Historic District Commission
can designate precedent decisions.

3. There are a number of factors that may have contributed to the prior
questionable decisions of the Historic District Commission that are not present in
relation to this application.
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a. Many of you were not on the Historic District Commission when the
prior decisions were made. So, it was not your decision.

b. There may have been little or no opposition to the prior project.

c. There may have been violations of procedures that are designed to alert
those whose interests are at stake and provide them an opportunity to present
evidence and argument against the application. This could involve a failure to
provide notice to surrounding properties.

This happened in this case during an earlier hearing when the applicant
asked the Historic District Commission to workshop the proposal, which the city
said was allowed, because a decision was not scheduled to be made at the hearing.
The problem is that during such workshops, the applicant is able to adjust its plan
in such away that it is likely the Commissioners will approve the project in a
future noticed hearing. In my opinion, such an approach would be a denial of due
process to those entitled to special notice.

d. It may be that the Historic District Commission in the past was not aware
of its responsibility to apply the law to the application. I am sorry to say, but many
Commissions and even the City Council (and the President) have in the past
forgotten about the concept of the "rule of law." Instead they think they have
absolute discretion in the maffer and let feelings, personal relationships, political
factors, personal beliefs, and prejudices affect the decision, rather than trying their
best to make a decision consistent with the law.

4. Even when judges are bound by past decisions they will come to a
different result in the case before them because they are able to distinguish the
facts of the current case for the facts of the prior case.

In this case there are a number of factors that support distinguishing this case
from past Commission decisions. Here are two:

a. Most of the surrounding buildings are different in Height and mass from
the proposed building. While it is true that there is a three story building across
Sutter street, there is historic one story library on one side a two story house on the
other side and the historic Cohn Mansion on the other side.
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b. Applicant's building is on the boarder of the commercial and residential
uses. That was not true of some of the prior buildings that the applicant wants to
use as precedent.

These factors distinguish this application from prior applications.

Thank you for considering these comments.

Glenn Fait

l5
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Steven Banks

From:
Sent:
To:
Cc:

Subject:

rebmngt@aol.com
Friday, June 19, 2020 B:13 AM
Steven Banks

mjwestcoastcarports@gmail.com; Sarah Aquino; Mike Kozlowski; Kerri Howell; Ernie

Sheldon; daronbr@pacbell.net; president@thehfra.org; loretta@shaunv.com;
bethjkel ly@comcast.net; shanjean 1 @aol.com; fuentesben@comcast.neU
glennfait@aol.com
PN-17-145, 603 SUTTER ST / 070-01 1 1 -010

CAUTION: This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you recognize the
sender and know the content is safe.

Dear Mr. Banks,

Next month the mixed use building known as 603 Sutter Street (Z Global) is going up in front of the Commission for
review and approval. This request is for Design Review and parking and height variances.

ln reviewing the plans I have noticed several areas of real concern for the Historic District Residences in the area.

First; the design does not meet the historic look and appeal of other historic downtown buildings. The Historic Design and
Development guidelines set standards for look and design and it does not appear that these were met. Put differently, this
design appears modern and does not fit within the design specifications of a historic district. lnstead of looking at a historic
building from the 1880's, residents will be looking at a modern building from the 2000's. The open staircase and trash area
add's a visual and smell problems for the surrounding residents.

Second; The building is too tall. lnstead of a nice view of Sutter Street, residents will look at a huge building that will dwarf
other structures and residences surrounding it. The side and rear are very unattractive creating an unsightly view for the
residents. There is absolutely no reason for a building that big. The Historic Design and Development Guidelines set
standards for the height of buildings on Sutter Street, these should be followed.

Third; As you probably know, according to the 2018 parking study, it was concluded that the Sutter Steak House end of
Sutter Street was already at 100o/o parking capacity. Customers and employees on our end of the street do not park in the
parking garage and walk 3 blocks but instead opt for parking in front of the residences. Residences have complained
about this for years. Without a second parking structure, there will be no other place for the employees and patrons of Z
Global to park except the residential neighborhood. This is extremely unfair for the residences who purchased their homes
only to see their street turned into a public parking lot. The Historic Residential Neighborhood has enough of a parking
problem already. lt is Z Global's sole responsibility to provide adequate parking for it's employees and patrons.

Finally; The location of a large building so close to Scott and Sutter Street will present a visual hazard for car's turning at
the Scott / Sutter intersection. This will present unsafe driving conditions.

ln conclusion, There is absolutely no reason Z Global cannot run a successful business by following the Design and
Development guidelines. I respectfully request that the City deny ALL variances and request that the building be
developed in accordance with the approved Design and Development Guidelines.

Thank you for your consideration.

Sincerely,

Mike Brenkwitz
603 Figueroa St

1

374



Dear Mr. Banks, 612Ll2020

Here are my comments on the proposed mixed-use building at 603 Sutter St. by developer
Zglobal, set for review and public comment on July L5,2O2O at 5:00 P.M.

L. Heieht variance. The current proposal sets the roof line at 47 feet with a visible three-
foot parapet wall above that. On the roof there is a structure that is 10 feet above the
roof line. From the sidewalk on Sutter Street the building will be 50 feet tall, viewing it
from a distance it will be nearly 60 feet tall when the penthouse is in sight. With the
current maximum height allowance set at 35 feet this building is way above compliance
and nearly twice as tall as my house on the adjoining property. I fully object to the
request for a height variance.

2. Parking variance. With no on-sight parking planned, this building will require a parking
variance to satisfy its minimum parking requirements. lf a variance is granted it will
allow all of its parking to occur on the surrounding residential streets, compounding an

already overcrowded condition that is at 100% capacity. Currently the neighboring
residences have no way of allowing guests to come to private functions such as birthday
parties or holiday gatherings without the inconvenience of parking long distances away
from their destination. The addition of more on street parking by this project will
compound an already impossible situation. I fully object to the request for a parking
variance.

3. lnsensitive location of the t h enclosure and access ramp Current design for the east
elevation calls for the trash enclosure and access ramp to be next to my driveway. This
will expose my property to the smell of restaurant garbage and the industrial noise of
trucks dumping the dumpsters. This design factor will immediately cause a devaluation
of my property. ln addition, the view of the building from across Scott street will present
a fully unpleasant view of the garbage ramp and dumpster enclosure, something that
should only be present in an alley not at a main intersection of the Historic District.

4. Fire escape stairs. An additional design element of the east elevation shows a fully
exposed metal fire escape (stair way)that faces Scott street and my property. This
element will contribute to a "back-alley" type view of the fire escapes metal steps and
railing, giving this crucial intersection little consideration of how important the
architectural viewshed is to the district. No consideration has been made to block this
unsightly element with a curtain wall system.

5. Privacv intrusion. The south elevation has eight large windows and a balcony facing the
bedrooms of my residence. A complete violation of privacy for my property. At the
minimum, allglass on this side of the building should be obscure and the frames fixed
and un-openable. A curtain wall should be installed to block the view on to my property
from the balcony.
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6. Architectural Desien. The architectural style of the building is out of context with the
surrounding residential neighborhood. The front elevation seems to be an attempt to
compliment the building across the street while the other three elevations are
completely absent of any enhancing features that blend into the residential
neighborhood. This project has the opportunity to become something that will enhance
the neighborhood, but this current design greatly misses the mark. A pertinent review of
the design guidelines for the historic district would help to give the designer a better
perspective on compatibility and an examination of newly built buildings in nearby
communities could help the designer understand how new construction can blend into a

historic community.

ln conclusion I want to mention that the current design plans for 603 Sutter street was
presented to a group of over thirty historic Folsom residents about a year ago by Doug Scalzi

and was soundly rejected. The overwhelming comment was that the residents wanted this
project to comply with the design guidelines and be allowed no variances.

As an experienced past member of the Historic Commission, I recognize when a project is

incompatible with the district and I believe that this corner can and must be developed in a
cohesive and responsible way. Crucial parking requirements must be met, and a reasonable
building height proposed that will not give the appearance of a towering and out of place

structure.

Thank you for this opportunity to comment,

Ben Fuentes
306 Scott St.
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Steven Banks

From: Bob Delp <bdelp@LIVE.COM>
Tuesday, June 23, 2020 8:03 AM
Steven Banks

Pam Johns
603 Sutter Street - Request for lnformation

Sent:
To:
Cc:

Subject:

CAUTION: This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you recognize the
sender and know the content is safe.

Good morning, Steve

I am reviewing the proposed lnitial Study / Mitigated Negative Declaration (lS/MND) dated June 10, 2O2Ofor
the proposed development at 503 Sutter Street, and have a some questions/data needs I'm hoping you can
provide feedback on to help my review. This information is relevant and necessary for review of the IS/MND,
so I am asking that you please expedite your reply or extend the lS/MND review period. I am sending this as

communication intended to be between me and the City, and request that you do not voluntarily provide this
to the applicant. lf the applicant submits a public records act request, or if you otherwise are required or
compelled to provide this to the applicant, I would like to be made aware of that communication. My
preference is that you either email or provide a link to the City's website for the documents requested below;
however, if I need to schedule to come to the City offices this week to review or obtain copies, I will do that.

1. By way of this email, I am requesting that the City extend the period of time for review and comment on the
lS/MND to provide time to review relevant project information, including that requested in this message, that
was not circulated with the lS/MND. Furthermore, I am also requesting that the City postpone the noticed
July 15, 2020 hearing before the Historic District Commission on this matter. Even if the City does not extend
the period of time to comment on the lS/MND, it is not reasonable to expect that staff can meaningfully
review and address public comments on the proposed lS/MND, develop a staff report and recommendations
to the HDC, and circulate that staff report for a reasonable amount of time for public review in advance of the
HDC hearing, all within a L5-day period that includes the 4th of July holiday.

2. Please either email me or send a link to the City website where I can obtain the full project application,
including a completed Development Application form and Design Review form and any other application
materials for the currently proposed project. In particular, but not limited to, I am interested in seeing the
applicant's explanation of the two requested variances as required by zoning ordinance code L7.62.020.

3. The
them.

a

a

a

a

lS/MND cites the following documents. Please emailthese to me or let me know where I can obtain

Arborwell, 2017.Tree Inventory Letter Report, 512 and 603 Sutter Street, Folsom, California. March 21,2017.
ECORP Consulting, Inc.,2019. Arborist Survey Report, ZGlobal - 603 Sutter Street, Folsom, CA. March 12,
20t9
Youngdahl Consulting Group, [nc.,2017. Geotechnical Engineering Study for Sutter Street (603), 603 Sutter
Street, Folsom, California. March 2017 .

LSA Associates, Inc., 2017. Cultural Resources Study, 510 Sutter Street and 605 Suffer Street Properties, City of
Folsom, Sacramento County, California. March 2017. (Understanding that confidential elements of site
records/information may be redacted.)
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Historic District Access Study, Technical Memorandum #1, Kimley-Horn and Associates, Inc., September 20,
2018.
Technical Memorandum#1 - Implementation Plan Update, Historic District Parking Implementation Plan
Update, Kimley-Horn and Associates, Inc., October 18,2018.

4. The lS/MND referenceszoning code17.52.510, Sutterstreetsubarea special use and design standards,
item D which states, "D. Setbacks. Contiguous shops on Sutter Street frontage shall maintain continuity of
facades along public sidewalk." lt's not clear how the City interprets that in terms of applicability to the
project. I do not see specific setbacks for the Sutter Street subarea (just item D which doesn't seem applicable
or at least isn't discussed with context in the lS/MND); however, there are two codes for the historic district in
general, not specific to sub area, that appear to require a 3ft minimum setback from property lines for all
eaves/overhangs. I don't see these discussed in the lS/MND and my understanding of the project is that it
would construct buildings on (or actually across)the parcel boundary, which would require a variance from
these code requirements. I would like to know if the City has advised the applicant of the need for these
additional variances and/or what the City's intent is for addressing these requirements in your application
review process?

77.52.470 Eoves. Roof overhangs moy extend into o required setbock oreo o moximum of 2 feet, but shall not
be closer than 3 feet to a property line or closer thon 6 feet to any portion of another structure. (Ord. 890 6 2
(part),1998)

77.52.420 Architectural features. Fireploces, bay windows, ottached porches and decks and patios higher than
30 inches above grade, moy extend into o required setbock oreo o maximum of 2 feet, but shall not be closer
than 3 feet to a property line or closer thon 6 feet to ony portion of onother structure. The combined length of
all such feotures shall not occount for more thon 25 percent of the length of the woll surfoce on which the

feotures ore located. (Ord.890I2 (port), 7998)

5. lmayhavemissedit,butthetotal heightoftheproposedstructureandrooftopfeaturesisnotclearly
discussed in the lS/MND and is not indicated on the application drawings. Can you direct me to where in the
lS/MND or application materials I can find specific discussion of the maximum height of the requested
structure and any rooftop elements?

6. The full purpose of the Encroachment Permit for the project is unclear in the lS/MND. ln most instances,
the lS/MND appears to discuss that the Encroachment Permit is to allow for construction activities within City
street rights-of-way. However, the lS/MND also discusses that an Encroachment Permit is needed for
development and use of the structure within the public right of way. That suggests to me that at least two
Encroachment Permits are needed - a temporary permit for construction in public rights-of-way and a second
permit for the permanent placement and use of structures. Also, would the City not require that the applicant
obtain an Easement (or fee title) of City-owned rights-of-way, and not just an Encroachment Permit, for the
permanent placement and use of structures? Any clarification you can provide on this would be helpful -
perhaps the application materials will provide additional information, but I would also like to know City staff's
position on this. Related to the setback requirements above, permanent building within public rights-of-way
would indicate a negative setback (i.e., crossing the property line) that would seem to indicate a need for a
variance (see note 4, above).

7. ln reviewing the State Clearinghouse CEQAnet database, it looks like the City has not filed an NOC with SCH

for the IS/MND. I assume that means the City has decided to distribute the MND directly to relevant state
agencies for review. Can you confirm that and, in particular, can you let me know when and to whom at State
Parks you sent the MND to? I would also like to know if the City has solicited review and input from State

a

a
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Parks on this project, and how the City has addressed, or intends to address, the Folsom Lake
SRA/Powerhouse SHP RMP goals/guidelines listed on page 33 of the lS/MND for visibility of the project from
areas within State Parks jurisdiction. (The lS/MND doesn't appear to fully consider views of the project from
the Powerhouse SHP, but I'm hopeful that the City understands the importance of coordinating with State
Parks when approving development visible from the SHP.)

8. Has a tree removal permit been issued for the project property? lt appears that several trees on the
property have recently been cut (branches removed as well as some completely felled) and I would like to
know when this was authorized and whether those trees were or were not accounted for the lS/MND tree
inventory. (The tree inventory map in the lS/MND is a draft, and expect that a final version will be provided in
the ECORP 20L7 document requested above, but would like to know whether the City has authorized tree
removal in advance of a decision on the development request.)

Thank you,

Bob Delp
9\6-812-8122
bdelp@1ive. com
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HERITAGE PRESERVATION LEAGUE OF FOLSOM
PROJECT APPLICATION REVIEW
June24,2020

HPL does not have regular meetings during the COVID-L9 Pandemic. The HPL Board has discussed
the proposed project by email and phone.

PROJECT: 603 Sutter Street Commercial Building in the Sutter Street Sub-Area of
the Historic District (File: 17-145)

REQUEST: Design Review, Parking Variance, Height Variance and Encroachment Permit for a
mixed-use commercial building with retail/restaurant use on the first floor and offrce
space on the second and third floors.

PROJECT
HISTORY Original application Circulated by City on Mayl8, 2017 (feedback requested by June 2).

The current application including an Initial Study was circulated by the City on June
11,2020.

BACKGROUND

HPL provided review comments regarding the original application (named Historic Sutter Mixed-Use
Building) on June 14,2017. In the current application package (dated March 19,2019), the building
design has been revised and a garuge level is no longer included. However, the proposed size and height
of the visible part of the building structure remains similar to the original proposal.

GENERAL STATEMENT

The applicant has described the project as follows: ...the proposed building would appear similar to
other commercial projects recently developed on the 600-block of Sutter Street and elsewhere within the
Historic District. This statement appears to refer to the commercial building at 607 Sutter Street (former
location of 'Fire and Rain') . ln2016 a 3-story building with an area of 9,174 square feet and a front
fagade of 50 feet was approved at this address. The fagade design also resembles the proposed design
for Sutter Street Commercial Building. However, the proposed 14,822 square foot building in the
current application will be substantially larger.

PROJECT REVIEW

SITE PLAN
The project site has an elevation difference of 18 feet (from the northwest corner along Sutter Street up
to the southeast corner along Scott Street). The first floor is proposed to be built into the rear hillside
and will therefore mainly be visible from Sutter Street. Based on the sloped lot configuration, a
structure on this property could have a stepped foundation with a higher finished floor elevation close to
Scott Street.
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As proposed, the commercial building has a 95-foot wide frontage along Sutter Street and a 64-foot
frontage along Scott Street. In addition, a recessed walkway and retaining wall (with a height up to 15
feet) extend 6-feet into the adjacent public right-of-way areas. As a result of this encroachment, the
landscape area along Scott Street has been limited to 7 feet and the sidewalk along Sutter Street has been
reduced from the standard 9 feet to 7 feet.

HPL

a Consider a foundation design that steps up along Sutter Street with the existing grade.

Eliminate the recessed walkway that encroaches into the Sutter Street and Scott Street public
right-of-way areas.

BUILDING DESIGN
As a general impression, the building design for the first two floors appears to be compatible with the
design theme for Sutter Street. However, HPL has not found any evidence that the large windows and
heavy top cornice proposed along the third floor were used in Folsom (or the Sacramento Area) before
year 1900. The building fagade facing Sutter Street has the width of two Theodore Judah lots and is
therefore also larger than most buildings in the Subarea. This is especially evident since the historic
building to the west at 605 Sutter Street (Folsom's first library) is only one story high.

Together with the project entitlements, a variance from the 35 foot height requirements along Sutter
Street has been requested. The proposed building height along Sutter Street ranges ftom 54-46 feet and
the height along Scott Street ranges from 46-35 feet. A 3.5 foot high raised parapet provides a banier
around the roof deck and an elevator lobby extends 9 feet above the top ofthe parapets. A 525 square
foot canopy cover has also been proposed next to the elevator/staircase shaft. The structures on the roof
deck have been set back from Sutter Street and Scott Street but could be visible from the higher
elevations of the surrounding streets (southeast and northeast of the project site).

The 2,585 square-foot roof deck can be accessed from an elevator and two stair cases. Building tenants
and potentially also the general public will have access to this area. It is possible that larger events
could be planned on the roof deck in the future. Twenty feet of the deck area is open to the residential
development to the south. Because noise is already a problem for homeowners in this area, a large roof
deck does not appear to be appropriate.

The fagade along Scott Street is less developed. An open staircase and a large trash enclosure suggest
that this is the rear side of the building.

HPL Recommendations

o

a

Reduce the building height to an average of 35-feet along both Sutter Street and Scott Street.

Design the building fagade along Sutter Street with two separate themes to resemble two
buildings on standard Theodore Judah lots (as recommended in the Historic Commercial Design
Criteria). Each fagade segment could have a different height.
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o Eliminate the proposed public gathering area and canopy cover from the roof. As apart of this
change the elevator shaft no longer needs to extend to the roofand the raised parapets can be
lowered.

o Enclose the staircase along the east building fagade.

PARKING VARIANCE
The Site Plan shows a parking pocket along Sutter Street with room for 4 parallel cars. The same area
will need to be shared by delivery trucks. No street parking will be available along Scott Street. This
suggests that the project will not only increase the need for parking in the vicinity but also remove some
of the currently existing street parking.

The existing lack of parking in the Sutter Street Subarea has negatively impacted the surrounding
residential areas. If the proposed 14,811 square foot building with a restaurant, retail spaces and ofhces
is developed without additional parking this problem will be intensified. The building will also add a
665 square foot outdoor seating area next to the first floor restaurant and a 2,585 roof deck designated
for public use.

Based on zoning code for the Historic District, parking only has to be provided for indoor spaces. The
applicant is requesting a variance from the current requirement to provide 43 parking spaces (one
parking space per 350 square feet). The limited amount of public parking located in the general vicinity
of the project site will not be able to accommodate this demand.

HPL Recommendations

Before a parking variance can be approved for the property at 603 Sutter Street, the applicant
should work with the City to develop an additional public parking facility at the east end of the
Sutter Street Subarea.

o The City may also want to consider if the current parking requirements for the Sutter Street
Subarea should be modified.

CULTURAL RESOURCES
Based on the age of development along Sutter Street and Scott Street, it is liksly that historic objects will
be uncovered during the excavation of the building site. These items could provide information about
the early history of Folsom.

HPL's Recommendation:

o An archeologist or environmental consultant should be present at the project site during
excavation down to bedrock.

a
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Cindy Pharis

713 Figueroa St

Folsom, CA 95630

June 26,2020

City of Folsom

Historic District Commission
50 Natoma Street
Folsom, CA 95630

RE: Notice of Public Hearing, Historic District Commission, PN-17-145, 603 Sutter Street Mixed
Use Building

Dear Commissioners,

I am writing to you today in objection to the proposed project for development known as 603

Sutter Street, located at the southwest corner of the intersection of Sutter Street and Scott

Street. The proposed project includes a request for approval of Design Review, a Parking

Variance, and a Height Variance for development of a three-story, 1-8,965 square-foot mixed-

use (retail and office) building on a .L7 acre site.

The proposed mixed-use building will include retail/restaurant uses on the first floor and office

uses on the second and third floor and a 2,585 square foot roof deck. The roof deck would be

accessible to building tenants, although according to the Project lnitial Study and Mitigated

Negative Declaration the general public potentially could attend private events in this area.

My objections/concerns regarding the project are as follows

1. Parking Variance: No onsite parking would be provided for this project. The retail
and restaurant space on the first floor will require employee and patron parking.

ZGlobal currently employs approximately 50 employees, these employees will
occupy the office space on the second and third floors of this building and no onsite
parking will be provided for their employees.

According to Folsom Municipal Code, "All uses must provide parking spaces ot the

following ratios; 7. Retail, offices, restourants, museums, and similar uses; 7 parking
spoce per 350 square feet of building space. "
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603 Sutter Street PN-1,7-145

According to a recent parking survey (Kimley Horn, October 2018)there will be a
deficit of 522 parking spaces as the Historic District approaches build out. And, the
Historic District Parking Solutions Ad Hoc Committee's Recommendations Report
(May 8, 2O2Ol, confirmed that businesses require parking for employees and patrons
throughout the day and night. The limited availability of parking spaces near
business locations (specifically in the 600-700 blocks) is putting greater demand on
existing spaces and pushing business patron and employee parking out into
residential areas. There is a definite lack of high-demand parking availability for
historic district residents and visitors; therefore, approval of a Parking Variance for
this project would be irresponsible and completely against Folsom Municipal Code.

2. Height Variance: According to Folsom Municipal Code, " Building heights shall not
exceed 35 feet odjocent to the sidewalk oreo on Sutter or Leidesdorff Street ond 50

feet in other sections of the subarea". As proposed, the building height for this
project would be a maximum of 50 feet 6 inches from the ground to the roof
parapet. This building far exceeds the height limit specified in Folsom Municipal
Code; therefore, approval of a height variance for this project should be denied.

Building features associated with the elevator and air conditioning
equipment would be mounted on the roof in excess of the height of 50' 6".
The Preliminary Utility Plan, A-211 Exterior Elevations clearly shows an

additional roof structure above the 50' 6" parapet. Please clarify the
purpose of this additional roof structure which sits far above the parapet and
indicate height elevation details for this roof structure.

3. Encroachment Permit: As proposed, the project includes developed uses associated
with the building in the public right of way. These uses include outdoor seating and
a second floor balcony on the Sutter Street frontage, and a concrete walkway, stairs
and a trash enclosure access ramp on the Scott Street frontage. My concerns
regarding this encroachment permit are as follows:

The outdoor seating and second floor balcony (as well as roof top deck) will
undoubtedly create additional noise and nuisance for residences living within
close proximity of this project.

Due to the close proximity of this project to residences, the trash enclosure
and trash enclosure access ramp is not aesthetically pleasing for residents
and visitors, especially for the neighboring property (APN: 070-0111-011).
Additionally, there will be added noise and smellfrom the trash receptacles.

o

a

4. Setbacks: According to Folsom Municipal Code, "Contiguous shops on Sutter Street

frontage sholl maintain continuity of facades along public sidewalk." This project
does not follow the "continuity of facades" with the neighboring building to the
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603 Sutter Street PN-17-145

West (A-19 Street View Renderings). The distance from the westerly building fagade
to the nearest structure, a small single story commercial building, would be
approximately 9 feet. The proposed materials, features, size, scale and proportion
do not match the existing historic neighboring building (APN:070-0111-009).

I do not object to growth in the historic district; however, new construction projects that do not
fit the size and scale of the existing historic buildings will forever change the landscape of the
historic district. Buildings that do not enhance the historic district or provide adequate parking
will take away from the historic charm and ambiance of this rare and cherished piece of
Folsom's history. Please don't forget the purpose of the Historic District Commission "to ensure
the protection of the historic and cultural chorocter of the City's Historic District". I respectfully
ask that you vote "no" on the requests for variances and the design review for this project.

Sincerely

e,fr,^A,
Cindy Pharis

Folsom Historic District Resident

3
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Jlune29,2019

Steven Banks
City of Folsom Planning Department
50 Natoma Street
Folsom, CA 95630
Via email to: sbanks@folsom.ca.us

Subject: 603 Sutter Street Commercial Building Mitigated Negative Declaration
Comments

Dear Mr. Banks:

This letter provides comments on the May 10, 2020,lnitial Study/IMitigated Negative
Declaration (ISA4ND) prepared for the proposed 603 Sutter Street development project. I have
previously requested an extension of time to comment due to the City's inability to provide a

complete project application for review concurrent with review of the ISA4ND. My comments
here are not expressed with support or opposition to development of 603 Sutter Street, and are
intended to solely focus on the adequacy of the IS/\4ND and the City's compliance with the
California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA).

In summary:

l. The project description in the ISA4ND is insufficient in defining important components
of the project, including those that must be clearly defined for a proper CEQA analysis
and full disclosure as required by CEQA;

2. The IS/IVIND is fundamentally flawed in its attempt to tier from the General Plan
Environmental Impact Report (EIR) and the City must revise its approach for project
CEQA compliance;

3. The IS/IVIND fails to fully evaluate and address potential visual and lighting impacts of
the project, including effects on views of historic resources and views from historic
properties;

4. The IS/IVIND cultural resources evaluation is based on a report that inaccurately reports
the project site as 510 and 605 Sutter Street and full review of potential impacts on
cultural resources is impossible until the report inaccuracies are addressed; and

5. The IS/IVIND fails to fully evaluate and disclose impacts associated with noise and
vibration impacts, and mitigation measures for significant impacts are not evaluated
sufficiently to provide evidence that they would reduce significant impacts to less than
significant levels.

1. The proiect description in the IS/IVIND is insufficient in definine important components
of the proiect. includins those that must be clearlv defined for a proper CEOA analvsis.

Page 1. The ISA{ND states, "The proposed project evaluated in this Initial Study is consistent
with the policies and requirements of the City of Folsom General Plan (2035 General Plan) and
Chapter 17.52 of the Folsom Manicipal Code (FMC), both of which have been subject to the
preparation and certification of Environmental Impact Reports (EIR) consistentwith California
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) requirements. ... Section 21083.3 of the California Public
Resources Code permits CEQA environmental documents preparedfor proposed projects that
are consistent with all relevant planning and zoning designations and policies to befocused on
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the environmental effects that are peculiar to the project or to the parcel on which the project
would be located, and that were not previously evaluated in an applicable General Plan EIR.
The project assessed in this Initial Study meets these statutory requirements for focused
review. " Yet, the proposed project is NOT consistent with the General Plan and zoning and that
is the reason why the applicant is requesting two variances from the City zoning code. The
ISA4ND must be revised to remove such inaccurate statements.

The project would exceed the 2.0 maximum floor area ratio (FAR) permitted by the zoning code.
Therefore, the project requires an additional variance for the FAR exceedance and the FAR
exceedance must be recognized in the analysis as new information that affects the severity of
impacts of development under the City of Folsom General Plan and as evaluated in the General
Plan EIR. The IS/I\4ND fails to specifically disclose that the FAR exceeds the 2.0 requirement.
Per information in ISA4ND Table 2,bothwith and without the proposed roof deck, the
calculated FAR is greater than 2.0. In fact, with the roof deck included, the FAR of the project
exceeds 2.5. The City's CEQA document must evaluate and disclose the change in impacts as

compared to those in the GP EIR from which the IS/IVIND is tiering.

The IS/IVIND fails to disclose the total height of the proposed project structure. The IS/\4ND
discusses that the building height would be a maximum of 50 feet, 6 inches, but also discusses
that "building features" associated with the elevator and air conditioning equipment would be
mounted on the roof in excess of this height - although no discussion of the actual height of
these "features" is provided. The applicant's drawings illustrate features well above the labeled
50'6 rooftop, but the drawings do not identiff the height of these features (see Exhibit 1). The
height of all project elements, not simply the height of the building rooftop, are critical for
understanding the project's visual, lighting, and noise impacts, and without this information, the
ISA4ND project description and analysis of the project are insufficient.
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Exhibit 1. Excerpts of IS/IVIND Figure 5
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2- The IS/lt{ND is firndemenfnllv flawed in its attemnt to tier from the General Plan
Environmental Imnact Report (EIR) and the Citv must revise its approach for proiect
CEOA compliance.

The IS/IVIND attempts to tier from the General Plan EIR, but the tiering approach attempted in
the IS/IVIND is fundamentally flawed. First, when tiering from a previously certified EIR an EIR
must be prepared for the "later project" (in this case, the proposed 603 Sutter Street project).t
The City has not prepared an EIR for the 603 Sutter Street project and instead has only prepared
an IS/VIND.

Second, tiering from a previously prepared EIR is suitable only when the later project "is
consistent with the applicable. ..zoning."z The proposed project is not consistent with the

I CEQA section 21068.5, Tiering or Tier: "Tiering" or "tier" means the coverage of general matters and
environmental effects in an environmental impact report preparedfor a policy, plan, program or ordinancefollowed
by narrower or site-specific environmental impact reports which incorporate by reference the discussion in any
prior environmental impact report and which concentrate on the environmental elfects which (a) are capable of
being mitigated, or (b) were not analyzed as significant effects on the environment in the prior environmental impact
report.

2 CEQA section 21094: "Later Projects; Tiered Environmental Impact Reports; Initial Study; Use of Prior Reports"
(b) This section applies only to a later project that the lead agency determines is all of thefollowing:
(l) Consistent with the program, plan, poliqt, or ordinance for which an environmental impact report has been
prepared and certifted.
(2) Consistent with applicable local land use plans and zoning of the cig, counly, or city and county in which the
later prcject would be located.
(3) Not subject to Section 21 166.
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applicable zoning, which is the very reason why the project applicant is requesting variances for
the project.

Finally, although the IS/\4ND discusses the General Plan EIR and summarizes impacts identified
in the General Plan EIR, the IS/NIND fails to evaluate whether the project variations from the
land use and zoning assumptions in the General Plan EIR would result in new impacts or
increase the severity of significant and unavoidable impacts identified in the General Plan EIR.
Part 4 of the IS/MND discusses the General Plan EIR and provides a summary of the General
Plan EIR impacts. However, Part 5 of the ISA4ND, including the discussion of approach at
"Pu4lose and Legal Basis for the Initial Study" and the "Initial Study Environmental Checklist"
sections (ISA4ND pg- 22), discuss the methodology for the IS/MND analysis and completely
ignore the tiering concept.

Because the proposed project is inconsistent with applicable zoning code requirements -
including but not limited to height, FAR, setbacks - the project would create the potential to
result in new impacts and increase the severity of significant impacts identified in the General
Plan EIR. The key aspect of tiering from a previously prepared CEQA document is to evaluate
whether impacts of the later project would have the potential to cause new impact or increase the
severity of impacts identified in the prior EIR, yet, the IS/IVIND fails to do this comprehensively.
Although the IS/IV{ND attempts to evaluate certain environmental effects of the project, no
comparison of those project-specific impacts to impacts identified in the General Plan EIR is
attempted and no discussion of the applicability and efficacy of General Plan EIR mitigation is
provided. This failure is a fundamental flaw in the CEQA approach to the project and must be
remedied in a revised CEQA document.

Significant impacts identified in the General Plan EIR that could be worsened as a result of the
project elements that are inconsistent with zoning and are not sufficiently evaluated or disclosed
in comparison to the General Plan EIR include the following:

Aesthetics and Visual Resources - General Plan significant and unavoidable impact:
Adverse effects on a scenic vista or substantial degradation of scenic character, damage
to scenic resources within a scenic corcidor, creation of a new source of light or glare.
The proposed project would exceed the height limitation of the applicable zoning and
thus would result in a larger building with greater visibility than the 35-foot heighr
limited structures considered in the General Plan EIR. The additional height and mass of
the building would increase the effects of the change in visual character of the area and
would result in greater visibility and increases in offsite areas from which the structure
would be visible. Furthermore, the increased height would result in lighting at higher
elevations than lighting considered in the General Plan EIR. Although the IS/IVIND
discusses visual and lighting impacts of the proposed project (see comments on the
adequacy of the analysis later in this letter), the IS/IVIND provides no discussion of the
degree to which the project would increase the severity of impacts identified in the
General Plan EIR.

Cultural Resources - General Plan significant and unavoidable impact: Cause a
substantial adverse change in the significance of a historical resource. The proposed
project would exceed the height limitation of the applicable zoning and thus would result
in a larger building with greater visibility than the 35-foot heighrlimited structures

(c) For purposes ofcompliancewith this section, an initial study shall be prepared to assist the lead agency in
making the determinations required by this section. The initial study shall analyze whether the later project may
cause signiJicant effects on the environment that were not examined in the prior environmental impact repott.
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considered in the General Plan EIR. The additional height and mass of the building
would increase the effects of the change in visual character of the area and would result
in greater visibility and increases in offsite areas, including the Historic District and
historic properties, from which the structure would be visible and within the viewsheds of
which the project would be visible. Although the IS/IVIND discusses cultural resources
impacts of the proposed project (see comments on the adequacy of the analysis later in
this letter), the IS/IVIND provides no discussion of the degree to which the project would
increase the severity of impacts identified in the General Plan EIR. Furthermore, as

discussed in the IS/\4ND, potential blasting associated with project construction would
have the potential to adversely impact structures in the area, including historic structures,
and the ISA{ND does not discuss this potential impact or describe how this potential
impact relates to impact identified in the General Plan EIR.

Noise - General Plan significant and unavoidable impact: Exposure of persons to, or
generation of, noise levels in excess ofstandards established in the local general plan,
noise ordinance, or applicable standards of other agencies; or a substantial permanent
increase in ambient noise levels in the project vicinity above levels without the project.
The proposed project would exceed the height limitation of the applicable zoning and
thus would result in a greater potential for noise impacts to surrounding areas since the
line-of-sight from noise-generating activities (indoor and outdoor/rooftop uses) and
equipment (including air conditioning and elevator operation) that would result in noise
generation sources on the rooftop of the building at elevations higher than would have
been considered in the General Plan EIR. Although the IS/\4ND discusses noise impacts
of the proposed project (see comments on the adequacy of the analysis later in this letter),
the IS/IVIND provides no discussion of the degree to which the project would increase the
severity of impacts identified in the General Plan EIR.

Cumulative Impacts associated with Aesthetics and Visual Resources, Air Resources,
Biological Resources, Cultural Resources, Noise and Vibration, and Transportation and
Circulation The proposed project would exceed the height limitation of the applicable
zoning and thus would result in greater potential for cumulative impacts as compared to
the General Plan EIR cumulative impacts analysis. The IS/NIND provides no discussion
of the potential for the proposed project to increase the severity of cumulative impacts as

compared to those evaluated in the General Plan EIR.

3. The IS/IVIND fails to fullv evaluate and address potential visual and lightins impacts of
the proiect. including effects on views of historic resources and views from historic
resources.

The project would have a significant impact on the visual quality of views within the Historic
District and from areas within the Folsom Lake State Recreation Area (SRA), including historic
properties, and these impacts are not properly evaluated or disclosed in the IS/NIND. The
ISA4ND (pg.25) discusses that"views from the project site include viants of nearby residential
and commercial uses, motorists on surrounding roadways, and, more distantly, Lake Natoma,
the Folsom Lake State Recreation Area (FLSRA), and the Folsom Powerhouse State Historic
Park." As an initial matter, viewsfrom the project site are not at issue for the CEQA analysis, as

it is views oftheproject site and of the proposed structure that are relevant to the impact
analysis. Even if views from the project site were used to determine those offsite areas from
which the project would be visible, this approach would be flawed in that it would not
encompass areas that could be viewed from the 50-foot-plus height of the building and rooftop
structures. The project building structure would be visible from important areas not disclosed in
the ISIN4ND. These include historical resources, including Folsom's historic Rainbow Bridge,
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the American River Bike Trail in Folsom Lake SRA on the north side of Lake Natoma, the bluffs
west of Negro Bar in Folsom Lake SRA overlooking Lake Natoma and Folsom's Historic
District. Each of these sensitive viewpoints would have a direct line of sight to the upper
portions of the proposed building and rooftop structures, and the mass and visible exterior
components of the project would have the potential to result in significant aesthetic/visual
impacts that must be evaluated and disclosed.

By way of example and substantial evidence that the project could have a significant visual
impact, Exhibit 2 illustrates the potential structure visibility from Folsom's iconic and historic
Rainbow Bridge. The proposed structure would be visible from the Rainbow Bridge (and from
areas within the Folsom Lake SRA) as a structural feature in an otherwise predominantly
vegetated/nafural viewshed. The structure would extend above the tree canopy and above the
horizon creating the potential for a significant adverse visual impact and that would occur from
and include views of historical resources. Lighting on the structure, especially in consideration
of the excessive height of the structure and the height at which lighting would be placed, would
also have the potential to result in significant visual impacts associated with lighting. These
impacts must be fully evaluated and disclosed in the City's CEQA document. Because the
IS/MND fails to account for visual impacts to these resources, the analysis must be revised to
account for and fully evaluate and disclose these impacts.

Exhibit 2. Views from Historic Rainbow Bridge

Furthermore, the IS/\4ND (page 38) states, "For the closest residential neighbors, the building
would represent an intrusion into the immediate-range viewshed. However, the building as
proposed would be consistent with the commercial ases plannedfor the project site hy the
City's Zoning Code (FMC Section 17.52.510)." This statement is inaccurate and fails to account
for the fact that the project is, in fact, not consistent with the site zoning. Inaccurate and
misleading statements in the analysis are both disappointing to see in a City document and result
in a failure of the IS/VIND to adequately disclose project impacts.

The IS/\4ND incorrectly concludes that CEQA Section 21099 exempts the project from visual
impact analysis. Section 21099 discusses that aesthetic impacts of certain projects in a transit
priority areas shall not be considered significant. However, Section 21099(d)(2)(B) states "for
the purposes of this subdivision, aesthetic impacts do not include impacts on historical or cultural
resources." That statement in the CEQA statute means that when a project in a transit priority
area would have visual/lighting impacts on historical/cultural resources, the project is not exempt
from aesthetic impact evaluation or from a potential determination of significance. The project
would be visible from several historical resources and is located within Folsom's Historic
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District. Thus, the project is not exempt from aesthetic impact analysis, and the City must revise
the CEQA document to fully disclose the aesthetic impacts of the project and determine whether
the impact(s) would be significant.

4- The IS/MNI) cultural resources evaluation is based on a renort that inaccuratelv renorts
the proiect site as 510 and 605 Sutter Street and full review of potential impacts on cultural
resources is impossible until the report inaccuracies are addressed.

The IS/TVIND cultural resources evaluation is flawed and insufficient. The information presented
and analysis is based on the "Cultural Resources Study - 510 Sutter Street and 605 Sutter Street
Properties" (LSA, 2017), neither of which properties is the project site (603 Sutter Street).
Exhibit 3 is an excerpt of the cultural resources study showing the properties considered to be the
"project site" in that report. Yet, the IS/MND states that the cultural resources report was
prepared for the project site. Several aspects ofthe cultural resources' evaluation are therefore
subject to inaccuracy, including site records that were based on areas within 200 feet "of the
project site". The culfural resources study and the City's CEQA analyses must be corrected to
properly reference and evaluate the actual project site. The project would substantially modify
Folsom's Historic District in a manner inconsistent with the site zoning and in a manner that
would create the potential to adversely affect the Historic District and specific historical
resources. The cultural resources study (LSA 2017) references several historic properties in the
vicinity of the project site. This comment letter does not address specific potential impact issues
associated with these properties as it would be premature to do so until such time as an accurate
cultural resources study is prepared for the project and the CEQA document is updated to
address this error.

Exhibit 3. "Project Site" as Evaluated in LSA 2017

5. The IS/MND fails to fullv evaluate and disclose impacts associated with noise and
vihration imnecfs^ and mifioafion measures for sisnificant imnacts are not evaluated
sufficientlv to provide evidence that thev would reduce significant impacts to less than
significant levels.

The IS/\4ND (pg. 94) concludes that construction noise impacts would be significant.
Mitigation Measure NOI-1 contains several measures that would serve to reduce noise levels;
however, no analysis is presented to show that Mitigation Measure NOI-l would sufficiently
reduce construction noise to less than significant. In the absence of such analysis and evidence
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that the impact would be sufficiently reduced, the analysis must conclude that the impact would
remain significant. A significant and unavoidable impact requires the preparation of an EIR.

The IS/IVIND (page 95) discusses offsite traffic noise as measured from Riley Street, and states
"increases in traffic as a result of the project would be minor, and substantially less than a double
of traffic volumes at any location." This is a naked conclusion with no explanation of the
relevance or areas that would be affected by project-related off-site traffic noise. The project
would generate vehicle trips and would increase noise levels associated with vehicle trips;
however, the analysis in the IS/IVIND is insufficient to conclude whether or not the increase in
vehicle noise would be significant.

The IS/IVIND (page 95) states that"Operation of the proposed 603 Sutter Street Commercial
Building project would result in several intermittent sources of noise one ofwhich would be
subject to the requirements of the City's Noise Ordinance (FMC Chapter 8.42): noise from trash
pickup; and noise created by activities on the rooftop deck." The IS/IVIND (pg. 96) discusses
that noise from trash collection is exempt from the City Noise Ordinance. An exemption from
the City noise ordinance does not avoid, reduce, or mitigate the noise impact, it simply means the
noise level would not be deemed a violation of City ordinance. Thus, the CEQA noise impact
still must be disclosed and, in fact, must acknowledge that, notwithstanding the impact, the
adjacent landowner may have no means to address the impact through the City noise ordinance.
Furthermore, although the IS/IVIND states that the project would result in "several intermittent
sources of noise" (as cited above), the IS/IVIND only identifies two such sources. All intermittent
noise sources must be identified and the potential impacts of each, and in combination with each
other, must be evaluated.

Furthermore, the IS/IVIND (page 96) discusses that noise from use of the building rooftop would
be screened by rooftop elements including air conditioning units and the elevator. Both of these
"screening" elements are themselves noise-generating and would have the potential to result in
significant noise impacts on adjacent land uses. The CEQA document must identi$ and
evaluate all sources ofexterior noise, predict noise levels at adjacent land uses, and identi$
whether those impacts would be significant and warrant mitigation.

The IS/IVIND (pg. 96) discusses that the project could result in groundborne vibration from
blasting during conskuction and that such blasting vibration can cause damage to buildings. The
analysis identifies that impacts associated with blasting are considered significant, but fails to
provide any prediction of actual predicted vibration levels associated with blasting. No
discussion of the distance from the site potential vibration impacts might be anticipated and no
analysis of the susceptibility to damage from blasting vibration of area structures (many of which
are historical) is provided. Mitigation Measure NOI-3 requires notifications and inspections of
structures within the blasting "zone of influence," yet no zone of influence is identified in the
ISA{ND, so the requirements of the mitigation measure are not sufhciently defined.
Furthermore, Mitigation Measure NOI-3 requires that"the applicant or successor in interest be
responsiblefor reimbursing nearby property owners for damages due to blasting." In the
absence of identiSing the potential zone of influence for structural damage, NOI-3 is insufficient
in that it does not clearly establish where notifications and structural evaluations are required.
Furthermore, without an understanding of the potential zone of influence, it is impossible to
understand how many and to what extent structures might be damaged by blasting. The
feasibility of the applicant to reimburse for damages therefore cannot be, or at least has not been,
established. Finally, the project is within an area with historic structures including the adjacent
Cohn House and adjacent historic library building. Damage to historic structures cannot
necessarily simply be repaired or remedied through reimbursement. The ISA/IND must be
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revised to provide a complete quantitative analysis of potential blasting impacts, identi$ actual
structures that could be affected, and provide feasible mitigation to address such impacts.

Sincerely,

Bob Delp

612 Mormon Street

Folsom, CA 95630

bdelp@live.corn

Page 9 of9

394



Date: June29,2O2O

To: Historic District Commission Members and City Staff:

We're writing in advance of your July 15th meeting, where we're told you'll be
considering a proposal to develop the property located at 603 Sutter St. While others
may object to the somewhat contemporary style of the building and/or other aspects of
this development, we have chosen to keep our comments focused and narrow. As you
contemplate how to proceed, please keep the following thoughts/concerns in mind:

1. The proposed building is HUGE in mass and scope, dwarfing adjacent
residential properties to the south and the west, as well as the Cohn mansion to the
east. Since this building is proposed to be built on the last open commercial lot on the
south side of Sutter Street near Scott, it seems to us that it should be more
appropriately sized to reflect a transitional bridge between commercial buildings and
the residential neighborhood. lnstead, the MASS of the building dominates rather than
transitions. This domination is enhanced by the building's location on the up-slope
side of Sutter as opposed to other large commercial buildings located on the down-
slope side of the same Sutter Street hill -- those are sunk into the hillside, rather than
perched atop it.

2. The developer has indicated a desire to construct a 3-story building so he can
rent the ground floor space to food and/or service uses, nof to house his own offices.
Why? Well, we suspect he wants to collect more money from more people renting
space from him. Nothing wrong with that, except when it causes a conflict with the
City's code for height. We're pretty comfortable stating there would be NO height
variance being sought if the proposed building was 2 stories rather than 3.

lf we understand the City's Design and Development Guidelines correctly, the
maximum height for a commercial building in the Historic District is 50 feet from ground
level. As proposed, this building is just over 50 feet to the top of the parapet wall, so
it's slightly more than the City allows already. ln addition, rooftop screening walls that
cover HVAC and other mechanical equipment will add even more height to the
building, putting it much higher than the City code.

3. The developer is requesting a variance for parking -- he doesn't want to
prcvide any at all. His rationale, from documents he submitted, is that someone at
sometime in 2017 reportedly said they'd rather have him eliminate the underground
parking his first proposal contained in exchange for lowering the height of the building.

We've spoken with multiple people who attended the meeting where he says this
remark was made, and none of them have any recollection of it.
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As a matter of fact, during a meeting with the developer just last year, I (John Shaw)
personally told him that such a comment was incomprehensible to me and to the
people I know who are involved in Historic District events/activities. John noted that
no one he knows of who lives in the Historic District would make such a
suggestrbn. especially when the parking situation in the Historic District is on life
support and desperately in need of new spaces.

ln anv event. if taking suggestions from anyone is the criteria this developer
prefers to use for developing this parcel. then we've got a couple of additional
suggestions for him. We're sure other people do as well.

As you know, the City's current parking code is 1 space for every 350 square feet of
proposed development. Depending upon whatever number of square feet you use for
this finished development, it should provide more than 50 parking spaces.

Our question is simple -- if he doesn't provide that parking, where will the building
employees/customers park?

The City has already acknowledged there is a parking shortage in the Historic District
today. As a matter of fact, it recently formed an Ad Hoc Committee to explore this very
issue and provide the City with a list of recommendations on how to resolve it. We're
pretty sure one of those recommendations wasn't to build a new project in the Historic
District that requires 50+ spaces, but not provide them.

Therefore, we respectfully request that you deny the two variances (for height and for
parking).

lnstead, we encourage you to work with this developer to re-submit plans for a more-
appropriately scaled down version of this project -- one that better transitions to the
surrounding residential buildings, one that provides for on-site (or nearby) adequate
parking, and one that stays within the City's height requirement.

Because individual members of the public cannot easily personally attend the HDC
meeting on July 15th, because there is not a way to participate thru video
conferencing, and because the only easily accessible way to participate directly in the
meeting is via the telephone, we have secured the approval of more than 60 Historic
District residents/property owners to co-sign this letter. Their names and addresses
are be|ow........

Thank you for taking the time to wade thru this lengthy e-mail

Respectfully,

John Shaw, 216 Sutter Street
Becky Shaw, 216 Sutter Street
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Go-Signers

Jeff Voll, 502 Mormon Street; Rosa Vais, 414 Figueroa Street; Pat Binley, 1209 Sutter
Street; Mitch Wright; 607 Mormon Street; lrv Dickson,221 Dean Way; Dave Glarke,
506 Canal Street; Michael Poncin,915 Sutter Street, #20; Kevin Thompson,414
Mormon Street; Kale Elledge,4O2 Sutter Street; Kelli Gianettoni, 508 Sutter Street;
Brian Bennett, 310 Sutter Street; Ramey Hart, 41 1 Figueroa Street; Noelle Moss, 415
Figueroa Street; Jeff Ferreira-Pro, 808 Figueroa Street; Allison Caruso, 307 Bridge
Street; Tony Gox, 514 Mormon; Deino Trotta, 4O2 Figueroa Street; Mike Scarr, 516
Figueroa & 507 Figueroa & 902 Figueroa Street; Dean Handy, 1376 Young Wo Circle;
Justin Gilhuly, 509 Mormon Street; Nancy Oldham, 1348 Young Wo Circle; Jim
Gannon, 407 Scott Street; Mike Beltram, 501 Figueroa Street; Ben Fuentes, 306
Scott Street; Evelyn Bigelyaizen, 306 Coloma Street; Jennifer Sorenson, 1216
Forrest; Sylvia Clarke, 506 Canal Street; Robin Pharis, 713 Figueroa Street; Raymond
Vassallo, 1110 Fong Ct.; Mike Reynolds, 413 Leidesdorff Street; Charlie Green, 601
Figueroa; Adena Blair, 607 Figueroa Street; Marie E. Marsh, 306 Scott Street;
Margaret Weaver, 301 Figueroa Street; Sabrina Flynn, 208 Bridge Street; Janice
Brial, 1203 Sutter Street; Todd Dambly, 605 Mormon Street; Tom Picarella, 416
Sutter Street; Ryan Moss, 415 Figueroa Street; Glenna Gox, 514 Mormon Street;
Elaine Ferreira-Pro, 808 Figueroa Street; Jobekah Trotta, 402 Figueroa Street;
Stephanie Gilhuly, 509 Mormon Street; Meggie Elledge, 402 Sutter Street; Dayna
Palmer, 414 Mormon Street; Phil Carey, 306 Coloma Street; Dori Keast, 808 Mormon
Street; Mary Rigney, 1372 Young Wo Circle; Olivia Huber, 606 Figueroa Street;
Ghristopher DelGrande, 307 Bridge Street; Cheryl Gonzales, 413 Leidesdorff Street;
lrene Green, 601 Figueroa Street; Rhonda Gannon, 407 Scott Street; JoAnn M.
Handy, 1376 Young Wo Circle; Michael Flynn, 208 Bridge Street; Bruce Magnani, 415
Leidesdorff Street; Lisa Scarr, 516 Figueroa & 507 Figueroa & 902 Figueroa Street;
Mike Huber, 606 Figueroa Street; Bonnie Darah, 607 Mormon Street; Frances
Beltram, 501 Figueroa Street; Helen Bennett, 310 Sutter Street; Dan Winkelman,
1374 Young Wo Circle; Terry Sorenson,1216 Forrest; Joyce Roderick, 1213 Sutter
Street; Dave Ochoa, 513 Figueroa; Michelle Church, 609 Figueroa; Arlynne Alison,
610 Peddlers Lane.
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Iuly 15,2020

Historic District Commrssron
City of Folsom
50 Natoma Street
Folsom, CA 95630
via email to: kmullett@folsom.ca.us

Subject: July 15, 2020 Citizen Communication to Historic District Commission regarding
603 Sutter Street

THE F'OLLOWING IS PROVIDED TO BE READ INTO THE RECORD DURING THE
"crTIzEN COMMUNTCATTON" PORTION OF THE JULY 15,2020 HISTORTC
DISTRICT COMMISSION MEETING

Historic District Commissioners :

My name is Bob Delp and I live at 612 Mormon Street in Folsom's Historic
District. My comments to the Commission tonight are to urge you and City staff to
require thal a complete application be prepared and submitted for 603 Suffer Street
by the project proponent prior to any further City action on that project. I am also
asking that the City strictly follow the project review, public notice, agency
outreach, and environmental review processes as required by state law and as

defined in the City zoning ordinance and General Plan policies.

City staff have been helpful in providing feedback to me on this project during the
past several weeks. I am particularly appreciative of Mr. Banks' responsiveness,
and he has provided useful information regarding background and the current
status of the project.

Based on the information provided, it is obvious that a complete application has
not been submitted for the currently proposed development project at 603 Suffer
Street. Nevertheless, the City has prepared and circulated an Initial
Study/IMitigated Negative Declaration and has advertised that your Commission
will conduct a hearing on the project - originally scheduled for tonight but now
apparently postponed to August 5th based on a request by the project proponent.

Please reconsider the current trajectory for this project by advising the project
proponent that they must submit a comprehensive and complete package of all
required application materials prior to any fuither processing by the City. Once a
complete application is submitted, it would be appropriate for the City to prepare
and circulate a revised environmental document and proceed with project review.

Thank you for considering my input.
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July 17,2020

City of Folsom Staff and Historic District Commission
50 Natoma Street
Folsom, CA 95630
via email to:

Elaine Andersen - eandersen@folsom.ca.us Mickey Ankhelyi - ankhelyi@comcasi.net
Pam Johns - piohns(4)folsom.ca.us Rosario Rodriguez - sutterstreettaqueria(@gmail.com
Scott Johnson - sjohnson@folsom.ca.us Mary Asay - mjwestcoastcanrorts(@gmail.com
Steven Banks - sbanks@,folsom.ca.us Kathleen Cole - kcolepoliclu(@gniail.corl
Daron Bracht - darorrbr@pacbell.net Kevin Duewel - kevin.duewel@gnrail.com
Daniel West - danwestmit@.vahoo.corn Kelly Mullett - krnul I ett(rDfolsom.ca.us

SUBJECT: 603 SUTTER STREET - INCOMPLETE APPLICATION

Dear City of Folsom Staff and Historic District Commissioners:

At the City of Folsom Historic District Commission meeting on July 15,2020, my comments
were read into the record urging staff and the Commission to require a complete application prior
to further processing of a development proposal for 603 Sutter Street. At that meeting, Mr.
Banks told the Commission that I "did not provide any specific details" as to why I "believe the
application is complete." Mr. Banks also advised the Commission that staff is intending to bring
the project to the Commission for a hearing on August 5ft.1

I have expressed at least some of my concerns to Mr. Banks and other City staff in email
correspondence over the past several weeks.2 It is evident that there is no application on file for
the current project and, even if a previously submitted2Dl7 application for the same property is
partially relevant, that20lT application was then, and still is, incomplete. Neither the
Commission, staff, nor community members should be forced to spend time engaging in a
project that has not completed the basic requirements of the City's application process.

By way of my request to the Commission on July 15 and this letter,I am asking staff and the
Commission to avoid more wasteful time on a project for which a complete application has not
been submitted.

On June 23,2020,I requested that Mr. Banks send me "the full project application, including a

completed Development Application form and Design Review form and any other application
materials for the currently proposed project," and I advised that I was particularly interested in

t The City's Initial Study/Nlitigated Negative Declaration (IS/\aND) advertised that the project would come before
the Commission on July 15,2020 and that the staff report would be made available on July 9,2020. lnmy
comments on the IS/IvIND, I requested an extension of time to comment until such time as the City had provided a

complete application for the community to review. That request was denied by staff and I was told that the project
hearing would proceed on July 15. Yet, after I submitted my comments on the ISA4ND staff advised me that based
on the applicant's request the hearing was being postponed to August 5,2020.It is extremely disappointing that
staff intends to provide less than one week for the community to review and absorb a staff report and yet granted an
extension request to an applicant who has had years to prepare and should have no reason to need to extend or delay
the hearing.
2 I have requested that staff advise me of whether my correspondence with staff was being provided to the applicant
and requested that, if it was, staff cc me on those communications simply so I can be aware of how my input has
been transmitted to the applicant. Clearly, my input to staff has been conveyed to the applicant, yet I have not once
been cc'd or forwarded those communications. I realize my comments are public record, but I have expected to
receive the same communication courtesy as a project proponent, and that has not occurred.
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seeing the applicant's explanation of the requested variances as required by Folsom Municipal
Code (FMC) Chapter 17.62.020.

In response to my request, Mr. Banks provided a May 3,2017, application form and certain
attachments which he characterized as the "Development Application Form for the 603 Sutter
Street Mixed-Use Building project." That2017 application was submitted by an applicant
named as "Sacramento Commercial Properties," with Doug Scalzi identified as the "Developer
or Project Sponsor." Yet, staff has advised that Sacramento Commercial Properties and Mr.
Scalzi are not involved with the current project.

With regard to my request for the applicant's explanation of variance, Mr. Banks stated:

"the applicant did not submit a written Variance justification letter with the
original Development Application Submittal. However, the applicant has
discussed the different Variance requests and their justification numerous times
with City staff over the past two plus years. In addition, on August 2,2017 , the
proposed project was presented to the Historic District Commission as an
information item, during which time the applicant, City staff, the Commission,
and the public discussed the two variance requests of the applicant."

FMC Chapter 17.62.020 states:

"Application for a variance shall be made in writing on a form prescribed by
the planning commission and shall be accompanied by a fee as established by
resolution of the city council no part of which shall be returnable to the applicant,
and by statement, plans and other evidence showing: 1. That there are exceptional
or extraordinary circumstances or conditions applying to the land, building or use
referred to in the application, which circumstances or conditions do not apply
generally to other land, buildings, and./or uses in the district; 2.That the granting
of the application is necessary for the preservation and enjoyment of substantial
property rights of the petitioner; and 3. That the granting of such application will
not, under the circumstances of the particular case, materially affect the health or
safety of persons, residing or working in the neighborhood of the property of the
applicant, and will not, under the circumstances of the particular case, be
materially detrimental to the public welfare or injurious to property or
improvements in the neighborhood. (Ord. 466Exh. A (part), 1981; Ord. 323 5 29,
1975;prior code $ 3123.02)"

For what would seem very obvious and important reasons, the FMC clearly does not provide that
simply discussing a variance request constitutes an "application," and it is unclear why staff
would engage in discussing an applicant's reasons for a variance when it is the applicant's sole
responsibility to attempt to justiff any necessary variance.3

3 On June 27,2020, Mr. Banks forwarded me an explanation of variance for height and parking associated with the
current project. The document was dated lune 23,2020, was unsigned, and did not identif,i a preparer other than
concluding with the sentence, "Applicants of 603 Sutter Street Building." On July 7,2020, Mr. Banks forwarded to
me what he referred to as an '\rpdated variance statement provided by the project applicant." That document was
also unsigned, but concluded with, "Prepared by the Applicant, Deborah Alaywan." First, a "Debrah Alaywan" is
not identified on any application-related documents that I have seen associated with 603 Sutter Street and is not
named on the 2017 application that staff asserts remains relevant. Second, these documents were submitted to the
City only after the City prepared and circulated an Initial Study/lMitigated Negative Declaration for the project and
were not submitted as part of an application. Third, it seems obvious that these documents were not prepared until I
requested them, which is a significant flaw in a process that requires an applicant to explain the variance request
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Furthermore, the currently proposed project (as presented in a March 2019 set of drawings, but
not in a complete application) is different in design and in variance requirements as compared to
project in the 2Ol7 application. Therefore, any such discussion or explanation that might have
been proffered for variances for the previous project, would not be relevant to the current project.
(For example, the previous project included a parking garage, whereas the current project
proposes to provide no parking. For anyone aware of the parking challenges in the Historic
District, this fact alone is a substantial difference between the two distinct projects.) Regardless,
as Mr. Banks acknowledged, no applications for any variances have been submitted for either the
2017 project or the current project. That fact alone is sufficient reason to stop this current
process until the applicant provides the required application materials.

Furthermore, only two variances have been "discussed" and yet the current project as presented
in the March2019 drawings would require at least four variances from the FMC. No
application(s) have been submitted for the two variances that have been "discussed" (building
height and parking), nor have applications been submitted for the at least two other variances that
would be required for the March 2019 project: 1) negative setbacks (i.e., constructing permanent
structures across the property line and within City-owned right-of-way) and 2) exceedance of the
FMC maximum floor area ratio (FAR) applicable to the property (requesting a FAR exceeding
2.0 for a property zoned for a maximum FAR of 2.0).

Reasons why the 2017 application is not representative of the current project and why the2017
application is inadequate (even if it were still representative of the current project), include:

1. Sacramento Commercial Properties is identified on the 2017 Development Permit
Application as the applicant. Doug Scalzi is named as the agent for the project and Mr.
Scalzi is named as the "developer or project sponsor." Yet, staff have advised that
Sacramento Commercial Properties / Doug Scalzi is not involved in the current
project.

2. The 2Ol7 application was for a project that included a parking gar.age; the current project
does not.

3. The2017 application was for a project that proposed 15,287 sq ft of retail/office; and no
restaurant. The current project varies in area and proposed uses, including a restaurant.

4. The 2017 application states the project involves no use of explosives; but the current
project involves blasting for construction.

5. The 2017 application states the project would not uselhandle hazardous materials; but the
current project involves use of blasting agents which are hazardous.

6. The 2017 application states that the project is not within 1,000 feet of a public or private
school, but the current project is within 800 feet of Folsom Montessori School. (I do
not know if there are any other schools that are also within 1,000 feet, but even failing to
identifu just one would seem to be a substantial error/omission in an application for a
project that involves the use of explosives.)

as a part of the application, not as an after-the-fact response to a citizen request. Finally, it is impossible for staff
and members of the public to track a project when project review begins prior to a completed application and when
an applicant is allowed to submit multiple documents unsigned and incomplete. If these submittals are treated by
staff as formal submittals associated with an application, engaged members of the community must spend time
reviewing documents that might then simply be superseded and may or may not be considered relevant by the City.
Following FMC requirements that a complete application be submitted at the onset of a project would avoid this.
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7. The 2017 application did not identiff the need for variances and did not provide the
required applicant explanation ofvariances, nor has a signed application or signed
statement by the applicant been submitted for any of the variances needed by the
currently proposed project.

8. The 2017 application form does not identiff CDFW as an agency whose action will be
required. However, the IS/TVIND identifies CDFW involvement in migratory bird
mitigation, making CDFW a Trustee agency under CEQA. Therefore, an application for
the current project should identifu that state agency role. (Related, the City did not file
ISA4ND with State Clearinghouse as required when a state agency is a Trustee agency.
As a result, CDFW and other state agencies, including State Parks and the State Office of
Historic Preservation, have thus far not been requested to review the CEQA document
which addresses issues under their purview.)

9. The 2017 application included a title report for property address "605 Sutter Street". The
subject property is 603 Sutter Street.

10. The 2017 application does not include a project narrative and it is not clear whether a
narrative exists for the current project. There is no narrative on the City's website; only
the March 2019 drawings.

11. The 2017 application included a list of property owners within a radius of 300feetfrom a
single point on the property, andfailed to identifl all properties within 300 feet of the
subject property.

There are many problems with the status of the current process being pursued by the City for 603
Suffer Street, including the fact that an application for the current project does not exist or is, at
best, outdated and incomplete. Yet for some reason staff is intending to engage the Commission
in a hearing on the project. The absence of variance requests and other required information
represent substantial deficiencies in the current process. Please put further processing on hold
until such time as a complete application is submitted by the applicant for the current project.

Thank you for your consideration of these comments.

Sincerely,

Bob Delp
612 Mormon Street
Folsom, CA 95630
bdelp@live.com
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Steven Banks

From:
Sent:
To:

Subject:

John Shaw <jpshawman@gmail.com >

Wednesday, July 22,2020 3:16 PM

Elaine Andersen; Pam Johns; Steven Banks; daronbr@pacbell.neU
danwestmit@yahoo.com; ankhelyi@comcast.net; sutterstreettaqueria@gmail.com;
mjwestcoastcarports@ gmail.com; kcolepolicy@ g mail.com; kevin.duewel@ g mail.com
Re: 603 Sutter Street

CAUTION: This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you recognize the
sender and know the content is safe.

All:

Please accept this small correction to our initial letter

In the first letter, we said, "If we understand the City's Design and Development guidelines correctlv. the
maximum heieht for a commercial buildine in the Historic District is 50 feet from the sround level."

Turns out, we did not understand the guidelines correctly. Further research into the City's code reveals more
precise and different language, andthat's what I wanted to share with you. The Code actually reads, "BJ!|filIE
heiohts shalL not ex.aecd 35 fp,ct ndioaent to the sidewalk atea on Sutter or Leidesdorff Street and 50 feet in
other sections of the subarea. Towers, spires or other similar architectural features mav extend up to I 5 feet
above the building height."

Clearly this building exceeds the City's 35-foot height limitation "...in the sidewalk area on Sutter Street.

Now, more than before, we urge the Historic District Commission to deny the applicant's request for a height
vaflance.

Respectfully

John & Becky Shaw (and67 co-signers)

On Jun 29,2020, at 1:55 PM, John Shaw <jpshawman@gmail.com) wrote:

Please accept the attached letter as an expression ofconcern regarding the request for variances
associated with the proposed development at Sutter & Scott Street.

All

1

John Shaw
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Dear Mr. Banks, 7/22/20

I want to add some additional comments to my letter of 6l2L/2O after reading the submitted
responses by the applicant, Deborah Alaywan on July 7,2O2O.

Item 1a. thru 1e. Steep toposraphv. Allthe points being made around the difficulty of building
on the lot overlooks the fact that the height requirements were in place at the time the lot was
purchased and it would seem that if the developers would have researched the design
guidelines before purchasing the lot, they would have realized that due to these requirements
the building would need lower floor elevations than in the proposed design to meet the
requirements. By lowering floor heights, the current proposed floor space stays the same, thus
meeting their Floor Area Ratio (FAR) request and the Sutter Street height requirements.

The gamble on obtaining a variance to fulfil their square footage goal at the proposed floor
elevations is banking on the belief a decision by the Historic commission to give a variance in
the past has set a precedent for future development. That is and should not be the case. The
overwhelming request for a l5-foot increase in height at a sensitive intersection where
residences intersect the commercial properties of the Historic District is too big a leap in height
to convey a smooth and responsible transition in building heights. The 35-foot limit with
additional three feet of parapet wall is more than enough to allow the same square footage of
floor space if the distance between floors is reduced.

The buildings frontage is on Sutter St. and therefore the variance is for 15 feet above the
allowed height on Sutter St. and the references to Scott St. have no bearing in this request
other than to attempt to threaten my property with a 50 foot extension at the rear of the
building, (As pointed out in section 1e.) if the Sutter St. variance is not granted.

Health and Safetv. In the final paragraph of section 1e. the applicant states that the current
design works hard to respect the impact on the building's neighbors. I find that hard to believe
with a dumpster enclosure located next to my property, the side where my bedrooms are
located. The impact of rodents and cockroaches along with the overwhelming smell of
restaurant garbage is without a doubt a threat to my household's health and safety and would
significantly reduce my property value.
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Steven Banks

From:
Sent:
To:
Subiect:

Shawna Barva < ssbarva@gmail.com >

Friday, July 24,2020 6:36 PM

Kelly Mullett; City Clerk Dept; Steven Banks

Proposed 603 Sutter Street

CAUTION: This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you recognize the
sender and know the content is safe.

Historic District Commissioners

My name is Shawna Barva and I reside at 611 Wool Street in Folsom's Historic District. I have been lucky
enough to have seen Folsom's Historic District grow and thrive- while incorporating new businesses along the
way. Sutter Street and the surrounding neighborhood has benefitted from this growth, and I believe the
proposed building at 603 Sutter Street is part of this story. The city has circulated the mitigated negative
declaration, the results of which have shown the variances to be absent of any negative impacts to the
neighborhood. As residents of this area, we know how Sutter Street's development has positively impacted the
neighborhood; bringing about increased property values as well as a mix of new restaurants and businesses to
benefit from. The building adheres to the charm of Sutter Street that we would expect and is in short supply in
the surrounding area.

Especially in light of the times I believe this building serves as a buffer to provide further economic benefits to
the neighborhood, attracting new investment and value to our small community.

Thank you.

Shawna Barva

611 Wool St.

Folsom, CA 95630

ssbarva@gmail.com

1
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Sharon G. tr'ait

1214 DarlingWay
Folsom, CA 95630

916-217-6201
x{Bm8@sbcglobal.net

JuIy 24,2020

Historic District Commission
City of Folsom

50 Natoma Street

Folsom, CA 95630

Re: 603 Sutter Street Mixed Use Building

Dear Commissioners:

This letter is in opposition to the proposed 603 Sutter Street Mixed Use Building that
will be the subject of your August 5,2020 meeting, It is also indicative of my absolute
support and agreement with Glenn Fait's letter ofJuly 2020.

If I could state the issues in any way more clearly than Glenn has done in his letter, I
would. However, I urge the commission to carefully consider Glenn's arguments and
reasoning and uphold the law and deny the proposed development.

Sincerely yours,

tr'-.-*#rQr')
Sharon G. Fait
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July 27,2020

City of Folsom Staff and Historic District Commission
50 Natoma Street
Folsom, CA 95630
via email to:

Elaine Andersen - eandersen@folsom.ca.us
Pam Johns - pjohns@folsom.ca.us

Scott Johnson - sj ohnson@folsom.ca.us
Steven Banks' sbanks@folsom.ca.us
Daron Bracht - daronbr@pacbell.net
Daniel West - danwestmit@yahoo.com

Mickey Ankhelyi - ankhel),i@comcast.net
Rosario Rodriguez - sutterstreettaqueria@smail.com
Mary Asay - mjwestcoastcarnorts@.gmail.com
Kathleen Cole - kcolepolicy@,gmail.com
Kevin Duewel - kevin.duewel@email.com
Kelly Mullett - kmullett@folsom.ca.us

SUBJECT: 603 SUTTER STREET-REQUEST RE: PENDING STAFF REPORT

Dear City of Folsom Staff and Historic District Commissioners:

As of this morning, City of Folsom planning staff have advised that the 603 Sutter Street
development proposal will be discussed at the Historic District Commission (HDC) August 5,
2020, meeting. Staff also advised that the staff report will not be available until late Wednesday
(July 29tr) afternoon. At this time, in the absence of a staff report, it is unclear if this will be
brought to the HDC as an informational item or if staff will be asking the HDC to make
decisions regarding this project. By way of this letter, I am requesting that staff and the HDC
postpone a public meeting on this project until at least two weeks after a staff report is made
availatle to the HDC and community members, and I am also requesting that the HDC's
authority pertaining to certain City requirements be addressed in the staff report.

I urge the HDC to avoid conducting a public hearing or otherwise attempting a decision
regarding 603 Suffer Street until the community has had at least two weeks to review and
comment on a staff report. Staff have previously granted an extension of this meeting based on a
request by the project proponent who has had years to prepare and bring the project to the City.
Yet, members of the community who have much more collective vested interest in Folsom's
Historic District are apparently going to be given just four business days to consider staff s
review of the project and provide input to the HDC. This is extremely unfortunate and could be
remedied simply by the HDC postponing the item to a future meeting once the staff report has
been published, all required application materials have been provided, and the community is
given an opportunity to review and provide input. Project documents available on the City
website are cunently limited to a set of March 2019 drawings and a draft Initial StudyAvtitigated
Negative Declaration (IS/IvIND); and no variance request or explanations are posted on the City
website.

A community member I recently spoke with let me know that one of the HDC commissioners
recommended that public comments on the project should be submitted before the staff report is
available. That commissioner apparently felt that once the staff report was available, the HDC
would barely have time to review the staff report, let alone consider public comments before the
meeting. I intend to provide comments to the HDC, but my comments will largely depend on
information and recommendations contained in the staffreport (or at least information that
should be included in the staff report). Therefore, it would be impossible for me to prepare and
submit comments to the HDC prior to release of the staff report. Of course, it would bi very
concerning if the HDC does not take reasonable and sufficient time to review the staff report and
to consider public input prior to a hearing.
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Commissioners acknowledged at the July 15 HDC meeting that substantial public interest is
expected for this project and commissioners also expressed that staff should plan for that
community interest and ensure sufficient time for the HDC's consideration of the project.
Holding a hearing for a project with substantial community concern just four business days after
a staff report is produced will deprive the public a meaningful opportunity to comment and will
not allow the HDC suffrcient opportunity to consider public input. (I have previously
commented on the inadequacy of the application and variance request, and will not reiterate that
here, except to say that those inadequacies create even more challenges for community
understanding of the project and required approvals and input to the HDC.)

Therefore, I am requesting that staff and the HDC postpone a public meeting on this project until
at least two weeks after a staff report is made available to the HDC and community members. I
also continue to encourage you to require that a full application(s) be submitted by the applicant,
that the environmental review process then be completed (including recirculating a revised
environmental document that addresses comments received on the draft), and only then prepare a
staff report and take the project to the HDC.

I am also urging staff - working with the City attorney as necessary - to ensure the staff report
addresses, among many other issues, the following in terms of the HDC's authority to approve
the project as proposed and wave provisions ofthe Folsom Municipal Code (FMC) and City of
Folsom 2035 General Plan. For the community and the HDC to understand the approvals
necessary for the proposed development, and to veriff the HDC's authority to make any such
approvals, please ensure that each ofthese questions is addressed in the staffreport.

1. Does the HDC have the authority to approve a project (through issuance of a variance or
other mechanism) that does not comply with FMC requirements for motor vehicle
parking spaces?

2. Does the HDC have the authority to approve a project (through issuance of a variance or
other mechanism) that does not comply with the FMC and General Plan parking
requirements for electric vehicles and charging stations?

3. Does the HDC have the authority to approve a project (through issuance of a variance or
other mechanism) that does not meet the FMC and General Plan requirements for bicycle
parking, including General Plan Policy M 4.2.2?

4. Does the HDC have the authority to approve a project (through issuance of a variance or
other mechanism) that does not meet the City's disabled persons parking requirements?
Would such an approval subject the City to potential litigation for failure to comply with
the American's with Disabilities Act (ADA) and, if so, is the project proponent required
to indemni$u the City against such potential legal action?

5. Does City staff and/or the HDC have the authority to wave the requirement that an
applicant submit a signed application and fee for a variance as required by FMC
17 .62.020 and 17.52.3702

6. Does the HDC have the authority to approve a project for which complete applications
and submiffals, including an attempted justification of any and all variances required for a
project as required by the FMC, have not be submitted?

7. Does City staff and/or the HDC have the authority to wave the requirement that an
applicant submit a signed application for an easement as required by FMC 12.20.090 and
does waving such requirement subject the City to liability that might otherwise be
addressed by having a complete set of current and executed application forms?
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8. Does the HDC have the authority to grant apermanenl easement for private development
of privately owned permanent structures on City-owned property?l

9. Does the HDC or any other decision-making body of the City have the authority to grant
a permanent easement for the development of privately owned permanent structures on
City-owned property without requiring compensation for such easement? Would not
such an easement without compensation be an illegal gift of public funds? Does the
HDC have the authority to negotiate or wave City financial matters such as this?

10. Does the HDC have the authority to approve a private development project that exceeds
the FMC maximum floor area ratio (FAR) development standards or is that authority
limited to the City Council?

I I . Does City staff andlor the HDC have the authority to wave the requirement of an
applicant to submit a signed and completed Greenhouse Gas Reduction Strategy
Consistency Checklist which is required for any applicant for any project that undergoes
environmental review?
(httos://www.folsom.ca.us/documents/PlanninglFolsom-GHG_Reduction Checklist FINAL.pdf)

12. Does the HDC have the authority to wave the General Plan's requirement that the
California Green Building Code (Title 24,Part l1) be complied with for developments
within the City?2

Thank you for your consideration of these comments.

Sincerely,

Bob Delp
612 Mormon Street
Folsom, CA 95630
bdelp@live.com

I Staffhave previously advised me that the project would require a permanent encroachment permit for the portions
of the permanent structure on City property, although I have requested all application materials for this project and I
have not seen an application for an encroachment permit as required per FMC 12.20.090). I do not see any
provisions in the FMC for the City to authorize a "permanent" encroachment permit; instead, the FMC contemplates
that any physical feature on city property allowed through an encroachment permit be removed at order of the City,
so it seems obvious that a permanent structure would not be permissible under that requirement. The FMC clearly
intends that any such awnings or other features authorized under an easement be removable upon City direction. At
issue with the 603 Sutter Street project is the proposed placement on City property of permanent portions of the
proposed structure that would be difficult if not impossible to remove.
2 Current mandatory measures include those pertaining to bicycle parking, parking for fuel-efficient vehicles,
electric vehicle charging - since the project includes none of these, it will not achieve CBC Title 24 standards as

required by the General Plan.
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Steven Banks

From:
Sent:
To:
Cc:

Subject:

labban2@aol.com
Monday, July 27,2020 8:32 AM
Kelly Mullett; City Clerk Dept; Steven Banks

labban2@aol.com
603 Sutter Street (THE FOLLOWING lS PROVIDED TO BE READ INTO THE RECORD

DURING THE 'PUBLIC COMMENTS" PORTION OF THE AUGUST 5TH,2O2O MEETING)

CAUTION: This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you recognize the
sender and know the content is safe.

THE FOLLOWING IS PROVIDED TO BE READ INTO THE RECORD DURING THE ''PUBLIC
COMMENTS'' PORTION OF THE AUGUST 5TH, 2O2O MEETING

Historic District Commission
City of Fol-som
50 Natoma Street
Folsom, CA 95630
via email- to: kmullettGf ol-som. ca. us

Subject: 603 Sutter Street

Historic District Commissioners:

My name is Jamie Labban, I reside at 510 B Sutter Street in Folsom's
Historic District. My comments are to urge you and the City council to
approve the application for 603 Sutter Street. I am a long-time Folsom
resident, I reside across the street from the proposed buitding. I was
appreciative that the applicant re-designed the building based on public
comments stated by myself and other folks with a preference of no garage.
The Applicant took the garage out and reduced the height of the building.
It's Un-Historic, in my opinion, to have a Historic looking bullding with
two underground parking and steel rej-nforced concrete.

The proposed project does not exceed the 2.0 maximum floor area ratio
(FAR) permitted by the zoning code. As I stated above, I live across the
street and I am not concern with the noise as I believe it woul-d be
similar if not the same as the deck on 607 Sutter building.

I believe that the height and parking variance are acceptable giving the
exceptional or extraordinary circumstances applying to the l-and. These
conditlons did not apply to 601 and 604 but, both got a height variance.

JAMIE LABBAN
510 B Sutter street
Folsom, CA 95630
Email : Iabban2Gaol- . com
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July 28,2O2O

TO: Historic District Commission

FROM: Loretta Hettinger

RE: 603 Sutter Street

This letter draws on my experience as the City's statf planner who spent four years with a
citizens committee studying what regulation is appropriate , without undue burden, to protect
the area that is the heart of Folsom. The resulting regulations have stood the test of time, and
the prosperity of the entire Historic District bears powerful witness to the rightness of the
regulations.

ln evaluating this project against the principles and regulations of the Historic District, I find no
basis for approval. Besides its modern design, the project overbuilds the site, exacerbates an
existing parking problem, and fails in its obligation to lessen its impact on adjacent residential
uses.

Former Mayor Glenn Fait and the Heritage Preservation League have each provided letters
objecting to this project. I endorse those comments by reference and expand on them further
in this letter.

lnitial Studv/Mitigated Negative Declaration

Since an environmental assessment's only purpose is to provide decision makers with
information to take into account in considering a project, you are under no obligation to
approve a project simply because an IS/MND says its environmental impacts are mitigable. ln
this case, while it may be technically correct in complying with state law, the IS/MND is marred
by flawed inputs, as described below The non-CEQA impacts are very important in your
consideration.

Planning Partners has done their usual thorough job of preparing an environmental assessment
that complies with the Galifornia Environmental Quality Act. Any assessment's conclusions,
however, are only as good as the standard used to measure a particular impact. Regarding the
conclusion that there is no significant impact on the adjacent historic library building, the City's
standard used by the consultant is woefully inadequate. Of the 100+ sites identified in the
City's adopted Historic Preservation Master Plan, only a handful have made it onto the otficial
list by being thoroughly documented. The majority of that handful are on the list only because
Heritage Preservation League volunteers have done the documentation. Although the library
building has not been specifically documented, there is no doubt of its historic significance
based on its design, its historical use, and its association with the prominent historic Levy
family, any one of which would justify its historic designation. Approving a modern-designed
building this large next door would be a regrettable, if not embarrassing, mistake.

The IS/MND also finds there is no CEQA impact on scenic vistas cited in the General Plan.
This may well be an oversight in the General Plan. The General Plan calls out natural vistas
that are significant. ln a City with Folsom's rich and diverse history historic vistas are also
important. While this project may not have a CEQA impact, it certainly has a Folsom impact.
For many decades the view up Sutter Street has included a vista of the National Register-listed
Cohn Mansion. To interpose a huge modern building on that vista would be another
regrettable, if not embarrassing, mistake.
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Desiqn

The proposed design is modern, not historic, and is sutficient reason in itself for denial of the
project. The effect of the roof deck, windows, and trash enclosure on the adjacent Figueroa
Subarea residential uses is also reason in itself to deny the project.

ln connection with the previous submittal of virtually the same design, a Commissioner asked,
what is the building's historic style of architecture. The architect was unable to answer-
because it isn't historic. Perhaps Faux History is the right descriptor. Taking historic elements
from multiple historic styles and combining them in new ways is a modern technique, popular
in new construction around the region. The goal of Folsom's Historic District, clearly stated in
multiple ways, is to preserve history not redesign it. New construction needs to be as
authentic as today's materials and needs will allow, not treated as an opportunity for new
artistic expression.

The project fails in its requirement to be a good neighbor to residential uses. Both the
commercial and the residential uses are supposed to make accommodations. ln this case, the
lion's share of the accommodation falls on the residential uses, particularly the nearest home.
Mayor Fait's and HPL's letters call out this issue. As you will recall, in discussions of the recent
Accessory Dwelling Unit ordinance privacy of adjacent homes was a particular issue. Although
the state law re ADU's forbids the City from considering design in approving ADU's, the privacy
design regulations of Folsom's ordinance were allowed by the state. The windows and roof
deck of a commercial project have a greater impact on privacy than one granny flat. Despite
project claims that noisy events will not occur on the roof deck, the design suggests otherwise.
This applicant will not be able to control the actions of future owners/tenants, and so the
design itself should shield residents from noise.

Massinq

The project overbuilds the site. lts size dwarfs not only the adjacent library building but even
the Cohn Mansion. Even the zone's allowable maximum height could be too much to
successfully interface with adjacent historic buildings and residential zoning, depending on
design. The City has no obligation to approve the maximum of any standard, much less to
exceed it. The height variance should be denied.

Parking

Though not considered a CEQA impact, the parking shortage in this end of Sutter Street is a
significant impact on both the commercial and residential uses. Until the City adopts a
mechanism to provide additional parking, no parking variances should be approved, especially
in this block.

The best information on parking is found in the recent report of the citizens ad hoc committee
on parking, not in the applicant's Kimley-Horn report. Based on the City parking studies cited
in the ad hoc committee's report, the buildout shortfall of parking is about 500 spaces. The
applicant's report only describes existing conditions, assuming that the parking currently
available at the other end of Sutter Street will continue to be available for this project's parking
needs. Besides the obvious difficulty of getting patrons to walk four blocks uphill, the parking
available in the structure on Reading Street is largely spoken for, needed to address the
parking needs of the existing and already-approved buildings in that end of Sutter Street.
Furthen one of the parking lots counted in the applicant's traffic study will be replaced by an
already-approved building.
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Conditions which allowed the granting of parking variances in the past no longer exist. ln the
past the City was able to assume the burden of providing parking for Sutter Street, intending to
use its Redevelopment Agency funding to build several structures. The state abolished all
redevelopment agencies in the recession, and the City has not yet identified any replacement
funding. There is no question that the applicant is unable to provide parking on site sufficient
for a massive building. There is also no question that permitting a new massive building before
parking is available for it would be a blow to a District struggling to survive the pandemic's
economic effects and a further blow to a residential area struggling with the current parking
shortfall.

This project site also does not meet one of the other rationales used in granting previous
parking variances. Due to its location adjacent to existing residences and a commercial
building that was formerly a residence and designed as such, there is no reason for this
building to be designed as an in-line historic commercial building that by its nature does not
provide parking on site. A residential design, perhaps even a residential use, would be
appropriate and preferred. lt could conceivably then provide its own parking.

Recommendation

Deny the project with findings that it does not meet design requirements nor required variance
findings.

I would hope that the applicant will return with a design more in keeping with the Historic
District's goals and regulations. The history community does not oppose development as long
as it enhances rather than undermines the principles of the Historic District.
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Steven Banks

To:
Cc:

Sent:

Subject:

From: Kelly Mullett
Tuesday, July 28,2020 8:19 AM
Elaine Ferreira-Pro

Steven Banks

RE: Letter to Historic District Commission re: 603 Sutter Street

Received. Thank you, Elaine. I will make sure your letter is included in the staff report.

KellyMullett
Adminis tr atiu e As si stant

Community Development Department
50 Natoma Street, Folsom, CA 95630
O: 916.461.6231
F:916.355.7274

$hi
lTf (i) fi"sffihw
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From: Elaine Ferreira-Pro <celainefp@gmail.com>
Sent: Monday, July 27,2O2O 1:14 PM

To: Kelly M ullett <kmullett@folsom.ca.us>
Subject: Letter to Historic District Commission re: 603 Sutter Street

CAUTION: This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you recognize the
sender and know the content is safe.

Hello Kelly,

Please share this letter with all members of the Folsom Historic District Commission

Re: 603 Sutter Street Mixed Use Building

Dear Commissioners:

I am requesting that you deny the height, parking and design variance applications for the 603 Sutter Street Mixed Use

Building project. The current plan will detract in both style and size from the rich heritage of the historic district. lt
would dominate the neighboring homes and businesses and adversely affect quality of life for those
neighbors. Residents and businesses farther away would be detrimentally impacted by the parking and noise issues

caused by this plan.

Folsom is known for its history and for its quality of life, neither of which would be enhanced by this project as it is
currently designed and both of which would be seriously impacted. Please deny these variances for the benefit of the
community and the historical legacy of Folsom.

1
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Sincerely,

Elaine Ferreira-Pro
808 Figueroa Street
Folsom, CA 95630

2
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HFRA
H istoric Folsom Residents Association

July 30,2020

To: Historic District Commission
City of Folsom
50 Natoma Street
Folsom, CA 95630

via email to:
Daron Bracht - daronbr@pacbell.net
Daniel West - danwesfinit@yatroo.com
Mickey Ankhelyi - ankhelyi@comcast.net
Rosario Rodriguez - sutterstreettaqueria@gmail.com
Mary Asay - mjwestcoastcarports@gmail.com
Kathleen Cole - kcolepolicy@gmail.com
Kevin Duewel - kevin.duewel@gmail.com
Kelly Mullett - kmullett@folsom.ca.us

Subject: 603 Sutter Street Mixed-Use Building (PN 17-145)

Dear Commissioners:

The Historic Folsom Residents Association (HFRA) is an organization of residents of Folsom's
historic district dedicated to preserving and protecting our community. The HFRA Board is
submitting these comments on the proposed 603 Sutter Street development (PN 17-145) for
consideration by the Historic District Commission (IIDC). Our Board and our members have
vested financial and personal interests in this community and we stand to be directly and
adversely affected by the proposed development and its substantial deviations ftom the
requirements of the City of Folsom Municipal Code zoning ordinance.

1. As an initial matter, the 490-page stafFreport was issued on July 29,2020, just 5 business
days before the advertised August 5,2020,HDC public hearing. HFRA requests that the
hearing be moved to the HDC's August 19th or later meeting to provide a reasonable
amount of time for HFRA and the community to review the staffreport and provide
meaningful input to the HDC and to allow sufficient time for HDC consideration of
public comments.

1
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2. Our Board is very concerned with the lack of a structured process by which the City has
processed this project. From the lack of an application that clearly identifies the project
applicant after significant project changes between 2017 and2019 to the lack of an
explanation of the variance requests until requested by community members just last
month, there has been a lack of transparency and what appears to be a review process that
gives substantial deference to the applicant including allowing the applicant to influence
the date of the public hearing (moving from July 15ft to August 5th).

3. The HFRA Board is not opposed to development of this parcel consistent with the City
zoning ordinance and Historic District Design and Development Guidelines. However,
we oppose the variances that would be required for the cunently proposed development
and we are opposed to the proposed building architectural design as it does not comply
with the criteria of the Historic Distict Design and Development Guidelines.

4. The HFRA Board requests that the HDC deny the height and parking variances requested
by the applicant because the criteria for granting the variances have not been met. The
applicant has not shown that there are exceptional or extraordinary circumstances
associated with this properly that would support either the height variance or the parking
variance; nor has the applicant shown that the granting of the variances is necessary to
preserve substantial property rights. More importantly, neither the applicant nor the City
has provided evidence that the granting of the variances would not materially affect the
health or safety of persons in the neighborhood or that it would not be materially
detrimental to the public welfare or injurious to properly. In fact, the project willbe
materially detrimental to the neighborhood. The excessive building height and
incompatible architecture will adversely affect the visual and historic quality of the
Historic District. The project's failure to provide parking will shift the project's parking
burden to residential neighborhoods exacerbating well-documented existing parking
issues in residential areas (Reference Ad Hoc Parking Committee Findings and
Recommendations). For these reasons alone, the HDC cannot make the findings required
for a variance and the City cannot approve the project as proposed.

5, We think it is relevant for the HDC to consider the purpose of the City zoning code. As
concisely stated in the Crty's ZonngCode Update Frequently Asked Questions, the City
notes the value of zoning, stating one of the values as,'oPredictability - The standards
established in zoning provide neighbors with assurance of what land uses are permitted
and applicants benefit from knowing exactly what can be done." The HFRA Board
couldn't agree more. We and our members have purchased property and chosen to live in
this neighborhood with the expectation that the values of the Historic District will be
respected by our City government. We urge the HDC to avoid undermining the zoning
code by making one-offdecisions at the request of an individual property owner at the
expense of the entire community and value of the Historic District.
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6. The HFRA Board supports the comments submitted by the Heritage Preservation League
regarding the proposed design (not meeting the standards)

7. The HFRA Board is opposed to the staff recommendation for addressing the permanent
encroachment of this development within the public right-of-way of Sutter Street. Staff
recommends a Condition of Approval (#59) requiring the applicant to enter into an

"encroachment agreement" with the City that would require the owner/applicant to
maintain the private improvements in perpetuity. If the applicant needs an entitlement to
build on City-owned property, the applicant needs to submit an application for that
entitlement and that entitlement must be considered as part ofthe current project approval
process, not postponed to some later time. No rationale is provided in the staffreport for
why the City should choose to permanently relinquish City properly (especially a portion
of Folsom's historic Sutter Street) to accommodate a private development project and no
mechanism for compensation to the City for essentially giving away City property is
proposed. Furthermore, we see no evidence that the HDC has the authority to obligate
the City to such permanent easement and it appears, therefore, that staffis requesting the
HDC to exceed its authority in approving the project with the conditions as recommended
by staff.

Each of the concerns above is individually suffrcient to support the HDC's denial of the
proposed development, and we urge you to deny this project.

Thank you for considering these comments.

Historic Folsom Resident Association Board
Michael Reynolds, President
Paul Keast, Vice President, Government Liaison
Mike Brenkwitz, Vice President, Commerce
John Shaw, Secretary
Laura Fisher, Treasurer
Jennifer Lane, Membership Director
Cindy Pharis, Communications Director
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Kelly Mullett

From:
Sent:
To:

Cc:

Subject:

Follow Up Flag:
Flag Status:

Bonnie Darrah < bonniedarrah 1 984@gmail.com >

Thursday, July 30, 2020 3:13 PM

Elaine Andersen; Pam Johns; Scott Johnson; Steven Banks; daronbr@pacbell.net;
danwestmit@yahoo.com;ankhelyi@comcast.net;sutterstreettaqueria@gmail.com;
mjwestcoastcarports@gmail.com; kcolepolicy@gmail.com; kevin.duewel@gmail.com;
Kelly Mullett
bdelp@live.com
603 Sutter Street Review from August 5 HDC Agenda

Follow up

Flagged

CAUTION:This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you recognize the
sender and know the content is safe.

My name is Bonnie Darrah and I live at 607 Mormon Street in Folsom's Historic District, As a resident of the
Historic District I am directly affected by development within this community, and I would be adversely
affected by the currently proposed development at 603 Sutter Street.

At approximately 3:30 p.m. yesterday, July 29th, the materials for the Historic District Commission (HDC)
August 5th meeting were posted on the City's website. The staff report and related materials for 603 Sutter
Street are 490 pages long. It is unreasonable for the City to expect me and other members of the community
to be able to review and provide meaningful input on that project in a period of less than five business days;
and even if we do provide input during that time, it will be impossible for staff or the HDC to fully consider
public input.

By way of this email and to allow meaningful public input, I am requesting that you remove the 603 Sutter
Street item from the August 5 agenda and reschedule the item to be heard by the HDC at its August 19 or
later meeting,

Lastly, I understand that this development was originally on the July 15th agenda and was removed at the
applicant's request to allow more time to consider and address comments submitted by concerned
residents. It is reasonable to expect that a similar extension should be provided to the community.

Thank you

Bonnie Darrah
607 Mormon Street
Folsom, Ca 95630
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Pam

lf you have any specific questions as you are reviewing the staff report and conditions, please feel free to reach out to
Steve Banks, Principal Planner at 916-461-6207 or sbanks@folsom.ca.us .

Respectfully,

Pam Johns
C ommunity D eu elop nt ent
Director

Gommunity Development Department
50 Natoma Street, Folsom, CA 95630
O: 916.461.6205 | C: 916.764.0106
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From: Bob Delp <bdelp@LIVE.COM>

Sent: Thursday, July 30,2O2O 9:08 AM
To: Elaine Andersen <eandersen@folsom.ca.us>; Pam Johns <piohns@folsom.ca.us>; Scott Johnson
<siohnson@folsom.ca.us>; Steven Banks <sbanks@folsom.ca.us>; daronbr@pacbell.net; danwestmit@vahoo.com;
ankhelvi(@comcast.net; sutterstreettaqueria@gmail.com; miwestcoastcarports@gmail.com; kcolepolicv@gmail.com;
kevi n.d uewel @gma i Lcom; Kel ly M ul lett <km ul lett@folsom.ca. us>

Subject: Request to Remove 603 Sutter Street Review from August 5 HDC Agenda

CAUTION: This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you recognize the
sender and know the content is safe.

My name is Bob Delp and I live at 612 Mormon Street in Folsom's Historic District. As a resident of
the Historic District I am directly affected by development within this community, and I would be
adversely affected by the currently proposed development at 603 Sutter Street. At approximately
3:30 p.m. yesterday, July 29th, the materials for the Historic District Commission (HDC) August 5th

meeting were posted on the City's website. The staff report and related materials for 603 Sutter Street
are 490 pages |ong. lt is unreasonable for the City to expect me and other members of the
community to be able to review and provide meaningful input on that project in a period of less
than five business days; and even if we do provide input during that time, it will be impossible for staff
or the HDC to fully consider public input. Therefore, by way of this email and to allow meaningful
public input, I am requesting that you remove the 603 Sutter Street item from the August 5 agenda
and reschedule the item to be heard by the HDC at its August 19 or later meeting.

Lastly, I understand that this development was originally on the July 1Sth agenda and was removed at
the applicant's request to allow more time to consider and address comments submitted by
concerned residents. lt is reasonable to expect that a similar extension should be provided to the
community.
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Sincerely,
-Bob Delp

Bob Delp

9L6-8L2-8122
bdelp@live.com

8
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1. Does the City have a policy for granting applicant requests for hearing scheduling and can you direct
me to where I can find that? (You might recallthat my request to extent the lS/MND review period
and hearing originally scheduled for July 15 was rejected, but then after I submitted comments, I was
advised that "the 603 Sutter Street Mixed-Use Building Project has been continued to the August 5ft
Historic District Commission meeting at the request of the applicant.")

2. The staff report references apparent applicant-solicited feedback from the community as the
mechanism by which the CITY has complied with GP Policy LU L.L..L2-2 (packet pg. 83). However, that
GP policy pertains to outreach that is to be conducted by the CITY not an applicant. Can you advise of
the outreach the City has done with the community on the current project (i.e., the project that
proposes no parking) in compliance with this GP Policy?

3. The staff report repeatedly discuss the proposed height of the building as 50ft, 6in., but I don't see
anywhere where the actualtotal height of proposed structures is discussed. Can you direct me to
where I could find that in the materials?

4. The staff report states that towers/spires are allowed up to 25 feet obove a building (packet pg.

84). However, FMC 17 .52.5IO C states, "Towers, spires, or other similar architectural features may
extend up to 15 feet above the building height." Can you clarify the 25ft reference?

5. Can you direct me to where I can find in the zoning code (or where is it identified as part of a variance
request for this project) that the 15 feet tower/spire allowance applies to a building that would be
constructedwitharooftopalreadyinexcessofthezoningcode? lfnot,canyoupointmetothe
applicant's request for variance for features that would be above 50ft, 6in in height?

6. Aside from spires/towers, can you point me to the section of the zoning code that allows other building
features to exceed height limits in the zoning code (e.g., elevator, AC units, etc.)? lf there is no such
allowance, can you point me to the applicant's request for a variance to allow those features?

7. Staff report says, "consistent with the Sept 2017 HDC meeting, the applicant provided a variance..."
(packet pg. 84). An applicant is required to provide a variance request application per the FMC (the
requirement isn't dependent on the HDC requesting it). Notwithstanding, although the staff report
references the 2017 meeting, a variance request wasn't submitted untilJune 2O2O and that wasn't
until community members asked for it. ls there a reason why the staff report doesn't directly and
accurately speak to the process of why and when a variance request was submitted by the applicant?

8. Related to above, staff report Attachment L8 is entitled "Applicant's Variance Statement Letter Dated
June 23, 20t9" when in fact, the variance statement included in that attachment is dated luly 7,2020,
and the only variance request previously provided that I'm aware of is dated June 23, 2020, not
2019. The variances required for this project are of primary interest to this community. ls it too late
for staff to revise the staff report to provide a clear and accurate discussion of the variance request
history? Related, is it too late for the City to require the applicant to actually submit a signed variance
statement? (Neither the July 7,2O2O version in the staff report nor the June 23, 2020 version that the
City previously provided to me are signed. As the record current appears, I still do not see any variance
statement submitted by the applicant, let alone signed. This continues to be simply bizarre and it
remains unclear why the applicant has not been required to take ownership of ANY variance statement
provided thus far.)

9. City staff asserts that the site has "unique topography." ls it too late for you to reconsider that? The
parcel has a moderate slope, and slopes are very common in this area and are in no way "unique". lf
there's anything "unique" about this particular site, it's that it is the parcel with the highest elevation in
the Sutter Street commercial area, which fact suggests a rationale for a lower building, not a taller
building. Thereareotherfactorslikethisinstaff'sinterpretationofthevariancerationale,andit
strikes me that there simply hasn't been any real opportunity for the community to provide input on
this until now that it's rolled out in a staff report for a meeting just days away. The variance rationale
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are very important. How can the community provide input for meaningful consideration before a

decision is made?
10. The staff report reference an IS/MND "public review period July 17,2020 to August 5, 2020)"? The

IS/MND was circulated for 20 days of public review and comment in June 2020. I am aware of not
notice or other information regarding the City's extension of the review period. lf that was not
noticed, can you please amend the staff report to make it clear that the lS/MND was circulated in June
for the bare minimum CEQA required circulation period of 20 days, and that responses to comments
were only provided when the staff report was released on July 29, five business days before the
scheduled hearing? lt is important for the record to accurately reflect public input opportunities. lf
instead, the City does intend to continue the lS/MND review period through August 5,2020 (no time is

given and email comments are allowed, so presumably that means midnight on Aug 5), how can you
hold a public hearing at 5pm on Aug 5th?

11. Can you please amend the staff report to include documentation of the City's request for review and
input from State Parks on the currently proposed project? The City General Plan requires such
coordination and I have not seen evidence that State Parks was made aware of the proposed
development, its absence of parking, and the potential demand for overflow parkingto affect nearby
State Parks parking areas, among other concerns State Parks might have.

12. I asked the following questions in a letter to the City on July 27,2O2O, with the intent to give the City
time to address these questions in the staff report. I do not see these questions answered in the staff
report. Can you either answer them now or point me to where in the staff report they area
addressed?

L. Does the HDC have the authority to approve a project (through issuance of a variance or
other mechanism) that does not comply with FMC requirements for motor vehicle parking
spaces?

2. Does the HDC have the authority to approve a project (through issuance of a variance or
other mechanism) that does not comply with the FMC and General Plan parking requirements
for electric vehicles and charging stations?
3. Does the HDC have the authority to approve a project (through issuance of a variance or
other mechanism)that does not meet the FMC and General Plan requirements for bicycle
parking, including General Plan Policy M 4.2.2?
4. Does the HDC have the authority to approve a project (through issuance of a variance or
other mechanism)that does not meet the City's disabled persons parking requirements? Would
such an approval subject the City to potential litigation for failure to comply with the
American's with Disabilities Act (ADA) and, if so, is the project proponent required to indemnify
the City against such potential legal action?
5. Does City staff and/or the HDC have the authority to wave the requirement that an applicant
submit a signed application and fee for a variance as required by FMC 77.62.020 and
L7.52.370?
6. Does the HDC have the authority to approve a project for which complete applications and
submittals, including an attempted justification of any and all variances required for a project as

required bythe FMC, have not be submitted?
7. Does City staff and/or the HDC have the authority to wave the requirement that an applicant
submit a signed application for an easement as required by FMC I2.2O.O9O and does waving
such requirement subject the City to liability that might otherwise be addressed by having a

complete set of current and executed application forms?
8. Does the HDC have the authority to grant a permanent easement for private development of
privately owned permanent structures on City-owned property?

5
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Steven Banks

Sent:
From: Bob Delp <bdelp@live.com>

Friday, July 31, 2020 6:20 AM
Pam Johns; Scott Johnson; Steven Banks

sutterstreettaqueria@gmail.com; ankhelyi@comcast.neU danwestmit@yahoo.com;
kcolepolicy@gmail.com; kevin.duewel@gmail.com; daronbr@pacbell.net;
mjwestcoastcarports@ g mai l.com; Elai ne Andersen; Kel ly M u I lett
Re: Request to Remove 603 Sutter Street Review from August 5 HDC AgendaSubject:

CAUTION: This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you recognize the
sender and know the content is safe.

Thank you, Pam. Steve did not call me yesterday, but hopefully he'll have a chance today. While I will be glad

to speak with him, ultimately, it will be important to have written feedback from the City on these issues for
the administrative record to show how they have been addressed and resolved. Most importantly, as I have
asked previously, has the City determined that all requested entitlements that would be granted as presented
in the staff report are within the authority of the HDC? Some of the conditions of approval seem to defer
certain discretionary decisions, including condition 59 which relates to the permanent development of
structures in public right of way. l've asked before, and will ask again now still hoping for a direct answer to
this question: Does the HDC have the authority to approve private development of permanent structures on
City-owned property?

I'm continuing to review the staff report as quickly as possible, but fear that time is running short so your or
Steve's feedback on these issues ASAP would be very much appreciated. There is a substantial amount of new
information in the staff report (including a project narrative that, to my knowledge, has not previously been
circulated - another seemingly very backwards approach to a normal development application
process). Please consider the following in addition to my previous questions:

14. Condition of approval (COA) 1 states that the project must be developed to conform with the July 30,
2019 traffic impact study. Obviously, the City is not intendingto require that the project result in the traffic
impacts identified in that study. Can you please clarify the intent of requiring the project to conform to the
traffic impact study?

15. COA 1 also references that the project must be developed consistent with the "Project Narrative." The
condition does not provide a date or other citation for the project narrative, whereas every other item
referenced in COA 1 is specifically cited with a date. There is a project narrative in the staff report - it is
unsigned and undated and has never been part of the project documents I have seen circulated thus far. ls
there a reason a narrative was included in the staff report that doesn't have a name, date, signature and on
what basis does the City consider that to be part of the application? A project narrative is a basic and
fundamental component required for development applications. Can the staff report be amended to identify
who prepared the narrative and when it was prepared and submitted to the City?

16. COA 2 requires that building plans be submitted "to ensure conformance with City codes and
standards." Can you clarify how you expect the project to comply with this condition when the project
requires variances from City codes? Should that condition be revised to state something like, "...with the
exception of the several zoning code variances granted for this project."

1

To:
Cc:
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17. COA3discussesthepotentialfor"...subsequentextensionofthisapproval..." Canyoupleaseclarifythe
mechanism for such extension and who would have the authority to authorize it? Can you also clarify whether
the approval termination would be effective immediately on the date cited or if the City would need to take
formal action at that point to terminate? Can you also clarify whether such termination would void the
variance approvals such that a future applicant would need to reapply for variances even if proposing the
same or similar building? (Also, there is a word missing between "two" and "from". lthink you mean
"yea rs. " )

18. COA 4 places a requirement on the City to bear attorneys costs and fees in defense of the project and
specifies no requirement on the owner/applicant to fund a defense. Does this mean that the City is
committing to pay the cost of defending a private project approval? Can you please clarify and work with the
City attorney to amend the condition to provide more protection for the City?

L9. Regarding 5, can you provide a copy of Reso 2434 and clarify in the condition what the owner/applicant's
obligation for "participating in mitigation monitoring" is? Furthermore, please consider language stating that
"the owner/applicant shall be required to complywith, implement, and fully fund all mitigation measures
adopted and incorporated as conditions of approval." Also, there is a check mark for this COA but I don't think
the COA is an actual mitigation measure. Can you clarify that?

20. COA 7 references "the property." Since a portion of the project will be permanently constructed on City
property, can you clarify any payoff or applicable fees that would be associated with development on the City-
owned property to be developed by this private project?

21. COAs 8 and 9 require the owner/applicant to fund the cost of outside legal and consulting services that
may be used by the City. Should that condition not also require that the owner/applicant fund in-house City
and staff costs? lf the owner/applicant doesn't pay for those in-house City costs, who does pay for that?

22. COA L0 states, "unless exempt by previous agreement." ls there a "previous agreement" for this
property,project,owner/applicant?lfso,theconditionshouldberevisedtoreflectthat. lfthereisn'tan
agreement, should that phrase be stricken from the condition to avoid confusion? This condition and the staff
report would be much more easily understood if the specific actual development fees were identified. Also,

can you clarify the relationship of the fees per this condition with separate parking-related fees/funding
conditions? The condition states that the "90-day protest period...has begun." When did it begin? Since the
fees are identified yet, what would be the current basis for a challenge to those fees?

23. COA 12 references "the property." Since a portion of the projectwill be permanentlyconstructed on City
property, can you clarify if there are any applicable payoff or segregationfees that would be associated with
development on the City-owned property to be developed by this private project and, if so, who would be
responsible for funding that?

Bob Delp
9L6-872-8L22
bdelp@live.com

2
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Steven Banks

From:
Sent:
To:
Cc:

Subject:

Bob Delp <bdelp@live.com>

Saturday, August 1, 2020 9:56 AM
Pam Johns; Scott Johnson; Steven Banks

sutterstreettaqueria@gmail.com; ankhelyi@comcast.net; danwestmit@yahoo.com;
kcolepolicy@gmail.com; kevin.duewel@gmail.com; daronbr@pacbell.neU
mjwestcoastca rports@ g mail.com; Elaine Andersen; Kel ly M ullett
Re: Request to Remove 603 Sutter Street Review from August 5 HDC Agenda

CAUTION: This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you recognize the
sender and know the content is safe.

Continuation of Questions:

24. The City has two webpages ostensibly with current project information, but one is not up to date and the
other while entitled Design Review Projects, makes no mention of 603 Sutter St. ls there a way to
immediately remedy this to avoid precluding the public from having info about the project? (More detail: The

agenda was posted three days ago. The City has two webpages where project design reviews are listed. One
is "Current Planning Project Under Review"
https://www.folsom.ca.us/communitv/plannins/current proiect information.asp. This is accessed by clicking
a button that reads "Current Project lnformation." That webpage is where the 2019 design drawings and the
June 2020lS/MND are available. Although a substantial amountof additionaldocuments have been produced

since June 2O2O, including the Aug 5 agenda and the staff report, the information on this page hasn't been
updated and is not "current project information" as labeled on the button. Anyone looking here would see

the June lS/MND which states that the HDC hearing will be on July L5. Does the City not have a procedure to
keep that information up to date? I know one could argue that people need to track the HDC agenda page,

but it really seems unfortunate that a webpage still lists the project with old and incomplete
information. Even just adding a note there like "See HDC Aug 5 Agenda for more information" would be a
simple step at providing basic current information to the public. The other webpage is accessed by clicking a

button "Design Review
Projects" https://www.folsom.ca.us/communitv/plannins/design review/default.asp. That page lists several
projects but does not include 503 Sutter Street, even though 603 Sutter Street is undergoing design
review. Although it's likely much too late to make changes to these webpages in a way that would
meaningfully inform the public about a project decision process just days away, but I am interested in
understanding the City's procedures for deciding what, where, and when to post information.)

25. ln the several pages of the staff report regarding parking variance, I don't see any discussion of input from
the community regarding our opinions on the effects of the parking variance on health and welfare, except
perhaps discussion of the 2017 meeting where people did in fact express concerns. My understanding is that
the ad hoc parking committee effort and its recommendations was largely driven by neighborhood concerns
about parking impacts on their health and welfare. The staff report concludes that the parking variance
wouldn't materially affect people living and working in the neighborhood. Can you point me to any evidence
in the staff report or anywhere else of City outreach to the community that resulted in community input that
would lead to that conclusion?

1
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Steven Banks

Sent:
To:
Cc:

From: Bob Delp <bdelp@live.com>

Saturday, August 1,2020 6:23 PM

Pam Johns; Scott Johnson; Steven Banks

sutterstreettaqueria@gmail.com; ankhelyi@comcast.net; danwestmit@yahoo.com;
kcolepolicy@gmail.com; kevin.duewel@gmail.com; daronbr@pacbell.neU
mjwestcoastcarports@ gmail.com; Elai ne Andersen; Kel ly M u I lett
Re: Request to Remove 603 Sutter Street Review from August 5 HDC Agenda

CAUTION: This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you recognize the
sender and know the content is safe.

Continued questions:
27. The hearing notice required by the FMC has not been posted at the site. FMC 17.52.320 states,
"the project site shall be posted by the applicant 5 days prior to the commission hearing, with
a notice 11 inches by 17 inches in size, facing the street frontage, and indicating the project
description and the place and time of the hearing." I have checked regularly since 5pm yesterday
and, as of Spm today (4 days prior to the Aug 5 hearing), the required notice has not been
posted. The same sign that has been there for several months is still there but that sign does not
"indicate the project description" (e.9., it says nothing about the building height or parking variances,
critical and fundamental aspects of the project) and it does not identify the place or time of the
scheduled hearing. lf this means the hearing must be postponed, please let me know ASAP so I can
stand down on my review of the staff report. lf you still intend to proceed with the hearing even
though sufficient public notice in compliance with the zoning code has clearly not taken place, can
you please provide the rationale and justification for proceeding with the hearing and amend the staff
report so that it advises the Commission of the failed noticing and provides staffs rationale for moving
ahead with the hearing?

Bob Delp
916-8L2-8L22
bdelp@live.com

From: Bob Delp <bdelp@live.com>
Sent: Saturday, August !,2O2O 9:55 AM
To: Pam Johns <pjohns@folsom.ca.us>; Scott Johnson <sjohnson@folsom.ca.us>; Steven Banks <sbanks@folsom.ca.us>

Cc: sutterstreettaqueria@gmail.com <sutterstreettaqueria@gmail.com>; ankhelyi@comcast.net
<ankhelyi@comcast.net>; danwestmit@yahoo.com <danwestmit@yahoo.com>; kcolepolicy@gmail.com
<kcolepolicy@gmail.com>; kevin.duewel@gmail.com <kevin.duewel@gmail.com>; daronbr@pacbell.net
<daronbr@pacbell.net>; mjwestcoastcarports@gmail.com <mjwestcoastcarports@gmail.com>; Elaine Andersen
<ea ndersen @folsom.ca. us>; Kel ly M ul lett <km u llett@folsom.ca.us>
Subject: Re: Request to Remove 603 Sutter Street Review from August 5 HDC Agenda

Continuation of Questions:

24. The City has two webpages ostensibly with current project information, but one is not up to date and the
other while entitled Design Review Projects, makes no mention of 603 Sutter St. ls there a way to
immediately remedy this to avoid precluding the public from having info about the project? (More detail: The

1

Subject:

427



Steven Banks

Sent:
To:
Cc:

Subject:

From: Bob Delp <bdelp@live.com>

Sunday, August 2,2020 6:42 AM
Pam Johns; Scott Johnson; Steven Banks

sutterstreettaqueria@gmail.com; ankhelyi@comcast.net; danwestmit@yahoo.com;
kcolepolicy@gmail.com; kevin.duewel@gmail.com; daronbr@pacbell.net;
mjwestcoastcarports@g mail.com; Elaine Andersen; Kelly Mu I lett
Re: Request to Remove 603 Sutter Street Review from August 5 HDC Agenda

CAUTION: This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you recognize the
sender and know the content is safe.

28. Please revise the staff report to identify that the project exceeds the maximum FAR or provide a full
explanation and calculations to show that it does not. Absent that, the project does in fact exceed the
maximum FAR and requires a variance for that in addition to the other two variances that have been
identified. ln my comments on the lS/MND I noted that with or without including the balcony area, the
project exceeds the 2.0 max FAR. Using information straight out of the City's lS/MND (Table 2), the property is

7 ,4OO sq ft., the total building area w/o the roof deck is L4,8Lt sq ft., and the total building area with the roof
deck is 18,965 sq ft, 14,811 divided by 7 ,4OO results in a FAR of 2.001 and 18,955 divided by 7 ,4OO results in a
FAR of 2.56. Both of these FARs are in excess of the maximum FAR of 2.O,in fact any building area larger than
14,000 sq ft exceeds the 2.0 FAR. The applicant would not expect the City to assert he has exceeded the FAR if
he were one square foot under; and nor should the applicant expect that he should be allowed to exceed the
FAR by one square foot more without needing a variance. As with the IS/MND, the staff report presents a
hypothetical FAR calculation instead of simply presenting a calculation of the actual FAR based on the actual
proiect size. The staff report also states, "City stoffs interpretotion of the methodology to be used in
determining a FAR is to complete the calculation by dividing the leasoble oreo of a proposed building by the
area of the site as described in footnote 3." (Footnote 3 is that same hypothetical calculation.) I cannot find
anywhere else in any of the documents provided where "leasable area" is mentioned. Even excluding the
balconies, the 2.0 max FAR is exceeded. Furthermore, unless the City plans to restrict what portions of the
building can be leased (and I see that discussed nowhere in 490+ pages of documentation), then we have
every reason to also include the balcony area within the leasable space meaning the FAR is greater than 2.5. lf
that's the case, then shouldn't the estimated parking requirement also be calculated based on the leasable
space - in which case, the City has underestimate the parking requirement and the staff report should be
revised to reflect that.) Please clarify.

Bob Delp
9L6-8L2-8L22
bdelp@live.com

From: Bob Delp <bdelp@live.com>
Sent: Saturday, August t,2O2O 6:22PM
To: Pam Johns <pjohns@folsom.ca.us>; Scott Johnson <sjohnson@folsom.ca.us>; Steven Banks <sbanks@folsom.ca.us>
Cc: sutterstreettaqueria@gmail.com <sutterstreettaqueria@gmail.com>; ankhelyi@comcast.net
<ankhelyi@comcast.net>; danwestmit@yahoo.com <danwestmit@yahoo.com>; kcolepolicy@gmail.com
<kcolepolicy@gmail.com>; kevin.duewel@gmail.com <kevin.duewel@gmail.com>; daronbr@pacbell.net

1
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Steven Banks

Sent:
From:

Subject:

Bob Delp <bdelp@live.com>

Sunday, August 2,2020 6:50 AM
Pam Johns; Scott Johnson; Steven Banks

sutterstreettaqueria@gmail.com; ankhelyi@comcast.net; danwestmit@yahoo.com;
kcolepolicy@gmail.com; kevin.duewel@gmail.com; daronbr@pacbell.neU
mjwestcoastca rports@ g mail.com; Elai ne Andersen; Kel ly Mu I lett
Re: Request to Remove 603 Sutter Street Review from August 5 HDC Agenda

To:
Cc:

CAUTION: This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you recognize the
sender and know the content is safe.

Minor correction in red below.

Bob Delp

9L6-812-8L22
bdelp@live.com

From: Bob Delp <bdelp@live.com>
Sent: Sunday, August 2,2O2O 6:41AM
To: Pam Johns <pjohns@folsom.ca.us>; Scott Johnson <sjohnson@folsom.ca.us>; Steven Banks <sbanks@folsom.ca.us>

Cc: sutterstreettaqueria@gmail.com <sutterstreettaqueria@gmail.com>; ankhelyi@comcast.net
<ankhelyi@comcast.net>; danwestmit@yahoo.com <danwestmit@yahoo.com>; kcolepolicy@gmail.com
<kcolepolicy@gmail.com>; kevin.duewel@gmail.com <kevin.duewel@gmail.com>; daronbr@pacbell.net
<daronbr@pacbell.net>; mjwestcoastcarports@gmail.com <mjwestcoastcarports@gmail.com>; Elaine Andersen
<ea nderse n @folsom.ca.us>; Ke I ly M ul lett <km ul lett@folsom.ca. us>

Subject: Re: Request to Remove 603 Sutter Street Review from August 5 HDC Agenda

28. Please revise the staff report to identify that the project exceeds the maximum FAR or provide a full
explanation and calculations to show that it does not. Absent that, the project does in fact exceed the
maximum FAR and requires a variance for that in addition to the other two variances that have been
identified. ln my comments on the lS/MND I noted that with or without including the balcony area, the
project exceeds the 2.0 max FAR. Using information straight out of the City's lS/MND (Table 2), the property is

7,40O sq ft., the total building area w/o the roof deck is L4,8IL sq ft., and the total building area with the roof
deck is L8,955 sq ft. 14,811 divided by 7,400 results in a FAR of 2.00L and 18,965 divided by 7,4OO results in a
FAR of 2.56. Both of these FARs are in excess of the maximum FAR of 2.O,in fact any building area larger than
14,800 sq ft exceeds the 2.0 FAR. The applicant would not expect the City to assert he has exceeded the FAR if
he were one square foot under; and nor should the applicant expect that he should be allowed to exceed the
FAR by one square foot more without needing a variance. As with the lS/MND, the staff report presents a

hypothetical FAR calculation instead of simply presenting a calculation of the actual FAR based on the actual
project size. The staff report also states, "City staffs interpretation of the methodology to be used in
determining a FAR is to complete the calculation by dividing the leasoble areo of a proposed building by the
areaofthesiteasdescribedinfootnote3." (Footnote3isthatsamehypotheticalcalculation.) lcannotfind
anywhere else in any of the documents provided where "leasable area" is mentioned. Even excluding the
balconies,the2.0maxFARisexceeded. Furthermore,unlesstheCityplanstorestrictwhatportionsofthe
building can be leased (and I see that discussed nowhere in 490+ pages of documentation), then we have

1
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Kelly Mullett

From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Follow Up Flag:
Flag Status:

Omar itani <omar.itani@live.com >

Thursday, July 30, 2020 9:20 PM

Kelly Mullett; City Clerk Dept; Steven Banks

603 Sutter Street

Follow up
Flagged

CAUTION: This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you recognize the
sender and know the content is safe.

H istoric District Commissioners:

My name is Omar ltani, I reside at 1005 Blue Ravine Road, Folsom and work in the Folsom's Historic District. My
comment is to support more economic development on Sutter street such as the proposed 603 sutter street. I have read
the conprehensive report published on ThursdayJuly 30,2020 and lwas impressed with the depth and breadth of the
report, however, I see no encouragement or incentive by the city to bring jobs and economic development to the
Historic District. The commercial buisnesses on Sutter street can certainly benefit from an increase in measured
developmentandfoottraffic. MuchofthediscussionisonParkingandHeightandhowthelocalresidencefeelabout
commercial development nearby. I believe the question should be how would a commercial development on a

commercially zoned area be incentivized for the betterment of the entire city's residents and not just the few. Jobs,
taxes and economic development benefits the entire city residence.

Thank you

Omar ltani

1
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Kelly Mullett

From:
Sent:
To:

Subject:

Follow Up Flag:
Flag Status:

Ben Fuentes <fuentesben@comcast.net>
Thursday, July 30, 2020 4:13 PM

Elaine Andersen; Pam Johns; Scott Johnson; Steven Banks; daronbr@pacbell.neU
danwestmit@yahoo.com; ankhelyi@comcast.neU sutterstreettaqueria@gmail.com;
mjwestcoastcarports@gmail.com; kcolepolicy@gmail.com; kevin.duewel@gmail.com;
Kelly Mullett < kmullett@folsom.ca.us
Request extewnsion of time to review Staff report for 603 Sutter St.

Follow up

Flagged

CAUTTON: This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you recognize the
sender and know the content is safe.

My name is Ben Fuentes and I live at 306 Scott St. in Folsom's Historic District and next door to the
proposed project. As a resident of the Historic District I am directly affected by development within
this community, and I would be adversely affected by the currently proposed development at 603
Sutter Street. At approximately 3:30 p.m. yesterday, July 29th, the materials for the Historic District
Commission (HDC) August 5th meeting were posted on the City's website. The staff report and related
materials for 603 Sutter Street are 490 pages long. lt is unreasonable for the City to expect me and
other members of the community to be able to review and provide meaningful input on that project in
a period of less than five business days; and even if we do provide input during that time, it will be
impossible for staff or the HDC to fully consider public input. Therefore, by way of this email and to
allow meaningful public input, I am requesting that you remove the 603 Sutter Street item from the
August 5 agenda and reschedule the item to be heard by the HDC at its August 19 or later meeting.

Lastly, I understand that this development was originally on the July 15th agenda and was removed at
the applicant's request to allow more time to consider and address comments submitted by
concerned residents. lt is reasonable to expect that a similar extension should be provided to the
community.

Sincerely, Benjamin B. Fuentes
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Steven Banks

From:
Sent:
To:

Bob Delp <bdelp@LIVE.COM>

Thursday, July 30, 2020 9:08 AM
Elaine Andersen; Pam Johns; Scott Johnson; Steven Banks; daronbr@pacbell.net;

danwestmit@yahoo.com; ankhelyi@comcast.net; sutterstreettaqueria@gmail.com;
mjwestcoastcarports@gmail.com; kcolepolicy@gmail.com; kevin.duewel@gmail.com;

Kelly Mullett
Request to Remove 603 Sutter Street Review from August 5 HDC AgendaSubiect:

CAUTION: This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you recognize the

sender and know the content is safe.

My name is Bob Delp and I live at 612 Mormon Street in Folsom's Historic District. As a resident of
the Historic District I am directly affected by development within this community, and I would be
adversely affected by the currently proposed development at 603 Sutter Street. At approximately
3:30 p.m. yesterday, July 29th, the materials for the Historic District Commission (HDC) August 5th

meeting were posted on the City's website. The staff report and related materials for 603 Sutter Street
are 490 pages long. lt is unreasonable for the City to expect me and other members of the
community to be able to review and provide meaningful input on that project in a period of less
than five business days; and even if we do provide input during that time, it will be impossible for staff
or the HDC to fully consider public input. Therefore, by way of this email and to allow meaningful
public input, I am requesting that you remove the 603 Sutter Street item from the August 5 agenda
and reschedule the item to be heard by the HDC at its August 19 or later meeting.

Lastly, I understand that this development was originally on the July 15th agenda and was removed at
the applicant's request to allow more time to consider and address comments submitted by
concerned residents. lt is reasonable to expect that a similar extension should be provided to the
community.

Sincerely,
-Bob Delp

Bob Delp

9L6-8t2-8122
bdelp@live.com

1
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Steven Banks

From:
Sent:
To:

powerhousepu b@aol.com
Friday, July 31, 2020 10:43 AM
Scott Johnson; Steven Banks

Fwd: Historic District Commission- 603 Sutter StSubject:

CAUTION: This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you recognize the
sender and know the content is safe.

Pls fonruard to Commissioners, Thanks, Murray

To: Commissioners
From: Murray Weaver
Re: Proposed mixed uses building , 603 Sutter Street

As a long time business and property owner in the historic district I submit the following comments .

\A/hile I support the infill and build out of additional structures in the district I do not think this proposal in its current form is
appropriate.lts excessive height is especially unreasonable given it is adjacent to residential neighbors whose privacy
and views are negatively impacted. Such a structure willonly exacerbate the issues between the residential and
commercial entities that are now working together to find common ground in making the district better for all.

A building of this size must provide some reasonable attempt to provide for parking. This could include on site, other sites,
or an "in lieu" arrangement whereby a variance can be granted in return for a cash payment to be determined by a
negotiated formula.

Murray Weaver 614 Sutter St, Folsom Ca

1
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Kelly Mullett

From:
Sent:
To:

Subject:

Paul Keast < mrpdk@comcast.net>
Friday, July 31, 2020 3:37 PM

Elaine Andersen; Pam Johns; Scott Johnson; Steven Banks; daronbr@pacbell.net;
danwestmit@yahoo.com; ankhelyi@comcast.net; sutterstreettaqueria@gmail.com;
mjwestcoastcarports@gmail.com; Kathleen Cole; kevin.duewel@gmail.com; Kelly Mullett
Fairness Request to Remove 603 Sutter Street Review from August 5 HDC Agenda

CAUTION: This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you recognize the
sender and know the content is safe.

To: Elaine Andersen <eandersen@folsom.ca.us>; Pam Johns <piohns@folsom.ca.us>; Scott Johnson
<siohnson@folsom.ca.us>; Steven Banks
<sbanks@folsom.ca.us>; daronbr@pacbell.net <daronbr@pacbell.net>; danwestmit@vahoo.com <danwestmi
t@vahoo.com>; ankhelVi@comcast.net <ankhelvi@comcast.net>; sutterstreettaqueria@gmail.com <sutterstr
eetta uena ail ; miwestcoastcarports@gmail.com <miwestcoastcarports@gmail.com>; kcolepolicv
@gmail.com <kcolepolicv@gmail.com>; kevin.duewel@gmail.com <kevin.duewel@gmail.com>; Kelly Mullett
<km u I lett@folsom.ca. us>

Subject: Request to Remove 603 Sutter Street Review from August 5 HDC Agenda

My name is Paul Keast and I live at 808 Mormon Str. Folsom's Historic District. As a resident of the
Historic District I am directly affected by development within this community, and I would be adversely
affected by the currently proposed development at 603 Sutter Street. At approximately 3:30 p.m,
yesterday, July 29th, the materials for the Historic District Commission (HDC) August 5 th meeting
were posted on the City's website. The staff report and related materials for 603 Sutter Street are 490
pages long. lt is unreasonable for the City to expect me and other members of the community to be
able to review and provide meaningful input on that project in a period of less than five business days;
and even if we do provide input during that time, it will be impossible for staff or the HDC to fully
consider public input.

Therefore, by way of this email and to allow meaningful public input, I am requesting that you
remove the 603 Sutter Street item from the August 5 agenda and reschedule the item to be
heard by the HDC at its August 19 or later meeting.

Lastly, I understand that this development was originally on the July 15 th agenda and was removed
at the applicant's request to allow more time to consider and address comments submitted by
concerned residents. lt is reasonable to expect that a similar extension should be provided to the
community.

Sincerely,
Paul Keast

1
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Steven Banks

From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

CAUTION: This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you recognize the
sender and know the content is safe.

Hi Steven,
I've been a homeowner in Folsom for 5 years, and Sutter Street is one of my favorite things about this town. l've seen
the artist's rendering of the proposed ZGlobal building being considered for the corner of Scott and Sutter streets, and I

hope this doesn't become a reality. The building is enormous, and takes away from the special historic library building
next door. Folsom is a town that values and celebrates its past, and Sutter Street is a huge part of that. Please don't let
this happen! Thanks for your consideration,

-Julie Reed

Julie Reed <juliereedwrites@gmail.com>

Sunday, August 2,2020 5:14 PM

Steven Banks

ZGlobal building

1

435



Kelly Mullett

From:
Sent:
To:
Subiect:

folsomca ndy@sbca loba l.net
Sunday, August 2,2020 12:09 PM

Kelly Mullett
comment for HDC meeting August 5

CAUTION: This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you recognize the
sender and know the content is safe.

Hi Kelly, Hope you are well. The following is a comment for Wednesday's meeting regarding Agenda ltem
3. Unfortunately, I am unable to attend the meeting. Thank you for seeing that it is entered into the record

Comment from Candy Miller, 303 Crow Canyon Dr. Folsom

This would be a beautiful building in a different location. lt is not, however, representative of a building that would have
been constructed in Folsom in the late 1800s. For that reason, I ask that the Commission deny the project. Thank you.

Candy Miller

1
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Mullett

From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Catherine O'Mordha <catherine.omordha@gmail.com >

Monday, August 3,2020 12:23 AM
Steven Banks; Kelly Mullett
ZGLOBAL - Sutter Street, Folsom

CAUTION: This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you recognize the
sender and know the content is safe.

To whom it may concern,

It has come to my attention that the planners of our fair City of Folsom are considering a
new large Sutter Street location for ZGlobal - again. The proposed building not only
dwarfs the Historic Folsom Library Building at 605 Sutter, but there is no parking planned
to accommodate all the people who will work there. That would present a problem for
employees and customers as well as current neighborhood residents and businesses. In
addition to that, the location for the proposed garbage bin is completely inconsiderate of
those who live in the area. The smell and the bugs that will be inevitably drawn would be
miserable to live next to. How would you like a garbage bin collection area set up next to
your house? And 50-6Q+ people vying for parking spaces in your neighborhood? That's
just asking for trouble!

lf a large building for ZGLOBAL is that important to Folsom, surely there is a more
appropriate location for this comparative monstrosity elsewhere in the city.

Please be careful! We need to be considerate of Sutter Street's current residents and
businesses as we move fonryard with careful growth.

Sincerely,

Catherine O'Mordha
A Folsom Resident, Concerned Citizen and Active Voter

1
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Roberta Long
Autho r/Ed ito rAff riter/Photog rapher

272 Colner Circle
Folsom, CA 95630

530-305-0720
rjklong@comcast.net

August 3,2020

Historic District Commission
City of Folsom
50 Natoma Street
Folsom, CA 95630

603 Sutter Street Mixed-Use Buildlng

Commissioners:

For decades, I have been drawn to Folsom's Sutter Street. ln its several iterations, it has
always held a fascination.

One of my favorite memories from the 1970s is sitting on the porch steps of The Candy
Store Art Gallery at 605 Sutter Street during an art reception, relaxing in a cool Delta
breeze and visiting with famous and soon-to-be famous artists and guests. The owner,
Adeliza McHugh, promoted the works of Sacramento-area artists who gained recognition
as members of the Funk movement. Her Candy Store gallery became well-known for the
quality of her avant-garde pieces, and she attracted art collectors from around the world.

Since the 1990s, I have covered stories in the Folsom Historic District as a reporter for
Village fife newspaper (El Dorado Hills), as managing editor at Folsom life newspaper,
where I covered the revitalization years, and as contributor to local publications. Here are
some comments on the proposed project at 603 Sutter Street based on my observations
and information.

1. This is a special site and deserves special consideration. lt is the only parcel in the
Historic District that creates an interface between the commercial district and the
residential neighborhood.

2. There are homes on the south and east sides of the proposed building. A small
home on the west side, facing Sutter Street, is used as a commercial property.

3. Two of the neighboring buildings are historically significant: The Cohn Mansion, at
305 Scott Street, is on the National Register of Historical Places. The building at 605
Sutter Street was built by Sutter Street merchant Edward Levy for his daughter in the
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1920s. She opened her home with her personal book collection to serve as Folsom's
first public library.

4. The proposed building covers the maximum space on the lot. Having no setback in
the front is allowed, but in this case a much smoother transition into the residential
neighborhood would be achieved if there were a setback similar to the one at 905
sutter street.

5. The renderings do not represent the size relationships of the buildings. One way to
accurately assess the impact is to use story poles to depict the bulk and mass of the
proposed structure.

6. The building design does not appear to have any reference to Sutter Street's history.
The palladio windows were not used during the early period of its development.

7. Looking at the future in today's world, will there be a healthy market for otfice space?
Will there be sufficient outside dining space to support a restaurant? lf not, there is
nothing that would preclude the applicant from resubmitting a proposal to convert the
project to apartments or condominiums.

L The applicant states granting its application is "necessary for the preservation and
enjoyment of substantial property rights." Notwithstanding that "substantial property
rights" is a subiective term, not a legal definition, applicant's substantial property
rights need to be balanced with those of surrounding properties.

Before moving to California, I built a home on a steep slope in an established traditional
neighborhood in Portland, Oregon. lt was much more expensive than if I had built on a flat
piece of ground, but well worth it. Construction at 603 Sutter Street will have to be done
cautiously, and will necessarily be more expensive than lower on Sutter Street.

There is an opportunity here to create a beautiful transition from the commercial district to
the residential neighborhood. lt would bring visitors and customers up the hill to Scott
Street. lt could also serve as a model for other communities that face the same conundrum

Roberta Long
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Kelly Mullett

From:
Sent:
To:

Follow Up Flag:
Flag Status:

Anne Bishop <annebishop868@gmail.com>
Monday, August 3,2020 10:45 AM
Kelly Mullett; City Clerk Dept; Steven Banks

Follow up
Flagged

CAUTION: This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you recognize the
sender and know the content is safe.

I am writing this e-mail in support of the proposed building at 603 Sutter. I frequently go to Sutter street to shop and just
to enjoy the ambiance it has to offer.
I have seen the plans for this building and the building was designed primarily with the thought that it would blend in
with and enhance the existing architecture of "old folsom". With the perceived growth of Folsom it seems plausible to
add buildings of this nature. I strongly support the addition of this building.
Thank You for your consideration.
Anne Bishop
1861Ardfern Way
Folsom,ca,95630
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Kelly Mullett

From:
Sent:
To:
Cc:

Subject:

impound guy <sgcode3@gmail.com>
Monday, August 3,2020 1 1:58 AM
Steven Banks

Kelly Mullett
Proposed site

CAUTION: This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments
unless you recognize the sender and know the content is safe.

I moved here to Folsom 4 years ago from L.A....l bought here because it was so very quaint and was totally
sold on Historic Sutter Street because it was not only "Historic" but for the most part still looked that way as
well....Then came the new Scotts Seafood resturant....which changed the look....now this new proposal will
change it even more.. ..YOU are losing the term "Historic" Folsom and changing it's look to "Commerical"
Folsom...some things are better left alone, for no other reason than to preserve "whatever" is left of
History.....which with every new commercial site-you are slowly losing.

Thank you,
Steve Getz

1
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Steven Banks

From:
Sent:
To:
Subiect:

Kathryn Corbett < stellarpass@comcast.net>
Monday, August 3,202011:36 PM

Steven Banks

RE: 603 Sutter Street Mixed Use Building

CAUTION: This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you recognize the
sender and know the content is safe.

Kathryn Corbett
Folsom, CA. 95630
916.353.0556

Greetings Steve,

While formerly involved and happy to engage with our great City of Folsom and Community on
many fronts, these days I've slowed almost to a standstill on City involvement with current
events and the dreaded COVID on the loose, like many other folks I find myself on self imposed
lock-down . However, I have been inspired to speak out and come out of the wood work on this
Building proposal for 603 Sutter St,, like so many others I know.

Why would this issue galvanize so many and myself to action and prompt us to call, write or
speak against this project and building proposal? I'm certain lots of folks will be present for this
meeting and you will receive many letters and calls. For so many of us whether we live in the
Historic District or not this area represents why we moved here, it stands for the quality of life
we have come to find here. This proposed building location is paft of a community area that is
near and dear too many, an area often referred as the heart of our City. This HD Neighborhood
and Sutter Street location has great historical and community significance to most all of us that
live in Folsom (and beyond.) Many of us have over the years been inspired to contribute to the
HD Sutter St area in a multitude of ways and Celebrate here for many big occasions.
For those of us who care about the Heart of Folsom and the quality of life in the Historic District
Neighborhood we are concerned about this oversized proposed building which would be a blight
to the area, it's problematic as to Parking for both the HD Neighborhood and the Sutter St area.
Which we all know is a constant ongoing issue. The proposed design doesn't mesh with the
charming ambience and aesthetics we love in the HD Sutter St or Neighborhood and exceeds the
Historic District height standard and more.
It is hard to fathom why the previous similar plans for this site 2 years ago with the same
architect is being presented again with this very like design. It was denied largely for the very
objectionable negative design features that are now still present and resubmitted!

I hope the developer will be able to work with the HD Community and Neighborhood and see
what it is we all love about the heart of our City of Folsom and build something that is
accordance with this.That would be a true success, Kathryn Corbett

1
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Steven Banks

From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Melissa Pruden <melissa.pruden@gmail.com>
Tuesday, August 4,2020 1 1:49 AM
Kelly Mullett; Steven Banks

603 Sutter St. Development

CAUTION: This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you recognize the
sender and know the content is safe.

Hello,
I'm firmly against the size of the current proposed development at 503 Sutter Street and I'm requesting to attend the
August 19th Historic District Commission meeting virtually. I look forward to receiving meeting access information from
you.

Thank you,
Melissa Pruden
173 Berry Creek Dr, Folsom, CA 95530

1
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Steven Banks

From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

CAUTION: This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you recognize the
sender and know the content is safe.

I am opposed to this company/building being built in Old Town Folsom. The people said they don't want it. Why are
companies so relentless until you win, get your way. You were already turned town. Leave our Old Town Folsom

alone. lt is not the place for your company. Go build it by Costco or on the South side of Hwy. 50 or somewhere else. I

am sick of companies like yours that disregard anything that the people of the City of Folsom have to say especially
those that live in Old Town Folsom. You did not address the peoples concerns the first time. Leave our Old Town
Folsom alone, you will ruin the beautiful look and feel of our little town. iust go away, the people of the City of Folsom

said NO so go find somewhere else to build your company. We don't want you here. We will fight tooth and nail to
keep you out of Old Town Folsom.

Lucy Bottallo < lbottallol 4@gmail.com >

Tuesday, August 4,2020 7:58 PM

Steven Banks

Stop the development at 603 Sutter St.

1
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August 4,2O2O

TO: Historic District Commission

FROM:Tony Powers, 1002 Natoma Street, Folsom

RE: 503 Sutter Street

I have read the letters from former Mayor, Glenn Fait, and Loretta Hettinger objecting to this project. I

agree with and endorse their comprehensive arguments against approval of this project. ln this letter, I

will expand on just two points: the off-street parking requirement waiver and the maximum height

waiver.

First, the parking. While I agree, in concept, that excessive off-street parking requirements are

detrimental to the character and even existence of walkable communities such as our historic district,
that doesn't mean that completely eliminating parking requirements for a single project within that
district is a good idea. According to the staff report, this project creates demand of up to 76 spaces

within Zone 1 of the historic district, as defined in the K-H study, which currently has a total of 777 on-

and off-street spaces. The report then goes on to note that the total historic district peak demand for
parking is only 55-60% of the 80L-space capacity. Hence there are currently about 320 available spaces

in the district. This project would take 24% of those available spaces. Note that these numbers do not
include anticipated future demand, which the report says will exceed the current capacity. So, approval

of this project would exacerbate an anticipated future shortage of parking in the district. But more

importantly, what the staff report analysis ignores - and the parking studies never address - is the
current and future demand for parking within Zone I. The proposed project would create demand for
43% of the existing spaces in Zone 1. The parking study indicates current overall excess capacity of 40-
45%in the whole district, but most of that is in the parking garage at the very far opposite end of the
district. So the excess capacity in Zone 1, if there is any, must be far less than the 43% demand that this
project would put on it. And, as Mr. Fair indicated, it is rather fanciful to assume that the vast majority
of people parking for this project would park at the extreme far end of the district.

The staff report goes on to propose a requirement for the project to provide L6 of the 76 spaces (or 43

required by the MC) off site through agreement with another property owner within one block (500

feet). One might wonder where the developer would find such property owner. The only conceivable

properties with that kind of space are the FOE and Moose lodges. Don't they have their own parking

requirements?

Second, I would like to discuss the height variance. The developer argues that because the site is difficult
to build upon, they should be allowed to exceed the maximum height allowed by over 40%. Not just a

little bit, but a whole extra story of building, and then not provide any parking for the larger building. My
question is: why is it our (the people of Folsom's) responsibility to absorb the aesthetic and parking costs

of propping up the economic value of a low-value piece of property? lt's a very difficult site to build on.

Did they not notice that before purchasing it? Might they have learned something from the old library

next store, which perches neatly on top of the hill?
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I find it astounding that the staff report states, "Unfortunately, the addition of an underground garage

would increase the building height by approximately five feet, which was initially opposed by residents
in the vicinity of the project site and would increase the Height Variance request." Just how far can the
cart get in front of the horse? By this logic, if the City required , say,32 spaces on site, then the variance
would have to go up yet another L5 feet (to about 60 feet)to accommodate the parking? Did anyone
consider the possibility that the building is just too big for the site? The process seems to be: 1) design
the largest box you can set on the property (ignoring setbacks in the first proposal), 2) add one more
story than the code allows, 3) eliminate all on-site parking, and then claim hardship because the extra
underground story will be expensive. The aforementioned quote also implies, that were it not for
residents objecting to a building 4O%taller than allowed, the height variance would be automatic, just
because they asked.

Finally, with regards to the "continuous fagade of shops along the street" and the determination 'that
infill projects are a critical means for preservation of the historic character and authenticity found on

Sutter Street and that this also constitutes a special circumstance specific to the project site." This all

conveniently ignores the very local context of the proposed project. The fact is that there is not a

continuous fagade ofshops on the south side ofthe 600 block, and there cannot be because ofthe
historic library. This site is the very end of the commercial district, so this is the least valuable place in

the entire district for a continuation ofthe fagade ofshops on the street. The continuous fagade needs

to end somewhere, and the proposed project provides no transition to the adjacent residential district.
Until 507 Sutter was built, there were no buildings taller than two stories on the south side of the block,

and the old library provided a nice transition from the continuous fagade to the residential district. The

507 building upset that by putting the tallest building on the highest lot, and the proposed project would

do the same thing,

= dramatically violatingo 
any sense of order or
transition (as seen in the
adjacent rendering from
the staff report). We

should learn from the
building across the
street, which is also way

too big for the location,

but at least not on the
same side as adjacent
homes. The view from
the other end of the
block (not included in

the staff report) would

$illnfliltiliElfl 603 Sulter $treet ShOw this mUCh mOfe

dramatically.

More importantly, perhaps, the local context seems to be completely forgotten. I have copied a second
rendering from the staff report below - in which the panoramic view distorts the relative sizes of the
three buildings, making the historic library look larger than it is and the two adjacent buildings smaller -

/, :1',4i:r<*r{'d1{. JtrFqt:i:i:,Gsqt6i1t. - .. .....
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and even with the friendly distortion, it shows that the architecture and massing of the historic library

are totolly out of context of the two adjacent buildings. Please pardon the sarcasm, but, as noted in the
staff report, General Plan Goal 1U1.1.12-1 (lnfill Development) states: "Respect the local contextr New

development should improve the character and connectivity of the neighborhood in which it occurs.

Physical design should respond to the scale and features of the surrounding community. while
improving critical elements such as transparency and permeability."

603 Sutter Steet
lgdd

The response to this in the staff report makes no mention of the most localof contexts, the historic

library. lnstead, it emphasizes all the other new buildings that got height (and parking) variances. Such

as here:

The 600-block of Sutter Street where the building is proposed includes a voriety of one, two, and

three-story commercial buildings. Two of the three-story buildings in the block near the proposed

site were constructed in the lost 75 years and exceed the 35 foot height limit: the Fire and Rain

building (42 feet tall) and the Folsom Electric Building (42to57 feet tall). Further to the west

olong Sutter Street, the Historic Folsom Station project (not yet developed) wos opproved for
buildings that range from 79 to 48 feet in height.

And here:

As described obove, the project site is located within on orea that is predominantly commercial

in noture. The proposed project is also situoted within the Sutter Street Suborea, an area in

which the most intensive commercial development within the Historic District is locoted including

restaurants, bars, retail shops, and offices. The proposed three-story mixed-use building is

compatible with existing lond uses, building massing and scole with other commercialand mixed

use buildings long Sutter Steet in the project vicinity.

Two full paragraphs describing how the proposed building fits in with the character and massing of
other (mostly new or not even built) buildings throughout the district, but not one mention of the
historic building immediately adjacent.

Clearly, this does not meet the intent of 'fitting in" to the historic context of the district.

I urge you not to approve this project with the proposed variances.

wrlltrrnlg . grarlrlotr
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Steven Banks

From:
Sent:
To:

Subject:

Laura Fisher <lkatfisher@netscape.net>

Thursday, August 6,2020 9:06 AM
Elaine Andersen; Pam Johns; Scott Johnson; Steven Banks; daronbr@pacbell.net;
danwestmit@yahoo.com; ankhelyi@comcast.net; sutterstreettaqueria@gmail.com;
mjwestcoastcarports@gmail.com; kcolepolicy@gmail.com; kkevin.duewel@gmail.com;
Kelly Mullett
Requests for Revised 603 Sutter Street Staff Report

CAUTION: This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you recognize the
sender and know the content is safe.

Dear City Staff and Historic District Commissioners,

Last night, the Historic District Commission (HDC) voted to continue the hearing for the 603 Sutter Street project
variances and design review to August 19th. Staff told the community the item was being continued to allow additional
time for public review. This was not a truthful statement. At least part of the reason that the hearing was moved was
because the applicant did not post the notice of the hearing on the proposed development site within five days of the
hearing as required by Folsom's zoning code. Further, it was very disappointing to hear Commissioner Duewel's
comments about whether the postponement was fair to the applicant. What about fairness to the community? We were
provided with the staff report on Thursday, July 30th for an August 5th hearing and since the binders/packages for the 8/5
meeting had allegedly been delivered to the Commissioners on Wednesday, July 29th, there was no method for
comments related directly to the staff report to be included for Commissioner review.

lf the City truly intends to allow additional time for public review, when will the revised staff report be available? lf the
same timing for the previous report is expected, we are going to be in the same cycle of the community not having
sufficient time to review the staff report and missing the opportunity to provide feedback that would be included in the
Commissioner's 8/1 9 meeting binders.

On August 4,2020, Pam Johns, sent an email to several members of the community, which I received as a HFRA
member. lncluded in that email was a string of correspondence between Pam and a Historic District resident, Bob
Delp. Bob asked several questions raising issues that need to be addressed before the community can provide
meaningful input. Please answer Bob's questions and give the community time to consider those answers before
producing a revised staff report.

The City's assessment of the variances requested for the 603 Sutter Street project must actually consider the effects of
the project on my personal health, safety, and welfare. There are already parking problems in the neighborhood near 603
Sutter Street. The requested variances would make these problems even worse. The statf report suggested conditions
that are vague and unenforceable and wouldn't address the serious parking issues in our neighborhood and the Historic
District. Even with the conditions proposed by staff, the requested parking variance will materially affect my
health, safety, and welfare, and will be detrimentalto the neighborhood. Please make sure those facts are stated
in the revised staff report and please correct and revise staffs recommended variance findings to reflect that the
Gity cannot make the findings necessary to approve the parking variance.

Thank you,

Laura Fisher
612 Mormon Street
Folsom

1
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Steven Banks

From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Aalhad Rajan Parulekar < arp893@gmail.com >
Monday, August 10,2020 9:01 AM
Steven Banks

Opposition to ZGlobal's Office proposal in Folsom.

CAUTION: This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you recognize the
sender and know the content is safe.

To,
The Principal Planner,
City of Folsom.

Mr. Steven Banks,

I am a resident of 345 Chan Ct, Folsom, CA. I am writing to you to voice my
opposition to the proposed office building by ZGLOBAL, in the middle of Sutter Street.

I have gone over the design proposal, and it has appalled me for the following reasons

l. This building will have a restaurant on the first (ground) floor, with a food dumpster backed up
into a home, which I think is ridiculous.

2. The office will house 40-50 employees of the company, but the building design has no parking
space, resulting in them encroaching the parking spaces on Sutter street, at the cost of the local public
and local businesses.

3. It has a 3-storied metal fire escape facing Cohn Mansion, a National Historic Site, and the Gem of
Old Town. It also has a party deck looking down into the homes on either side. This will be an eye sore
and ruin the aesthetic of Folsom's historic district, if approved.

For these reasons, I strongly urge you to reject their proposal in favor of preservation of the history and
quality of life in Folsom.

Thank You,
Aalhad Parulekar

1
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Steven Banks

From:
Sent:
To:
Cc:

Subiect:

Ziad Alaywa n <ziad@zglobal.biz>
Monday, August 10,2020 9:55 AM
Steven Banks

Deb Alaywan (zalaywan@aol.com)

FW: [SPAM]RE: proposal changes

CAUTION: This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you recognize the
sender and know the content is safe.

Ziad Alaywan
President & CEO, MSc, P.E.

Northern California : 604 Sutter street, Suite 250, Folsom, CA 95630
Southern California : 750 W. Main Street, El Centro, CA92243
Phone:(916) 98s 9461lCell:(915) 337-0ss8 |

ema il: ziad @zelobal.biz ; http://www.zgloba l.biz
Mexico: Calz. Justo Sierra N Ext377 ColCuauhtemoc Sur CP 2I20OO, Mexicali
Baja California, Mexico.

ZG
ZG Profile Flipbook: http://o n I i ne.fl i phtm I 5.com/pevsq /jf pv/

From: Ben Fuentes <fuentesben@comcast.net>
Sent: Friday, August 7,2O2O 3:52 PM

T oz Tiad Alaywa n <ziad @zgloba l. biz>

Subject: [SPAM]RE: proposal changes

Ziad,
This letter shows a real commitment by you and your wife to work with the neighborhood and

to present a workable plan that will enhance our community. l'm glad you met with Loretta
and heard her concerns. She and I worked diligently to put together a working structure of
guidelines for the historic district and she has a wealth of knowledge that can be helpful when
navigating through the approval process. I forwarded this to Glen and asked him to contact
you with his comments. I personally believe that what you covered in this letter is the essence

of what we discussed and shows clearly that you are willing to amend your project, be a good
neighbor and enhance our community.

Thank you for sending this to me and please contact me any time
Ben Fuentes
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From: Ziad Alaywan <ziad@zglobal.biz>

Sent: Friday, August 7,2O2O 1:32 PM

To: Ben Fuentes <fuentesben @comcast.net>; glennfait@aol.com

Cc: Deb Alaywan (za lavwa n @aol.com) <zalavwan @aol.com>
Subject: proposal changes

Glenn and Ben:

Deborah and I appreciate the time and the input you provided.

We are seriously considering adapting all of Ben's suggestions and most of Glenn as well. Attached is a write up of the
proposed changes. We like to ask the city to adopt these changes as a condition for approval on the l"9th. We ask both of
you to review and provide us with any comments you may have before we officially submit it to the city on Monday
morning. We also ask that this document not to be circulated to anyone else.

Its important to us to get a conditional approval on the 19th of August.

I hope you see that we are in fact willing to listen and making changes. We want to be a good neighbor to both of you. Z

ZG

Ziad Alaywan
President & CEO, MSc, P.E.

Northern California : 604 Sutter street, Suite 250, Folsom, CA 95630
Southern California : 750 W. Main Street, ElCentro, CA92243
Phone:(916) 98s 9461lcell:(916) 337-05s8 |

email: ziad @zelobal.biz ; http://www.zeloba l.biz
Mexico: Calz. Justo Sierra N Ext377 Col Cuauhtemoc Sur CP 2I2OOO, Mexicali
Baja California, Mexico.

ZG Profile Flipbook: http://online.fliphtml5.com/pevsq/jfpv/
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Historic District Commission
603 Sutter Street Mixed-Use Building (PN 17-145)
August 19,2020

Attachment 20

Applicant's Response Letter to Public
Comments, dated August 7,2020
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Applicant Public Comments - August l-gth, 2O2O

We appreciate the various comments we have received regarding the 603 Sutter
Street Project. Most of the comments have been very helpful, some favoring the
project, others not so much, while many have good suggestions and ideas. My wife,
Deborah, and I recently met with several of the neighbors including Mr. Ben Fuentes
and Mr. Glenn Fait. I also discussed the project with Mr. Bob Delp. My wife had a
productive conversation with Ms. Loretta Hettinger, the current Vice President of
the Folsom Heritage Preservation League. The recent meetings and discussions were
extremely productive and much appreciated.

Before I summarize the discussion, I would like to make a few comments and
observations:

1.. lt appears that some comments still referto the old design done in2017.l
want to reiterate that we reduced the height by about 7 feet, reduced the
building size from 23,486 sq. feet lo t4,8LI sq. feet and modified the design
per the City and other stakeholders' recommendations.

2. While we live in El Dorado Hills, my wife and I have had significant interaction
with the City of Folsom since 1997. We own two houses and 2 lots on Sutter
Street in addition to an active business located at 604 Sutter Street. lt was my
recommendation to the Governor's office in October of 1996 to select Folsom

as the home of the Electric Grid Operator (California ISO). ln 1997 I moved to
Folsom, hired 250 employees, and started this operation. ln fact, Mr. Fait was
the City Mayor at that time and was present at the ribbon cutting ceremony
for the CAISO in 1998. This organization employs over 600 professionals and
managesthe electricityfor 80%of California. ln 2005 lstarted an engineering
company and my engineering business is currently located at 604 Sutter
Street. I mention allof this because, unlike some of the perceptions outthere,
we are not a large corporation or big developer. We are part of the
community and our wish is to be active participants and good citizens of
Folsom while giving back to a community that has provided so much to us.

3. We have done our best to incorporate what has been asked of us regarding
changes to the last proposal. We are sensitive to community concerns,
especially for our neighbors, unfortunately, we will not make everyone happy.
The fact remains that there are other buildings of the same size, mass, and
height close to this site and we believe we are being consistent with the new
projects that have been built. We are willing to incorporate some of the ideas

the neighbors would like to see and take measures regarding the design of
the building that may reduce the illusion of a large mass project. We feel it is
vitally important to listen to our neighbor's suggestions and we are happy to

T

453



Applicant Public Comments - August Lgth,2O2O

work with them so that we may construct a building that is mutually beneficial
to all.

We very much appreciate the suggestions of Mr. Fait, Mr. Delp, Mr. Fuentes, and
Ms. Hettinger. Based on these discussions, I would like to ask the City to consider
adopting the following suggestions regarding the conditional permit for the building:

L. An approximately 15 space underground parking garage will be included as

part of the project at the 603 Sutter Street location.
2. The trash enclosure on the south side bordering Mr. Fuente's house on Scott

Street will be removed (if compliant with the City of Folsom Solid Waste) and
relocated most likely to the 603 Sutter Street garage area.

3. We will work with Mr. Fuentes to provide options for privacy from the
windows on the south side of the building bordering his property.

4. We will enclose the fire escape (brick or other material) making it internal to
the building versus exposed, as it is now along Scott Street.

5. We will eliminate the roof top deck all together to alleviate neighbor's
concerns regarding parties, noise, and privacy.

6. The third-floor office space will be reduced and pushed back from Sutter
Street, providing a setback of at least 6 to 8 feet from Sutter Street, and a

portion of Scott Street. This will also reduce the visual mass of the building
and possibly the height along Sutter Street.

7. The small rear balcony on the west elevation will be eliminated once the third
floor is set back. This will create further privacy for Mr. Fuentes to the south.

8. After speaking with Ms. Hettinger from the Folsom Heritage Preservation
League and viewing public comments, it is evident that neighbors would like
to see more architectural detail from the 1850 - 1900 period associated with
the building. This could easily be achieved through incorporating such
elements as the following:

a. Adding foundational rock to the building.
b. Adding brick to the sides of the building where there is now stucco.
c. Adding eyebrow brick detail to windows.
d. Adding western elemental details to the roofline fascia.

We feelthese small, but important details, would preserve the feel of historic Sutter
Street, in addition to adding an architectural feel to the building that fits in with the
1850 - 1900 period.

2
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Applicant Public Comments - August 19th, 2O2O

We would like to thank our neighbors for their input in addition to City
commissioners, committee members and staff. We would like to request that
conditional approval be granted for the project, inclusive of the above stated
additional items.

Ziad Alaywan
August 7,2020

3
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Historic District Commission
603 Sutter Street Mixed-Use Building (PN 17-145)
August 19,2020

Attachment 21

Response to Bob Delp's Gomments
Dated August 6,2020
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August 6,2020

Mr. Bob Delp
612 Mormon Street
Folsom, CA 95630

Good morning Mr. Delp

Thank you for your questions and comments regarding the proposed mixed-use project located at
603 Sutter Street in the Historic District. City staff has provided answers to each of your questions
below. The original question you asked is shown in black, with the City response shown in red.

Best regards,

Steve

Steven Banks
Principal Planner
City of Folsom
(er6) 461-6207
sbanks@folsom.ca.us

Does the City have a policy for granting applicant requests for hearing scheduling and can you
direct me to where I can find that? (You might recall that my request to extent the IS/IVIND
review period and hearing originally scheduled for July 15 was rejected, but then after I
submitted comments, I was advised that "the 603 Sutter Street Mixed-Use Building Project has

been continued to the August 5th Historic District Commission meeting at the request of the
applicant.")

The ode 17.52.t provides the Community Development
Department Director with the responsibilify for scheduling andlor rescheduling projects for the
Historic District Commission. In this specific instance, the project applicant requested that their
project be continued in order to have more time to respond to public comments and to provide
residents with additional time to review and comment on the proposed project. The Community
Development Director determined that the continuation of the project from the July 15tl' to the
August 5tl'Historic District Commission meeting would be beneficial to all parties involved.

2. The staff report references apparent applicant-solicited feedback from the community as the
mechanism by which the CITY has complied with GP Policy LU 1.1 ..12-2 Qtacket pg.
83). However, that GP policy pertains to outreach that is to be conducted by the CITY not an
applicant. Can you advise of the outreach the City has done with the community on the current
project (i.e., the project that proposes no parking) in compliance with this GP Policy?

The City has facilitated numerous public outreach efforts regarding the proposed project over
the past three years including presenting the project to the Historic District Commission as an

information item (September 6, 2017), encouraging the applicant to hold neighborhood meetings
(August 2, 2017 through September 6, 2017), requiring the applicant to post a project
identification sign on the project site, sending public notices regarding the project to all property
owners located within 300 feet of the project, publishing public notices regarding the project in
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the Folsom Telegraph, providing project information on the City's website, and providing project
information to the Heritage Preservation League and the Historic Folsom Residents Association.

3. The staff report repeatedly discuss the proposed height of the building as 50ft, 6in., but I don't
see anywhere where the actual total height of proposed structures is discussed. Can you direct
me to where I could find that in the materials?

Discussion regarding the proposed building height is located throughout the staff report.
However, Page Nos. 10, 1 l, and 1 2 have a detailed discussion regarding the building height as

it related to the Building Height Variance request. In addition, the proposed building elevations
(Attachment 9) provide specific details regarding the building height.

4. The staff report states that towers/spires are allowed up to 25 feet above a building (packet pg.
84). However, FMC 17.52.510 C states, "Towers, spires, or other similar architectural features
may extend up to 15 feet above the building height." Can you clari$ the 25ft reference?

The Folsom Municipal Code (FMC. Section 17.58.080 Height Exceptions) states that towers,
spires, chimneys, machinery, penthouses, scenery lofts, cupolas, water tanks, television
antennae, and similar architectural and utility structures and necessary mechanical appurtenances
may be built and used to a height not more than25 feet above the height limit established for the
district. However, as you stated, the Folsom Municipal Code (FMC. Section 17.52.510 C) also
states that towers, spires, or other similar architectural features may extend up to 15 feet above
the building height. The City would implement the more restrictive requirement of l5 feet for
this project. It is important to note that the proposed project does not have any architectural
features that would extend more than l5 feet above the building height.

5. Can you direct me to where I can find in the zoning code (or where is it identified as part of a
variance request for this project) that the 15 feet tower/spire allowance applies to a building that
would be constructed with a rooftop already in excess of the zoning code? If not, can you point
me to the applicant's request for variance for features that would be above 50ft, 6in in height?

The applicant's Variance Statement Letter (Attachment 18) discusses the request for a Building
Height Variance to allow a maximum building height of 50 feet 6 inches. If the Historic District
Commission approves the Building Height Variance, the maximum allowable building height
will be established at 50 feet 6 inches. The Folsom Municipal Code (FMC. Section 17.52.510
Q) permits architectural features to extend up to 15 feet above the building height. In this specific
case, architecfural features would be allowed to extend up to l5 feet above the SO-foot 6-inch
building height.

6. Aside from spires/towers, can you point me to the section of the zoning code that allows other
building features to exceed height limits in the zoning code (e.g., elevator, AC units, etc.)? If
there is no such allowance, can you point me to the applicant's request for a variance to allow
those feafures?

The Folsom Municipal Code (FMC, Section 17.58.080 Height Exceptions) states that towers,
spires, chimneys, machinery. penthouses, scenery lofts, cupolas, water tanks, television
antennae, and similar architectural and utility structures and necessary mechanical appurtenances
may be built and used to a height not more than25 feet above the height limit established for the
district.
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7. Staff report says, r'consistent with the Sept 2017 HDC meeting, the applicant provided a

variance..." (packet pg. 84). An applicant is required to provide a variance request application
per the FMC (the requirement isn't dependent on the HDC requesting it). Notwithstanding,
although the staff report references the 2017 meeting, a variance request wasn't submitted until
June 2020 and that wasn't until community members asked for it. Is there a reason why the staff
report doesn't directly and accurately speak to the process of why and when a variance request
was submitted by the applicant?

Prior to submittal of the subject development application to the City on May 3, 2017, the City
and the project applicant engaged in many discussions regarding the required entitlements for
the proposed project including the request for approval of Design Review, a Building Height
Variance, and a Parking Variance. During those discussions, the applicant verbally provided
City staff with details regarding the unique circumstances associated with the subject property
that required obtaining approval of the two variances. On June 23, 2020, the applicant
formalized the request for the two variances in a letter provided to the City. The applicant
provided an updated letter (Attachment 18) regarding the variance requests on July 7,2020.

8. Related to above, staff report Attachment 18 is entitled "Applicant's Variance Statement Letter
Dated June 23, 2019" when in fact, the variance statement included in that attachment is dated
h;Jy 7,2020, and the only variance request previously provided that I'm aware of is dated June
23, 2020, not 2019. The variances required for this project are of primary interest to this
community. Is it too late for staff to revise the staff report to provide a clear and accurate
discussion of the variance request history? Related, is it too late for the City to require the
applicant to actually submit a signed variance statement? (Neither the July 7,2020 version in
the staff report nor the June 23, 2020 version that the City previously provided to me are
signed. As the record current appears, I still do not see any variance statement submitted by the
applicant, let alone signed. This continues to be simply bizane and it remains unclear why the
applicant has not been required to take ownership of ANY variance statement provided thus
far.)

On June 23,2020, the applicant formalized the request for the Building Height Variance and
Parking Variance in a letter provided to the City. The applicant provided an updated letter
(Attachment l8) regarding the two variance requests on July 7,2020. The Table of Contents
within the staff report correctly identifies the date of the variance request letter as July 7,2020.
Unfortunately, the cover sheet for the variance request letter was not updated and incorrectly
lists June 23,2019 as the date of the letter.

9. City staff asserts that the site has "unique topography." Is it too late for you to reconsider
that? The parcel has a moderate slope, and slopes are very common in this area and are in no
way "unique". If there's anything "unique" about this particular site, it's that it is the parcel with
the highest elevation in the Sutter Street commercial area, which fact suggests a rationale for a

lower building, not a taller building. There are other factors like this in staffs interpretation of
the variance rationale, and it strikes me that there simply hasn't been any real opportunity for
the community to provide input on this until now that it's rolled out in a staffreport for a meeting
just days away. The variance rationale are very important. How can the community provide
input for meaningful consideration before a decision is made?

City staff has made the determination that there are unique circumstances specific to the project
site including but not limited to topography. The public and residents will have the opportunity
to voice their opinion regarding this determination to the Historic District Commission at the
August 5th meeting.
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10. The staff report reference an IS/IVIND "public review period July 17, 2020 to August 5,
2020)"? The IS/IVIND was circulated for 20 days ofpublic review and comment in June 2020. I
am aware of not notice or other information regarding the City's extension of the review
period. If that was not noticed, can you please amend the staff report to make it clear that the
ISA{ND was circulated in June for the bare minimum CEQA required circulation period of 20
days, and that responses to comments were only provided when the staff report was released on
Jttly 29, five business days before the scheduled hearing? It is important for the record to
accurately reflect public input opportunities. If instead, the City does intend to continue the
ISA4ND review period through August 5,2020 (no time is given and email comments are
allowed, so presumably that means midnight on Aug 5), how can you hold a public hearing at
5pm on Aug 5th?

The initial review period for public comment regarding the Initial Study and Mitigated Negative
Declaration was from June 11,2020 to June 30,2020. When the City made the decision to
continue the project from the July 15, 2020 Historic District Commission meeting to the August
5,2020 Historic District Commission, a new public review period was provided which runs
from July 17, 2020 to August 5, 2020. Separate public notices regarding each of the
aforementioned comment periods were provided to all residents located within 300 feet of the
subject property. Public notices were also published in the Folsom Telegraph for each of the
comment periods. In addition, public notices were provided to the Heritage Preservation
League (HPL) and the Historic Folsom Residents Association (HFRA) for each comment
period. The City will accept public input on the Initial Study and Mitigated Negative
Declaration up until 5:00 p.m. on August 5,2020,which is the close of the business day for the
City. In addition, public input can be provided at the Historic District Commission meeting
which begins at 5:00 p.m. on August 5,2020.

1 1. Can you please amend the staff report to include documentation of the City's request for review
and input from State Parks on the currently proposed project? The City General Plan requires
such coordination and I have not seen evidence that State Parks was made aware of the proposed
development, its absence of parking, and the potential demand for overflow parking to affect
nearby State Parks parking areas, among other concerns State Parks might have.

The City solicited feedback from the State Department of Parks and Recreation (Jim Michaels)
regarding the proposed project but did not receive any response. The Initial Study and
Mitigated Negative Declaration considered potential visual impacts that the project may have
on adjacent and nearby properties including State Park lands and determined that there would
be no significant impacts. Figure 10a and 10b on Page No. 28 of the IS/MND shows a view
from the Folsom Lake SRA/Powerhouse property towards the subject property with and without
the proposed mixed-use building. As you can see in the aforementioned figures, the proposed
building is barely visible from the State property and would not pose any visual impacts. As
discussed in the staff report, a traffic study was prepared for the proposed project that indicates
there is sufficient parking in the Historic District to accommodate the parking demand created
by the project. In addition, conditions of approval have been placed on the project (including
providing 16 off-site parking spaces) to address parking impacts associated with the proposed
project.

12. I asked the following questions in a letter to the City on July 27,2020, with the intent to give
the City time to address these questions in the staff report. I do not see these questions answered
in the staff report. Can you either answer them now or point me to where in the staff report
they area addressed?
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a. Does the HDC have the authority to approve a project (through issuance of a variance or
other mechanism) that does not comply with FMC requirements for motor vehicle parking
spaces?

The Folsom Municipal Code (FMC, Section 17.52.370 Variance Review) states that the
Historic District Commission has the final authority relating to applications for variances
from any of the provrslons of the Folsom Municipal Code within the boundaries of the
Historic District.

b. Does the HDC have the authority to approve a project (through issuance of a variance or
other mechanism) that does not comply with the FMC and General Plan parking
requirements for electric vehicles and charging stations?

The unlcl Code C ection 17.52.370 arlance states that the
Historic District Commission has the final authority relating to applications for variances
from any of the provisions of the Folsom Municipal Code within the boundaries of the
Historic District. The Folsom Municipal Code and General Plan do not have any
requirements to provide electric vehicle parking spaces or charging stations.

c. Does the HDC have the authority to approve a project (hrough issuance of a variance or
other mechanism) that does not meet the FMC and General Plan requirements for bicycle
parking, including General Plan Policy M 4.2.2?

The project is required to provide bicycle parking spaces as dictated by the Folsom
Municipal Code (FMC Section 17.57.090 Bicycle Parking Facilities). In addition, there are
two sets of existing bicycle parking spaces located within the public right-of-way along
Sutter Street.

d. Does the HDC have the authority to approve a project (through issuance of a variance or
other mechanism) that does not meet the City's disabled persons parking requirements?
Would such an approval subject the City to potential litigation for failure to comply with
the American's with Disabilities Act (ADA) and, if so, is the project proponent required to
indemniff the City against such potential legal action?

The project is not providing any on-site parking spaces, thus it is not required to provide
any accessible parking spaces on the project site. The project is required to provide 16 off-
site parking spaces and will be required to meet all accessibility requirements for that
specific parking area.

e. Does City staff and/or the HDC have the authority to wave the requirement that an applicant
submit a signed application and fee for a variance as required by Fl|ilc 17.62.020 and
17.52.370?

The applicant submitted a signed Development Application Form and associated application
fees for the Variances and Design Review to the City on May 3,2017.

f. Does the HDC have the authority to approve a project for which complete applications and
submittals, including an attempted justification of any and all variances required for a
project as required by the FMC, have not be submitted?
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The City has determined that the applicant submitted all required information for the project
including but not limited to a signed Development Application Form, agent authorization
form, environmental information form, application fees, title report, radius rnap, mailing
list, mailing envelopes, site plans, building elevation plans, grading and utility plans,
landscape plans, color and materials board, project narrative, and variance statement

g. Does City staff and/or the HDC have the authority to wave the requirement that an applicant
submit a signed application for an easement as required by FMC 12.20.090 and does waving
such requirement subject the City to liabilify that might otherwise be addressed by having a

complete set of current and executed application forms?

The project is not requesting nor is it required to obtain an easement. The project is required
to obtain an encroachment permit from the City for construction work conducted in the
public right-of-way and the project is also required to enter into an encroachment agreement
for private improvements constructed in the public right-of-way.

h. Does the HDC have the authority to grant a perrnanent easement for private development
of privately owned permanent structures on City-owned property?

The project is not requesting nor is it required to obtain an easement. The project is required
to obtain an encroachment permit from the City for construction work conducted in the
public righrof-way and the project is also required to enter into an encroachment agreement
for private improvements constructed in the public right-of-way.

Does the HDC or any other decision-making body of the City have the authority to grant a
permanent easement for the development of privately owned permanent structures on City-
owned property without requiring compensation for such easement? Would not such an

easement without compensation be an illegal gift of public funds? Does the HDC have the
authority to negotiate or wave City financial matters such as this?

The project is not requesting nor is it required to obtain an easement. The project is required
to obtain an encroachment permit from the City for construction work conducted in the
public right-of-way and the project is also required to enter into an encroachment agreement
for private improvements constructed in the public right-of-way.

j Does the HDC have the authority to approve a private development project that exceeds the
FMC maximum floor area ratio (FAR) development standards or is that authority limited to
the City Council?

The Floor Area Ratio (FAR) for the proposed project is 2.0, consistent with the requirements
of the General Plan.

k. Does City staff and/or the HDC have the authority to wave the requirement of an applicant
to submit a signed and completed Greenhouse Gas Reduction Strategy Consistency
Checklist which is required for any applicant for any project that undergoes environmental
review?

The Initial Study and Mitigated Negative Declaration for the project determined that, with
mitigation measures, the proposed project would be considered consistent with the City of
Folsom General Plan, including the GHG Strategy. In addition, the proposed project is a
mixed-use infill project located near transit service that is consistent with all applicable
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provisions of the Ozone Attainment Plan, the 2035 Metropolitan Transpoftation Plan, and
the Sacramento Region Preferred Blueprint Scenario adopted by SMAQMD and SACOG.

l. Does the City have the authority to wave the General Plan's requirement that the California
Green Building Code (Title 24,Part ll) be compliedwith for developments within the
City?

The City is not waiving any requirements with respect to building permit requirements. The
project is subject to all building code requirements including the California Green Building
Code requirements.

13. Condition of approval (COA) I states that the project must be developed to conform with the
July 30, 2019 traffrc impact study. Obviously, the City is not intending to require that the project
result in the traffic impacts identified in that study. Can you please clarifu the intent of requiring
the project to conform to the traffic impact study?

This is a standard condition of approval. The purpose in referencing the July 30,2019 Traffic
Impact Study in Condition No. 1 is the fact that the Study included a number ofrecommendations
that are included as conditions of approval for the project.

14. COA 1 also references that the project must be developed consistent with the "Project
Narrative." The condition does not provide a date or other citation for the project narrative,
whereas every other item referenced in COA I is specifically cited with a date. There is a project
narative in the staff report - it is unsigned and undated and has never been part of the project
documents I have seen circulated thus far. Is there a reason ananative was included in the staff
report that doesn't have a name, date, signature and on what basis does the City consider that to
be part of the application? A project narrative is a basic and fundamental component required
for development applications. Can the staff report be amended to identiff who prepared the
narrative and when it was prepared and submitted to the City?

This is a standard condition of approval. The purpose in referencing the Project Narrative in
Condition No. 1 is that it provides insight into the intent of the proposed development from the
applicant's perspective which might not be apparent in reviewing the submitted development
plans.

15. COA 2 requires that building plans be submitted "to ensure conformance with City codes and
standards." Can you clari$ how you expect the project to comply with this condition when the
project requires variances from City codes? Should that condition be revised to state something
like, "...with the exception of the several zoning code variances granted for this project."

This is a standard condition of approval placed on all development projects in the City. The two
variance requests are documented in the staff report, conditions of approval, and submitted plans.
Staff is satisfied with this condition as cumently written.

16. COA 3 discusses the potential for "...subsequent extension of this approval..." Can you please
clarifu the mechanism for such extension and who would have the authority to authorize it? Can
you also clariff whether the approval termination would be effective immediately on the date
cited or if the City would need to take formal action atthat point to terminate? Can you also
clariS whether such termination would void the variance approvals such that a future applicant
would need to reapply for variances even if proposing the same or similar building? (Also, there
is a word missing between rrtworr and "from". I think you mean "years.")
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This is a standard condition of approval The Folsom Municinal Code . Section 17.52.350)
states that the Historic District Commission may extend an approval for an additional one year
upon receipt of a written request accompanied by a fee. The request for approval of an extension
must be received by the City 60 days prior to the expiration of the original approval. The
tetmination of the approval would take effect immediately if the applicant decided not to request
an extension. In other words, the approval would be set to expire on August 5,2022. The
variances are specific to the proposed project, they could not be transfered to another project.

l7 . COA4 places a requirement on the City to bear attorneys costs and fees in defense of the project
and specifies no requirement on the owner/applicant to fund a defense. Does this mean that the
City is committing to pay the cost of defending a private project approval? Can you please
clarify and work with the City attomey to amend the condition to provide more protection for
the City?

This is a standard condition of approval. The project applicant is responsible for all costs
associated with defending the project. Staff is satisfied with this condition as currently written.

18. Regarding 5, can you provide a copy of Reso 2434 and clari$ in the condition what the
owner/applicant's obligation for "participating in mitigation monitoring" is? Furthefinore, please
consider language stating that "the owner/applicant shall be required to comply with, implement,
and fully fund all mitigation measures adopted and incorporated as conditions of
approval." Also, there is a check mark for this COA but I don't think the COA is an actual
mitigation measure. Can you clari$r that?

This is a standard condition of approval. A copy of Resolution No. 2634 is included as an
attachment. The intent of the condition is that the applicant is responsible to comply with,
implement, and fund all mitigation measures.

19. COA 7 references "the property." Since a portion of the project will be permanently constructed
on City property, can you clari$' any payoff or applicable fees that would be associated with
development on the City-owned property to be developed by this private project?

This is a standard condition of approval. Staff is satisfied with this condition as curently
written.

20. COAs 8 and 9 require the owner/applicant to fund the cost of outside legal and consulting
services that may be used by the City. Should that condition not also require that the
owner/applicant fund in-house City and staff costs? If the owner/applicant doesn't pay for those
in-house City costs, who does pay for that?

These are standard conditions of approval. Staff is satisfied with this condition as currently
written.

21. COA 10 states, "unless exempt by previous agreement." Is there a "previous agreement" for
this property, project, owner/applicant? If so, the condition should be revised to reflect that. If
there isn't an agreement, should that phrase be stricken from the condition to avoid
confusion? This condition and the staff report would be much more easily understood if the
specific actual development fees were identified. Also, can you clari$ the relationship of the
fees per this condition with separate parking-related feesifunding conditions? The condition
states that the "90-day protest period...has begun." When did it begin? Since the fees are
identified yet, what would be the current basis for a challenge to those fees?
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This is a standard condition of approval. Staff is satisfied with this condition as curently written.
The 90-day protest period begins the date that the project is approved by the Historic District
Commission.

22. COA 12 references "the property." Since a portion of the project will be permanently
constructed on City property, can you clarify if there are any applicable payoff or
segregation/fees that would be associated with development on the City-owned property to be
developed by this private project and, if so, who would be responsible for funding that?

This is a standard condition of approval. Staff is satisfied with this condition as curently
written.

23.The City has two webpages where project design reviews are listed. One is "Current Planning
Project Under Review"
https://www.folsom.ca.us/communitv/plannins/current proiect information.aso. This is

accessed by clicking a button that reads "Current Project lnformation." That webpage is where
the 2019 design drawings and the June 2020 IS/MND are available. Although a substantial
amount of additional documents have been produced since June 2020, including the Aug 5
agenda and the staff report, the information on this page hasn't been updated and is not
"current project information" as labeled on the button. Anyone looking here would see the
June lS/MND which states that the HDC hearing will be on July 15. Does the City not have a

procedure to keep that information up to date? I know one could argue that people need to
track the HDC agenda page, but it really seems unfortunate that a webpage still lists the project
witholdandincompleteinformation. Evenjustaddinganotetherelike"seeHDCAug5Agenda
for more information" would be a simple step at providing basic current information to the
public. The other webpage is accessed by clicking a button "Design Review
Projects" https://www.folsom.ca.us/communitv/planning/design review/default.asp. That
page lists several projects but does not include 603 Sutter Street, even though 603 Sutter Street
is undergoing design review. Although it's likely much too late to make changes to these
webpages in a way that would meaningfully inform the public about a project decision process
just days away, but I am interested in understanding the City's procedures for deciding what,
where, and when to post information.)

The "Current Planning Project Under Review" portion of the City's website is intended to
provide the public with information on significant development proposals that will be acted on
by the Historic District Commission, Planning Commission, and City Council. The "Design
Review Projects" portion of the City's website is intended to show projects that are subject to
Stafflevel review and approval such as residential remodels, residential additions, and new
custom homes. The City makes every attempt to keep this information as up to date as possible.

24.|n several pages of the staff report regarding parking variance, I don't see any discussion of
input from the community regarding our opinions on the effects of the parking variance on
health and welfare, except perhaps discussion of the 2017 meeting where people did in fact
express concerns. My understanding is that the ad hoc parking committee effort and its
recommendations was largely driven by neighborhood concerns about parking impacts on their
health and welfare. The staff report concludes that the parking variance wouldn't materially
affect people living and working in the neighborhood. Can you point me to any evidence in the
staff report or anywhere else of City outreach to the community that resulted in community
input that would lead to that conclusion?
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As you may be aware, the Historic District Parking Solutions Ad Hoc Committee engaged in a
year-long process of evaluating parking concems within the Historic District and providing
recommended solutions to address those concerns regarding parking. Residents of the Historic
District participated in many, if not all the Ad Hoc Committee meetings and provided
valuable insight into parking concems and potential solutions to parking issues within the
Historic District. As written in the staff report, staff determined that with inclusion of the
applicable recommendations of the Ad Hoc Committee and additional conditions of approval
placed on the project by City staff relative to parking, that the proposed project would not
rnaterially affect people living and working in the neighborhood.

25. Offsite parking is mentioned as potential measure to partially address the project's parking
demand. Has staff investigated the feasibility of offsite parking options and is there any evidence
that one or more feasible locations for the applicant to pursue such parking exists?

City staff has identified a number of potential off-site parking options located within 500 feet of
the project site including another undeveloped property owned by the project applicant, an

existing parking lot owned by the Eagles Lodge, and an existing parking lot owned by the Moose
Lodge.

26.The hearing notice required by the FMC has not been posted at the site. FMC 17.52.320 states,
"the project site shall be posted by the applicant 5 days prior to the commission hearing, with a
notice 11 inches by l7 inches in size, facing the street frontage, and indicating the project
description and the place and time of the hearing." I have checked regularly since 5pm yesterday
and, as of 5pm today (4 days prior to the Aug 5 hearing), the required notice has not been posted.
The same sign that has been there for several months is still there but that sign does not "indicate
the project description" (e.9., it says nothing about the building height or parking variances,
critical and fundamental aspects of the project) and it does not identify the place or time of the
scheduled hearing. If this means the hearing must be postponed, please let me know ASAP so I
can stand down on my review of the staff report. If you still intend to proceed with the hearing
even though sufficient public notice in compliance with the zoning code has clearly not taken
place, can you please provide the rationale and justification for proceeding with the hearing and
amend the staff report so that it advises the Commission of the failed noticing and provides staffs
rationale for moving ahead with the hearing?

The Folsom Municipal Code (FMC. Section 17.62.030 and FMC. Section 17.52.329) provides
details on specific public noticing procedures for Variance requests and for Design Review
requests. City policy over the past twenty years has been to require development projects to
meet the more stringent public noticing requirements when multiple entitlements are requested.
In this case, the public noticing requirements for a Variance are more stringent than the public
noticing requirements for Design Review in that the noticing requirements for a Variance require
mailing public notices to all propeffy owners located within 300 feet of the subject site and
publishing the public notice in a local newspaper. That being said, City staff will be noticing the
proposed project for the August 19,2020 Historic District Commission meeting in accordance
with the noticing requirements for both the Variance request and the Design Review request.

27. Please revise the staff report to identif,i that the project exceeds the maximum FAR or provide a

full explanation and calculations to show that it does not. Absent that, the project does in fact
exceed the maximum FAR and requires a variance for that in addition to the other two variances
that have been identified. In my comments on the ISA{ND I noted that with or without including
the balcony area, the project exceeds the 2.0 max FAR. Using information straight out of the
City's ISA4ND (Table 2),the property is 7,400 sq ft., the total buildingareaw/o the roof deck is
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14,811 sq ft., and the total building area with the roof deck is 18,965 sq ft. 14,811 divided by
7,400 results in a FAR of 2.001 and 18,965 divided by 7,400 results in a FAR of 2.56. Both of
these FARs are in excess of the maximum FAR of 2.0, in fact any building area larger than
14,000 sq ft exceeds the 2.0 FAR. The applicant would not expect the City to assert he has
exceeded the FAR if he were one square foot under; and nor should the applicant expect that he
should be allowed to exceed the FAR by one square foot more without needing a variance. As
with the ISA4ND, the staff report presents a hypothetical FAR calculation instead of simply
presenting a calculation of the actual FAR based on the actual project size. The staff report also
states, "City staffs interpretation of the methodology to be used in determining a FAR is to
complete the calculation by dividing the leasable area of a proposed building by the area of the
site as described in footnote 3." (Footnote 3 is that same hypothetical calculation.) I cannot
find anywhere else in any of the documents provided where "leasable arsa" is mentioned. Even
excluding the balconies, the 2.0 max FAR is exceeded. Furthermore, unless the City plans to
restrict what portions of the building can be leased (and I see that discussed nowhere in 490+
pages of documentation), then we have every reason to also include the balcony area within the
leasable space meaning the FAR is greater than 2.5. If that's the case, then shouldn't the estimated
parking requirement also be calculated based on the leasable space - in which case, the City has
underestimate the parking requirement and the staff report should be revised to reflect that.)
Please clarify.

The Floor Area Ratio (FAR) for the proposed project is 2.0, consistent with the requirements of
the General Plan. The Floor Area Ratio was determined by dividing the floor area (14,811
square feet) of the proposed building by the area of the parcel (7 ,400 square feet), which
resulted in a Floor Area Calculation 2.0 (2.0014 rounded down to 2.0).

28. Regarding COA 56 (parking-related measures), can you please confirm that the City will have
the legal ability to enforce the parking-related conditions? It appears as those the staff report and
the granting of a variance could inadvertently completely undermine the City's abilify to enforce
any of the parking conditions, most importantly including the requirement for the owner to
participate in a parking benefit district. As the overall entitlement process is currently structured,
it seems that the developer could just go along with the conditions without making a legally
enforceable commitment, receive his entitlements, and then when it eventually comes time to
comply with conditions (like contributing funding for a parking garage), he'll be able to argue
that the City's evaluation failed to identiSr a nexus between the project and the parking-related
conditions of approval, and the City will be unable to enforce the conditions. First, the HDC is
being asked to grant a parking variance - if that variance is granted, the City is effectively giving
the developer the right to build the project without providing any parking (that's the whole point
of the variance). Second, the staff report states a few times that the parking analysis concludes
that there is sufficient existing parking to accommodate the project. That statement could
completely undermine any future nexus argument the City might ultimately make when trying
to enforce parking-related conditions. Without a development agreement or some other legally
enforceable commitment, it's extremely unlikely the City will be able to require the developer to
pay anything toward a parking garage in the future. Would staffs approval recommendation in
the staff report provide a mechanism to ensure a legally enforceable commitment of the
applicable/developer to pay what could amount to hundreds of thousands of dollars toward a
parking garage and does the HDC have the authority to approve that? Also, can you please
amend the condition to clarifr what is meant by "participate fully in the ... mechanism"? Ifwhat
staff means is "The applicanVowner shall pay forty-three (43) times the amount of any per-stall
fee that may be established within the next 10 years through any City adopted parking fee
program; including and agreeing that such payment could be in excess of $1,000,000.00
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(example: $25,000/stall x 43 stalls)" then the condition should specifically state that to make it
very clear to the applicant what his funding contribution might consist of.

City staff has reviewed Condition of Approval No. 56 and is satisfied that the City has the
legal authority to implement and enforce this condition as curently written.
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603 Sutter Sueet Initial Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration

Responses to CEQA-Related Comments Received
dudng the Public/Agency Review Petiod

July 29,2020

Two public and agency teview periods wete ptovided on the proposed project. The fust extended
fromJune 11 toJune 30; the second period extended fromJuly 17 to August 5. The City of Folsom
received commeflts on the ptoject and the environmental document from:

A. Shawna Bafrra, datedJuly 24
B. Mike Btenkwitz, datedJune 19

C. Bob Delp, dttedJune23
D. Bob Delp, datedJune 29
E. Bob Delp, datedJ,aly 27
F. Glenn Fait, undated
G. Sharon Fait, datedJaly 24
H. Ben Fuentes, datedJune 21

I. Ben Fuentes, datedJvly 22

I. Heritage Pteservation League of Folsom, Ptoject Application Review, drtedJune 24
K. Hedtage Ptesewation League of Folsom, Initial Study Review, datedJune 19

L. Lotetta Hettinger, datedJuly 28
M. Jamie Labban, datedJvly 24
N. Cindy Pharis, datedJune 26
O. John & Becky Shaw, datedJune 29

The majority of the submitted comments discussed opposition to the project as proposed, provided
histodcal context to the land use review process within the Folsom Historic District, or set foth the
authot's understanding of City of Folsom requirements for the issuance of Design Review permits
andvaiances ftom the sttict tequirements of the Ctty's Zontng Code in the Historic District.
Because such comments do not implicate the Initial Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration
(IS/NMD), they will not be discussed furthet in this response to comments document, which
focuses solely on questions related to the apptopriateness, scope, and adequacy of the IS/MND.
This is not to ignore the impotance of the non-CEQA telated comments, but rather to ensure that
the substance of each of these comments telated specifica\ to the environmental document is
considered by City decision makers in their evaluation of the ptoposed 603 Sutter Street project.

Comment letters addressed in this response document include the two letters submitted by Mr. Delp

[une 23 and June 29), and the June 24 lettet submitted by the Heritage Preseryation League of
Folsom (FIPL).The tesponses ptovided below identity each comment using the letter designation in
the above list coupled with the internal comment numbedng provided by the commentor.' In some
cases, a letter contains both CEQA and non-CEQA telated comments. As noted previously, this
fesponse to comments document does not address non-CEQA related comments. Thus, the
following responses do not necessarily address all comments within the Delp and HPL lettets.

For example, Mr. Delp's June 23 comment letter is identified as lettet C. l7ithin the comment letter, the fust
comment addressed in this document is comment 7 as noted by Mr. Delp. Thus, the reference is to comment C.7

Rtsponte to Commentt Page 1 603 S*ter Stnet Conmercial Baihing
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Responses to Comments

Delp - June23,2020

C.7 Tbe conment notes that the IS / MND was not distibuted to tbe State Cleainghou:e and rcquests that the

Ci4t indicate ahetber or not the document was circulated to tbe Folsom I-.ake Stan Recreation Area andf or
tbe Folsom Powerbouse State Histoic Park, botb administered b1 the Caffirnia DEatment of Parks and
Remation QPry.The corznent additionalfu states that because the pmject site would be uisiblefmn lands

witbin tbejuisdiction of tbe DP& the Cig should haue coordinated aith tbe DPP-

The comment additionalfi references two uisual resource policies setforth in the Folson l-ake SRA/Folson
Powerhouse SHP Resource Managenent Pkn (FIIRA/FPSHP RMP), and requests that the Cig indican

its compliance uith the cind policies.

Potential effects to visual quality and othet envitonmental tesources that could tesult ftom the
implementation of the City of Folsom 2035 General Plan (including the 603 Suttet Stteet
project) wete evaluated in rhe 2035 General Plan Ptogram EIR (GPPEIR) prepared to
evaluate the General Plair]. The GPPEIR determined that General Plan implementation
would result in advetse envitonmental effects to resources within the SRA and SHP,
potentially including those to visual quality. A series of ptoposed policies wete developed
during the planning process, and additional mitigation measrues were identified in the
GPPEIR and subsequently adopted by the City in its approval of the 2035 Genenl Plan. Both
the Draft and Final GPPEIRs were circulated to the State Clearinghouse, which in tum
distributed the GPPEIR documents to the State Department of Parks and Recreation.
Although DPR had commented on the 2035 GPPEIR Notice of Ptepatation, no futther
comments on the GPPEIR or the General Plan and its policies with tespect to
FLSRA/FPSHP resources were received by the City.

The two RMP policies cited in the 603 Sutter Street IS/MND (Visual 2 andYisual9) arc
ptogtam-level policies developed to support the FLSRA/FPSHP-wide Visual Quality Goal of:

. Ptotection and enhancement of views and distinctive landscape features that contribute to

the SRA's setting, character, and visitor expedence (FLSRA/FPSHP RMP, Chaptet III,
Unit Wide Visitor Services).

No area-specific visual tesource policies fot the areas within the viewshed of the 603 Suttet
Street project were identified in the RMP (Chaptet 3, Section D, Specific Atea Goals and
Guidelines). These RMP-identified planning areas included Upper Lake Natoma, Folsom
Powethouse, and Negto Bat.

As noted above, in developing and approving rhe 2035 General Plan, the City acted with
knowledge o{ and consistency with, the cited goal and the policies identified in the IS/MND.
Thus, in complying with the cootdination language of the RMP during development of the
2035 Genetal Plan, the City met the requkements of the RMP.

See Draft PEIR Chapter 16, Figutes 16-3,16-5 and 16-6, envkonmental setting information discussed on pages 16-

9,76-73 to 76-15, regulatory setting information set forth on pages 16-18 to 76-24, and Impact Statement PSR-4.

Responrc to Comment.r Page 2 60i S*ter Street Connercial Billding
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Additionally, the RMP does not identi$r any high value visual resources adjacent to Lake
Natoma with the exception of the Lake Natoma Bluffs, and the heavily vegetated shoteline of
Lake Natoma. If visible from publicly accessible areas of the Lake Natoma Bluffs, the project
as ptoposed would not stand out from the existing urban landscape, approximately 0.9 miles
ftom the nearest point of the Bluffs. Because the project site is located within the urban core
of the Historic District, it would have no effect on vegetation along the shoreline of Lake
Natoma.

In summary, the proposed ptoject would not violate any policy ot requirement of the RMP,
and the City had previously satisfied its obligations as set foth in the RMP to consult with
DPR thtough the City's 2035 General Plan development and approval process. Based on
these conclusions, no new impacts or changes in the magnitude of existing impacts as

identified in the IS/MND have been identified, and no new mitigation measures would be
necessary for visual impacts as set forth in Appendix G of the State CEQA Guidelines.

For additional information regarding the Sections of the RMP referenced in this response,
please tefer to Attachment A of this Response to Comments document. Fot further
discussion of the IS/MND's visual quality analysis, tefet to response to comments D.2 and
D.3.

C.8 The comment questions wbether the Ciry has preaiousllt issued a tree presentation perrzitfor tree remoaal on tbe

pmjat pmpe@. The commentor notes that there seemed to be euidence of tree tirzming includingpotential tree

remoual, on the prupe@.

As of the date of this document, the City has not issued a tree preservation permit, nor
petmitted any tree-related maintenance activity on the site. Any ftee maintenance or temoval
on the proposed ptoject site would be addressed though the City's Tree Preservation permit
process that is tequited of the project. No modification of the IS/MND is necessary to
respond to this comment.

Delp - June29,2020

D.1 The comnent states that the project description presented in the IS / MND is inadtquate because it dnes not
adequatefi desnibe importail components of the pmject, including the ouerall building beigbt and deuelopment

intensifl ffAry.Tbe comment additionalfi concludes that, because the pmject nry be issued a uaiancq the

pmjat would be inconsistent uitb the requirements of tbe Zoning Code.

In reaching tbis conclusion, lhe commenl relies upon mistaken interprctations of the General PlanJ land use

intenifl requirements, Zoning Code requirements regarding the regulation of building beight, and the nature

and purpose of uariances within tbe Zoning Code.
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Floor Area Ratios €AR)' are often used in General Plans to tegulate the intensity of non-
residential land uses. The comment is corect that the 2035 General Plan limits the intensity of
commetcial and office uses within the Historic Folsom Mixed Use ftIF) land use designation,
within which the ptoject is located. However, the commerit effs in calculating the project's
FAR. City staffs interptetation of the methodology to be used in determining a FAR is to
complete the calculation by dividing the leasable arez of a ptoposed building by the area of the
site as descdbed in footnote 3. This methodology is commonly used in calculating FARs.
Because this calculation excludes balconies and commofl areas of the building the FAR would
be less than2.0, and the ptoject would not exceed General Plan density requirements.

With tespect to the height tequirements of Section 77 .52.570 C of the ZonngCode, the Code
regulates the maximum height of a building from the gtound to the parapet. This
measurement fot the ptoject (50 feet, 6 inches) is described in the IS/MND. The Code also
permits Architectutal elements such as towers, spires and cupolas to extend m addtaonal25
feet above the allowable height limit. In the case of the 603 Sutter Street project, proposed
tooftop mechanical equipment would add anothet 8 feet to the overall building herght.

The comment is based upon a fundamental misunderstanding of the role of variances as set
foth in the Folsom Municipal Code (FMC). As defined in the FMC (Section 77.62), a
vaiance is a vehicle used to permit a deviation ftom the tequirements of a zoningdisttict
whete a strict application of the Zonng Code to z paricular property would prevent the
property owner ftom enjoying the same development rights as those allowed for a similady
situated property without any exceptional ot exftaordinary circumstances or conditions. Thus,
a ptoperty owner who successfirlly obtains avariznce would be entided to the same land use
opportunities and tequirements that would apply generally to all similady zoned patcels.
Importantly, avaiance, if propedy administeted, would not pemit a successfirl property
owner to exceed intensity or othet standatds beyond those allowed in the undedying zontng
designation. Rather than offering a boon to an affected ptoperty owner, the intent of a
variance is to level the playing field.

That said, the requirements of FMC Section 77.62.020 impose several strict requfuements to
obtain a vaiattce, including the ptesence of exceptional or exftaordinary circumstances that
are not generally found on othet similady zoned patcels. For mote infotmation regarding
findings that must be made by the legislative body approving a vaiance, see Attachment B to
this Response to Comments document. Apptoved in compliance with the requfued findings
set forth in Section 77 .62, issuance of a vziance would result in the compliance of a ptoject
with the intent of the Zontng Code; issuance of a vaiance would not automatically tesult in a
ptoject being classified as being inconsistent with the Code. As the 603 Sutter Steet project is
consistent with the ZonngCode and with the findings tequired fot issuance of a vadance, the

Floot Atea-Ratio (FAR). Standards of building intensity for nonresidential uses, such as mixed-use, commercial,
and industrial development, are stated as a range (i.e., minimum and maximum) of FARs. A FAR is the gtoss
building 

^re 
on a site, excluding structwed patking, compared to the net developable atea of the site. The net

developable area is the total xea of a site excluding portions that cannot be developed (e.g., right-of-way). For
example, on a lot with 25,000 square feet of land area, a FAR of 0.50 will allow 12,500 square feet of useable
building floor area to be built, regardless of the numbet of stories in the building (e.g.,6,250 square feet per floor on
two floors ot 12,500 square feet on ofle floor). On the same 25,000- square-foot lot, a FAR of 1.00 would allow
25,000 square feet of useable floot area, and a FAR of 2.00 would allow 50,000 square feet of useable floor area.
While FAR provides fot the ovetall development size and intensity, it does not speciSr the form or character of the
building. Different intelptetations of the same FAR can result in buildings of very diffetent character.

3
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City's environmental review of the 603 Sutter Sfteet project complies with Public Resources
Code section21083.3(a), which allows for the focused teview mentioned in the comment "[i]f
a patcel has been zoned to accommodrte a patticr- lat density of development . . . znd an
environmental impact report was certified fot that zoning" and the project is consistent with
that zoning.

D2 Tbe comment states that tiering the endmnnental eualuation presented in the IS / MND fnn the Pmgmn
Envimnnental Impact Report @lry it improper because CEQA requires tbat second tier domments such as

the IS/MND must be an EIR tbemselaes. Tbe comment states tbat to qualfiifor tiering the pmject under
reriew must be consistent vith the Ceneral Plan and Zoning requirements of the lead agenry. The comment

concludes based on this perceiued incondstenry between tbe pmjert and the Ci4t's land use regulations, that lhe

pnject would result in more seuere impacts tban tbose identfred in tbe PEIRfor the 2035 General Planfor
tisual resources and /ighting cultural re:ources, noise, and cunulatiue impacts.

The statement asserting that a secondary CEQA document must be an EIR is incorect. State
CEQA Guidelines Section 75752, subsections (a) through (d), permit second tier documents
to be an EIR or a Negative Declatation, whichever is appropdate under CEQA Guidelines
Sections 15065 and 15070. Fot instance, Section 75752, subsection (a) refers to a"later EIR or
negative declatation" tiedng ftom a broadet EIR. In fact, the Cahfornta Legislature made a
declatation in Public Resources Code Section 27093 that environmental impact reports shall
be tieted whenevet feasible to achieve the efficiencies oudined in Section 27093. The
IS/MND was prepared in compliance with the State CEQA Guidelines.

With tespect to the consistency of the proposed 603 Sutter Street project with adopted City
plans and policies, the comment misintelptets both the General Plan and Zoning Code
tequirements applicable to the ptoposed project. The City has determined that the project as

proposed, even with the issuance of the requested variances, would be consistent with the
Zontng Code within the requirements of Section 27094 of the Public Resources Code. See

response to comment D.1 for additional information on the action of variances zndZontng
Code compliance.

Regatding visual resources, in otdet to encourage infill development adjacent to major ffansit
facilities and theteby teduce both cdtetia air pollutant and gteenhouse gas emissions, the State
legislature has declared as a matter of law and of public policy that certain specified land use
ptojects will not have a significant adverse effect on visual quality @ublic Resources Code
Section 21099). As ptoposed, the 603 Suttet Stteet project meets State requirements to be
classifred as an Employment Centet Ptoject located within a Transit Priority Area consistent
with the Public Resources Code. See pages 36-37 of the IS/MND.

With tespect to a change in visual quality adversely affecting histotic resources due to changes
in their envitonmental setting, the City has adopted a Historic District (H-D) zonrng
designation as FMC Chaptet 77.52, and cteated a Historic Disttict Commission to act as 

^planning authority within the Historic District. As set fotth in FMC Section 17.52.070, rhe
purpose and intent of the H-D zone applicable to the 603 Sutter Street ptoject are:

1. To presewe and enhance the histotic, small-town atrnosphere of the historic district as it
developed between the years 1850 and 1950;

Response to Comments Page 5 603 Suner Strex Connercial Bdlding
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2. To maintain, restore, and reconstruct historic stfuctures and sites within the historic
districU

3. To encourage an active business climate which promotes the development of a diverse
range of businesses compatible with the histotic district as it developed between the yeats
1850 and 1950;

4. To retain the residenttalareas within the historic district;

5. To ensute that new tesidential and commetcial development is consistent with the
histodcal charzcter of the historic district as it developed between the years 1850 and
1950. (Ord. 890 S 2 (part), 1998).

To implement these puq)oses, the City has adopted comprehensive Design Guidelines for new
construction within the Historic District (FMC Secd.ons 17.52.410 - 17.52.5s90). These Design
Guidelines ate administered by requiring Design Review of all new offi.ce, industrial,
commetcial, and residential structures within the District under the authority of the Historic
District Commission. (FMC Section 17.52.300) No project within the Historic District may be
constructed without having teceived Design Review approval.

One of the entitlements sought by the 603 Suttet Street applicants is Design Review. In its
review of the proposed ptoject plans by the application of the adopted Design Guidelines, the
HDC will act to ensure that the proposed structure will maintain ot enhance the historical
integdty of the Sutter Street subatea of the Historic District. Thus, existing City policies and
tequirements would minimize any potential effects to the historic integrity of the District as a

whole and the Suttet Stteet subarea in paticular. Due to the action of existing City regulations
generally applicable to all activities within the Historic District and the Sutter Street subarea,
thete would be no potential for impact, and no additional mitigation measures would be
necessary.

With tespect to lighting, as set foth in the IS/MND (page 38), as a condition of approval and
consistent with the General Plan and Historic District Design Guidelines, the City requires
that the ptoposed project comply with lighting standards that ensure that lighting on the site
would be focused urithin the project boundary, and shielded away ftorn adjzcent toadways and
propeties. City standards also tequire that lights be placed on a timer or photo electronic cell
capable of tuming the lights on and off one-half hour priot to dawn and one- half-hour past
dusk.

Fot a discussion of potential noise effects, see fesponse to comment D.5.

As noted above, the comment states that the contribution of the project to the cumuladve
impacts would be gteatet than those identified in the Genetal Plan PEIR because the project
is not consistent with the land use intensity standards of the General Plan and Zonng
Otdinance. The comment is incorect regarding this notion. Please see the previous discussion
in this response to comment D.2 regarding the consistency of the project with the General
Plan and ZonngCode. Because the project is consistent with the assumptions made in the
PEIR, there is no potential fot the proposed project to make cumulatively considerable
contributions to cumulative impacts in excess of those identified in the 2035 General Plan
PEIR.

Retponse to Comments Page 6 60i S*er Stnet Connercial Building
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D.3 The comment expanh upon tbe arguments presented in comment D-2,

See response to commentD.2 regarding the potential impacts of the project on visual
tesoruces and lighting.

D.4 The comment notes that the title of the cultural resource.! eaaluation repoft relied upon in partfor the

IS / MND J eualuation of cuhural and historic reflurcff is incorect, thereblt causing the discassion and
conclusions within tbe replrt tu be inaalid.

The comment is correct in stating that the cultwal resources report tide references the wrong
stteet address with respect to the 603 Sutter Sfteet project. However, pages 1 and 72 of the
report ptepared by LSA Associates, Inc. teference the coffect Assessor's Parcel Number for
the project site (070-0111-010). Because the report evaluates the correct 603 Sutter Sfteet
project site, no modification of the tide is necessary for the report to be accurate.

D.5 Tbe comment requests rcueral modfications of the noise anal1sis contained in the IS /MND. Tbe issues cind
in tbe comment are tbe leael of ignfrcance for construction noise after nitigation, potential trafic noise

inmases, Ciry policiet and regulations regarding noise regulation, and noise and uibrationfnn blasting.

Construction Noise. Thete 
^re 

no state or federal noise regulations that apply to the
proposed project; rather the regulation of noise within Folsom City limits is within the
authority of the City in enfotcing its General Plan noise policies and it Noise Ordinance.

FMC 8.42).In assessing noise effects pursuant to CEQA, the City uses noise limits set forth
in the Genetal Plan and the Noise Otdinance as thresholds of signifrcance. In some cases,

such as construction noise or noise associated with waste pickup, the City has exempted the
activities from meeting the provisions of televant City tequirements. For construction noise,
this exemption is conditional and depends upon the construction activity meeting the City's
time and day restrictions.

Construction noise assessed in the IS/MND was considered to be significant because the
project sponsor had not indicated whether construction would adhete to the day and time
limitations set forth in the Noise Ordinance. With implementation of Mitigation NOI-1,
compliance with the City standards would be requfued, construction would be considered
exempt, and impact would be teduced below a level of significance. Although not necessary to
teduce the impact significance, due to the ptoximity of adjacent residences, the IS/MND
included items 2-6 to further teduce the magnitude of the impact.

After circulation of the IS/MND, item 7 was added to Mitigation Measure NOI-1 to inform
the community regarding the timing of noisy construction operations, and to provide a point
of contact lodge observations and complaints tegatding construction noise levels.
Modification of Mitigation Measute NOI-1 would increase the effectiveness of the mitigation
measure and would not result in any of the conditions set forth in State CEQA Guidelines
Section 15073.5 that would require recirculation of the IS/MND.

Mitigation Measure NOI-1 is hereby amended to add item 7:
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Mitigation Measure NOI-I:

Due to the proximity of sensitive receptors to the project site, the ptoject applicant or 
^ny

successor in interest shall include the following terms in all construction contracts prepared
fot ptoject-telated construction, and shall ptovide evidence of the inclusion of these tems to
the City of Folsom:

7. Construction Houts/Scheduling: The following are required to limit construction
activities to the portion of the day when occupancy of the adizcent sensidve receptors is
at the lowest:

a. Construction activities fot all phases of construction, including serr.icing of
construction equipment shall only be permitted dudng the houts of 7:00 a.m. and
6:00 p.m. Monday through Fdday and between 8:00 a.m. to 5:00 p.m. on Saturdays.
Construction shall be prohibited on Sundays and on all holidays.

b. Delivery of materials or equipment to the site and truck traffic coming to and from
the site is restricted to the same construction hours specified above.

2. Construction Equipment Mufflets and Maintenance: All construction equipment poweted
by internal combustion engines shall be properly muffled and maintained.

3. Idling Prohibitions: All equipment and vehicles shall be turned off when not in use.
Unnecessary idling of internal combustion engines is ptohibited.

4. Equipment Location and Shielding: All stationary noise-genetating construction
equipment, such as air comptessots, shall be located as fat as prz.cttcal from adjacent
homes. Acoustically shield such equipment when it must be located ttear adjacent
residences.

5. Quiet Equipment Selecdon: Select quiet equipment, patticulady air compressors,
whenever possible. Mototized equipment shall be outfitted with proper mufflers in good
wotking ordet.

6. Stagtng and Equipment Storage: The equipment storage location shall be sited as far as

possible from nearby sensitive receptors.
7. At least 5 davs Drior to the initiation of srubbinE or other sround disturbins construction

operations. the ptoiect applicant. ant successor in interest. or the general contractor in
eharse will provide a notice of the initiation of consffuction to all oarcels located within
250 feet of the ptoiect site. Such notice shall contain an oudine of consffuction activities-
their dutation. and contact information for a person designated to respond to public
questions and comolaints resardins construction activities.

Effect of Modifications to Mitigation Measure - Modification and addition of the
foregoing mitigation measure claify the existing measrre ot increase the level of ptotection
fot construction noise on the site. At least one of the conditions set fotth in Section 15073.5
of the State CEQA Guidelines is present 1. Mitigation measures ate replaced with equal or
more effective measures pursuant to Section 75074.1;2. New ptoject revisions are added in
response to wtitten ot verbal comments on the project's effects identified in the proposed
negative declaration which are not new avoidable significant effects; 3. Measures or
conditions of project apptoval are added after circulation of the negative declaration which
are not required by CEQA, which do not cte^te new significant environmental effects and are
not necessary to mitigate an avoidable significant effect; or, 4. New information is added to
the negative declaration which metely clarifies, amplifies, or makes insignificant modifications
to the negative declamtion. In this case, a mitigation measute is replaced with a more
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effective measrre. Thus, no recitculation of the IS/MND would be necessary due to this
modification of the mitigation measure related to noise.

Potential incteases in traffic noise. As stated on pages 90-97 of the IS/MND:

Under controlled conditions in an acoustics laboratory, the trained, healthy
human ear is able to discern l-decibel (dB) changes in sound levels when
exposed to steady, single-ftequency ('pute tone') signals in the midftequency
range. Outside such conftolled conditions, the tained e r c n detect 2-dB
changes in normal environmental noise. Flowever, it is widely accepted that the
aver^ge healthy e r c n bately petceive 3-dB noise level changes for similar
sources. A 5-dB change is readily petceptible, and a.10-dB increase is perceived
as being twice as loud. Doubling sound energy results in a 3-dB increase in
sound; thetefore, doubling sound energy (e.g., doubling the volume of traffic on
a highway) would result tn abzrely perceptible change in sound level.

Existing aveta;ge datly taffic volumes on Sutter and Scott Sfteets in the vicinity of the project
site ate estimated by the City to be 2,100-4,500 (Sutter Steet) and 7,400-2,800 (Scott Street)
vehicles pet daya. The traffic study completed fot the 603 Sutter Sfteet project (IS/MND
Appendix C) calculates that the proposed ptoject would add 478 new trips to the road system
in the vicinity of the project, with most ttips (80 petcent) using Riley Street to Scott Street or
Folsom Boulevatd to Suttet Stteet to access the project. Based on the doubling formula
tegatding the generation of petceptible noise levels for lr:afftc set forth on pages 90-91 of the
IS/MND, the discussion of taffic noise levels in the impact analysis is cortect. No
modification of the IS/MND is necessary to respond to this comment.

Opetational Noise. As discussed pteviously in this response, the City of Folsom has sole
authority to set appropriate levels of noise for various zreas and activities within the city. This
authority includes whether to exempt certain activities from the tequfuements of the Noise
Ordinance. As a mattet of public health, safety and convenience, the City has exempted
garbage collection generated by commercial uses ftom meeting Noise Ordinance standards.
!flhile early moming collection (tfpi."tly used to prevent conflicts between large garbzge
collecdon vehicles and othet activities) may inttoduce a source of noise that is irdtating to
some, the City has determined that it is within the public intetest to collect gatbage regulady
znd at times that inconvenience the smallest goup of residents possible. Thus, for putposes
of CEQA, the City has exempted garbage collection and noise generated by such activities.

The comment notes that tooftop equipment could would be a source of operational noise that
could be bothetsome to neatby tesidents. This equipment would be subject to the Noise
Otdinance tequirements set fotth in Table 13 of the IS/MND. During evenings, when
tesidents afe most sensitive to noise, the maximum noise level that nearby residents could be

Trafftc count datz for the Sutter/Scott intersection was collected by the City in February
2019. Based on this data and using reasonable taffic p^tumetets, namely that the peak-hour
equates to apptoximately 10 percent of the darly iir:afftc, the followingaverage daily trips for
Suttet and Scott Stteets neat the intersection are estimated to be: Scott St., north of
Suttet -2800; Scott St, south of Sutter: -1400; Sutter St., west of Scott -4500; and Sutter
St., east of Scott -2100.

Retponse to Comments Page 9 603 Sutter Street Connercial Building
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exposed to would be 60 dBA at the property line fot a period lasting no longet than one
minute. During the same period, noise levels at the property line would be required to be less

than 45 dBA fot 30 minutes of each hout, and no more than that level for the temainder of
the hour. Noise from any rooftop activities would be subject to the same standards. As set
forth on page 93 of the IS/MND, noise levels in the project vicinity ate 55dB Ldn. Because
rooftop equipment would be tequired to meet City noise standards, there would be no
significant impact ftom its operation, and no mitigation would be necessary.

Gtoundborne Vibration. The comment disputes the effectiveness of Mitigation Measures
NOI-2 and NOI-3 tegarding blasting.

As noted in the IS/MND, the geotechnical study prepared for the project listed blasting as

one of the methods that could be needed to extract ground tock from the site pdor to leveling
and foundation development. The City has reconsidered the mitigation identified in the
IS/MND. Because of the small size of the site, the adjacency of residences and historic
structutes (which may be unstable) nearby public utilities, and the lack of a regulatory program
to manage blasting within the City, Mitigation Measutes NOI-2 and NOI-3 have been
amended as follows.

Mitigation Measute NOI-2:

Meftday &rough Friday, No b
t^etidays, These how
sensrtiviqds-aFitsl€{res+

No blastins shall be oermitted on the site.

Mitigation Measure NOI-3:

ieafftiits-su€€ess€fiiftintefestr€frits

. Ftevide 30-day and S-day wdtten notiees te a[ residenees; businesses; and utility

€iq-oF-Felsem
. Inspeet a* struetures wit$:-l the zene ef influenee; no rnore t{ran two weeks priet to

lfts
' Freeeed itaeeordanee with the €enstruetira-r SafetF etders of the Divisi'on ef

ry€$*ireffieftt$'
r Use best avdlable teeh-lelsgy; sueh as bt*st rnats ot ethet teehriques; te rnir:'nbe

@
. Reqr*ite a[ pesonnel in the eontro$ed blasting are* te weat ear and other a-ptefiriate

prete€tioftdufiry+lastifff€rr€arati€fi-a€tt\riti$.

. The appt:eant et sueeessot in interest sh t[ be tesponsible fe- teimbursing nearby
inF

Rcsponse to Commentt Page l0 60j Sutter Stnet Comnercial Billding
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Prior to the removal of any bedrock. the ptoiect applicant. any successor in interest. or the
proiect contractor shall oteoare a bedtock temoval olan for teview and aooroval bv the Citv.
No temoval activitv shall occur priot to Ciw aooroval. The bedrock removal olan shall be
oteoared bv a licensed seolosist. ensineer. or equivalent accredited otofessional. and will
include at least the following components:

. The location. volume, and type of bedtock to be removed

' Removal procedutes to be used. both primaril)' and as options if necessary

. The exDected duration of removal activities

. TvDe of equioment to be used

' Any types of chemical or other matedals to be used. including any storage and safeqv

requfuements

-

' Requirements for Detsonal safetv and the ototection of or{vate and oublic Dfobertv
. A prosram to notifr all Darcels within 250 feet of the oroiect site.

The foregoing modifications to Mitigation Measures NOI-2 and NOI-3 would increase the
effectiveness of the mitigation measures.

Effect of Modifications to Mitigation Measures - Modification and addition of the
fotegoing mitigation measures claify existing measures or increase the level of protection for
noise and gtoundbome vibtation on the site. At least one of the conditions set forth in Section
15073.5 of the State CEQA Guidelines is presenr 1. Mitigation measures are replaced with
equal or more effective measures pursuant to Section 75074.1;2. New project revisions are
added in tesponse to written or verbal comments on the project's effects identified in the
ptoposed negative declatation which are not new avoidable significant effects; 3. Measures or
conditions of project approval are added aftet cttailztion of the negative declaration which are
not requfued by CEQA, which do not cteate new significant environmental effects and are not
necessatry to mitigate an avoidable significant effect; ot, 4. New information is added to the
negative declatation which merely clarifi.es, amplifies, or makes insignificant modifications to
the negative declatation. In this case, mi :gation measures are replaced with more effective
measutes. Thus, no recirculation of the IS/MND would be necessary due to these
modifications of mitigation measures telated to noise and groundborne vibration.

Heritage Presenration League of Folsom, Initial Study Review - June 1912020

K.1 The comment requests that the IS / MND eualuate bow changes in risual quali4t could aduersell afect nearbjt

histoic buildings. The comment additiona@ requests that the IS /MND eualuate ruoftop lfut*g and its
potential ffict on nearb-y land uses.

Public Resoutces Code Section27099 exempts infill development such as the 603 Sutter
Street project ftom the evaluation of visual resources. See response to commentD.z.
Additionally, the question of adverse effects of the project on the historic quality of the
Historic Disttict will be considered by the Historic District Commission in its teview of the
ptoject design. For additional infotmation regatding compliaflce with the Historic District
Design Guidelines and the role of the Commission in enforcing them, see response to
comment D.2.

Retponse to Commentt Page 11 603 Satter Street Connercial Building
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K.5 The comment requests that Mitigation Measures CUL-I thnugb CUL-3 be strengthened to ensure that
Cultural Sensitiui4t Tmining is mandatory. The comment additiona@ requests that an archaeologist or
envimnmental consultant be prcsent to monitor the sin during initial grading down to bedmck.

Mitigation Measute CUL-Iis heteby amended to include the following:

Priot to initiation of construction on the project site, all construction personnel that will
wotk on the ptoposed project site shall be provided with Cultwal Sensitivity Tmining
taught by a ptofessional atchaeologist ot historian meeting the Secretar,v of the Interio/s
standards. The taining shall include information regatding cultural resources, their
recognition, avoidance, and tteatment in the event of fottuitous discovery. Project plans
shall also contain a notation requiring that if any archzeological, cultual, historical
resources, attifacts, or other features ate discoveted dwing the course of construction
anywhete on the ptoject site, wotk shall be immediately suspended in that location.
Attendance at Cultural Sensitivity Training is mandatory for all construction personnel
that would work on the site durins EradinE and levelinE.

Mitigation Measure CUL-2 is hereby amended to include the following:

In the event that undiscoveted cultural resorrtces are found in the arca of diect impact
of the proposed ptoject, fot example, during foundation and building pad excavation,
the @ construction monitor tetained in compliance with
Mitigation Measure CUL-4 shall otdet discontinuation of all activities on the project site.
A qualified archaeologist, the Folsom Historical Society, City staff, and the Heritage
Preservation League shall be ptomptly contacted regarding evaluation of the find. The
archaeologist will consult with all interested parties, including Native Americans, and
develop a recovetry or mitigation plan that shall be implemented by the City of Folsom.

New Mitigation Measute CUL-4 is heteby added to the IS/MND to require monitoring
of the site dudng Sading and leveling.

Mitigation Measure CUL-4:
A professionat archa
standards shall be ptesent to monitor fot the presence of historic or other cultual
tesources during all grading and leveling opetations until excavation reaches bedrock.
This includes excavation fot foundation and sound wall footings. Should the monitor
identi4' potential or confi"rmed cultutal resources, they will implement Mitigation
Measures CUL-2 andlor CUL-3 as apptopriate to the discovery.

Effect of Modifications to Mitigation Measures - Modification and addition of the
fotegoing mitigation measutes claify existing measures or increase the level of protection
fot unknown cultmal resoufces on the site. At least one of the conditions set forth in Section
15073.5 of the State CEQA Guidelines is presenc 1. Mitigation measures are replaced with
equal or mote effective measures pursuant to Section 15074.1;2. New project revisions are
added in tesponse to written ot verbal comments on the project's effects identified in the
ptoposed negative declatation which are not new avoidable signifrcant effects; 3. Measures
ot conditions of ptoject apptoval are added aftet circulation of the negative declaration
which are not required by CEQA, which do not create new significant environmental effects
atd are not necessary to mitigate an avoidable significant effect; or, 4. New infotmation is
added to the negative declaration which metely cladfies, amplifies, or makes insignifrcant

Responte to Comments Page 12 603 Sutter Street Conmercial Building
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modifications to the negative declatation. In this case, mitigation measures are replaced with
more effective measrres. Thus, no recirculation of the IS/MND would be necessary due to
these modifications of mitigation measures related to cultural resources.

K.7 The conment requests that potential bksting during excaaation be eaaluated to assess tbe inpact of
gmundbome uibration on sunvunding structures and existing underymund utilities.

Putsuant to revised Mitigation Measute NOI-2, no blasting will be permitted. See response to
comment D.5.

K.73 The comment requests modifications to tbe analtsis in the IS / MND of bkatng noise and uibration, and noise

I-*.ofnp actiuities.

See tesponse to comment D.5.

K.75 The comment requests that aparking studjt be conductedfor the pmjut. Tbe comment additiona$t asserts tbat
the IS / MND should eaaluan whether a new parkinggarage would need to be prvuided to accommodate

parking demandfmn the 603 Sutter Street pruject. The comment additiona$t requests that the CiE prepare a
plan to meet ouerall parking demandsfor tbe east end of the Suner Street vbarea.

The evaluation of patking demand and supply is not required undet the California
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) and the Legislatute has shifted the focus of analysis of
impacts to ftansit and transportation under CEQA ftom tnffic congestion or "level of
service" to automobile trips generated by a project and vehicle miles traveled. @ublic
Resources Code $ 21009; CEQA Guidelines S 15064.3.) The adequacy of parkingfot a

ptoject cannot support a finding of significance under CEQA. (Public Resources Code $
21009(bX3) .) In fzct, the California Office of Planning and Reseatch Technical Advisory on
Evaluating Transpottation Impacts in CEQA (Dec. 2018) lists limiting or eliminating parking
supply as a potential measute to teduce vehicle miles traveled and transportation impacts
associated with a project. Nonetheless, CEQA lead agencies such as the City of Folsom may
evaluate parking as well as roadway levels of service in a companion evaluation to a CEQA
document. In the case of the 603 Sutter Street IS/MND, the City has appended aTnffic
Impact Study (Appendix C) to the document. Based ofl an evaluation of ptoject parking
demand and avatlable supply, the study found that the 603 Sutter Street ptoject's parking
demand could reasonably be satisfied by existing off- and on- street supply documented to
be available within the Historic Disttict. Fot detailed information regarding this conclusion,
please refer to IS/MND Appendix C.

However, independently of the 603 Sutter Street IS/MND, the City is evaluating ongoing
ptoblems with parking location and availability within the City of Folsom Historic District. In
response to patking challenges in the Historic District, the City Council formed an Ad Hoc
Committee in Match 2079 to explote patking solutions within the Historic District.
Ultimately, the Committee was tasked with developngu set of parking strategy
recolffnendations for City Council.

OnJune 23,2020 by the Historic District Parking Solutions Ad Hoc Committee (Committee)
ptesented recommendations ftom theit yeat-long effot to explore solutions to alleviate ftaffic
and parking concerns in the residential and commercial potions of the Historic District. The
cote issues that the Committee evaluated included impacts to residential area quality of life,

Rcsponse to Commenls Page I i 603 Sutter Street Connercial Building
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a

access to parking fot Historic District patrons, employee and commuter access to parking,
underuilized parking garage capacity,lack of dedicated parking enforcement, special event
parking impacts, and immediate and futwe gtowth and parking demands. The City Council
took no action at that meeting. However, the City staff report prepared for the 603 Sutter
Stteet ptoject tecommends that the Historic District Commission adopt the following
conditions of approval related to parking:

If a Parking Benefit Disttict or similar patking assessment mechanism is formed within
the Historic District in the futue, the owner/applicant shall be required to patticipate
fully in the afotementioned Patking Benefit District or parking assessment mechanism.

The owner /appltcznt and business operators shall provide maps of the Historic District
public patking facilities to employees and visitors. In addition, the owner/applicant and
business operators shall ptovide information on the company's website regarding public
parking locations within the Historic District.

The ownet / apphcant and business operators shall educate employees and visitors about
parking options within the Historic District.

The ownet applicant and business operators shall notifir their employees that they are
not permitted to park in the nearby tesidential neighborhoods. If employees of zny
business located uiithin the building violate this requirement, the business is subject to
immediate suspension of the dght to operate on the subject property.

The owner /apphcznt and business operators shall offer a finatctalincentive in the
amount of $50 per month to employees for patking in the Historic District parking
g r^ge on Reading Sfteet or othet public patking lot areas located within the Historic
District.

The ownet /appltcant and business operators shall offet incentives to employees to
utilize altemative forms of transpottation (light rail, bus, bicycle, walk, etc.) to commute
to and ftom work.

The ownet /apptcznt shall ptovide the City with a teciptocal pa*ing agreement with a

nearby property owner to the satisfaction of the City Attomey, for the purpose of
ptoviding a minimum of 16 parking spaces for exclusive use by employees of the
ptoposed project. The dedicated patking atea shall be located within one block
(approximately 500 feet) of the subject property to the satisfaction of the Community
Development D epartment.

Since the comment does not taise an issue related to compliance with CEQA's requi-tements
fot analysis of ftansportation impacts, no modification of the IS/MND is necessary.

a

a

a

a

a

I
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K.76 The comment requests that a trafic studl be corzpleted to identifl whether tbe pmjut aspmposed aould binder
emerrynyr access in the area due to street congestion caused in part fut deliaery trucks.

As discussed on page 702 of the IS/MND, the City of Folsom Emergency Operations Plan
ptovides evacuadon plans fot distinct sections of the city, including Arca 6 - Historic Folsom

frolsom 2004). Evacuadon routes identified for this area include Folsom Boulevard
(southbound), Riley Stteet (nothbound), Natoma Sfteet (eastbound), and East Bidwell Street
(eastbound). Neither Sutter not Scott Streets ate identified as emergency routes by the City.

As noted in the response to comment K.15, a taffrc study was completed for the 603 Sutter
Sfteet ptoject. The Study concluded that the proposed project is expected to generate a
nominal amount of trafftc, including that generated by delivery vehicles. Similady, queuing on
zdiacent streets would be nominally affected by implementation of the proiect. Based on this
dzta, the project would not make a considetable contribution to street congestion on Suttet
Street, Scott Street, ot adjacent streets due to the increased presence of delivery vehicles. See
IS/MND Appendix C for more information.

No modification of the IS/MND is necesszrly to respond to this comment.

Response to Comments Page 15 603 Satter Stnet Connercial Building
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Historic District Commission
603 Sutter Street Mixed-Use Building (PN 17-145)
August 19,2020

Attachment 23

Site Photographs
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Historic District Commission
603 Sutter Street Mixed-Use Building (PN 17-145)
August 19,2020

Attachment24

H istoric District Gomm ission
PowerPoi nt Presentation
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603 Sutter Street Mixed-I-Jse Project
Building Height Variance, Parkirg

Variarrce, and Design Review

492



Vicinity Map
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Site
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Aerial View
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Project Background
o

o

a

a

FOX"$@M

M aJ 2017:Application for Building Height Variance, Parking Variance, and
Design Review Submitted for Development of 23,486-Square-Foot Mixed-Use
Buildingat 603 Sutter Street

September 6.2017: 603 Sutter Street Mixed-Use Building Project Reviewed by
Historic District Commission as Informational Item

August 2. 2017 to September 6. 2017: Applicant Hosts Multiple Neighborhood
Outreach Events to Discuss Proposed Project with Residents

March 14 2019: Applicant Submits Revised Development Application to City
. Building Reduced from 23,486 Square Feet to 14,811 Square Feet
. Height of Building Reduced from 57 Feet 6 Inches to 50 Feet 6 Inches
. Building Footprint Modified to Eliminate Encroachment into Scott Street Right-of-Way
. Underground Parking Garage Removed
. Architecture and Design of Building Updated
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Key Project Details ffi
FCIr,sCIe{

. 603 Sutter Street Mixed-Use Building. 0.17-Aqe Site at Southwest Corner of Sutter Street and Scott Street. Three-Story 14,811-Square-Foot Building (Retail/Restaurant and Office Uses). 4,885 Square Feet of Retail/Restaurant Uses on First Floor. 9,926 Square Feet of Office Uses on Second and Third Floors. Outdoor Use Areas, Balconies, and Roof Top Deck. No On-Site Parking

. Building Height Variance. Proposed Building Height of 50 Feet 6 Inches. Maximum Allowed Building Height of 35 Feet. 15 Foot 6 Inch Building Height Variance Requested

. Parking Variance. No Parking Spaces Proposed. 43 Parking Spaces Required. 43 Space Parking Variance Requested

. Design Review
. Design Review of Three-Story 14,81 l -Square-Foot Commercial Building

. Encroachments. Excavation and Construction-Related Activities in Public Right-of-Way. Architectural and Improvement-Related Encroachment into Public Right-of-Way
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Level l Floor Plan
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Level 2 Floor PIan ffi
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Level 3 Floor Plan ffi
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Roof Plan
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Building Elevation (North)
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Building Elevation (East) IWi
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Building Elevation (South) ffi
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Bu i ld i ng Elevation (West) ffi
F$F,S0e{

s@

h

e nn-*-H#.l
futffiGa=...----€

s.;aa-*f.Hf
s

-:a;2"ffif

*Ets l

".,-J
_11t'\

tl
4riK"ffi 

-l. ilTELlFr"if

r."w,.a;*}Hf

-i

ii

l,

-l JJ

UIEST ELEVANCIN
'll": l',F

505



Bu iIding Renderi ngs W

"F$

603 Sutter Street
ZGlobal

{15!:r:iiT ,:i,5:$ 'jr

,p,ott$ollf

q4
*C5oz
dE'u

c)zutl
u
+U
E
na
Fn

;!ruEnEHiErnEUr

506



Bu ding Renderi ngs W
,F 0,1-"$,{,);lrl

@..
<r

A
B
e
5-4
T'
FrUu
F*

lfrusnffiffiffiEffi
603 Sutter Street --,

lGlobat i

507



Bu iIding Renderi ngs $.Wi

F0r,$@efi

6a ut-€ar, 2
<d.'U

6zlut
Bu
Fuu
oa
F@

arrrs - padcwr
603 Sutter Street

zcbbd
{d6 gJT{ERgt gff-Sr Cr

508



Building Renderi ngs
FOLSOM

a6?(l'
<r, 2tE

oz.u
u.

=u
FUUt*
6

ranrs - paddonwr
rnEHtraaTS i F!d(tqtl

603 Sufter Street e
zcbbd +

*or**rr,o*.a E

509



Project Analysis Overview ffi
F$x,s0&fi

. General Plan/Zoning Consistency
o Building Height Variance
o Parking Variance
. Design Review

. Traffi c/Access/Circulation

. Noise Impacts

. Retaining/Stem Walls

. TrashlRecycling

. Uniform Sign Program

. ExistinglProposed Landscaping
. Biological Resources
. Culfural Resources
. Environmental Review
. Public Comments
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Project Analysis
FST"S0MI

. GeneralPlanlzoning Consistency
' General Plan Land Use Designation (HF, Historic Folsom Mixed Use District)
. Zoning Designation (HD, Historic District)
. Subarea (SUT, Suffer Street Subarea)
. Project is Consistent with General Plan andZoning

. Development Standards
. Project Meets Development Standards (Exceptions are Building Height/Parking)

Development Standards Table
603 Sutter Street Mixed-Use Project

Minimum
Parking

Required
43 Spaces

0 Spaces

Maximum
Building
Height
35 feet

50.5 feet

Side Yard
Setbacks

NA

0, 5.5 Feet

Rear Yard
Setback

NA

10.5 Feet

Front Yard
Setback

0 Feet
Property Line

0 Feet
Property Line

Sutter Street
Subarea
Proposed
Proiect
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. Building Height Variance
. Proposed Building Height

. 50 Feet 6 Inches at NW Corner of Building

. 45 Feet 6 Inches at NE Corner of Building

. 33 Feet 6 Inches at SW Corner of Building

. 33 Feet 6 Inches at SE Corner of Building

. Building Height Limit of 35 Feet for Sutter Street Subarea

. Variance Justification Letter
' Severe Topography (Elevations Range from 234 to 251FeetlAverage Slope of 19 Percent). Topography Dictates that Special Construction Methods be Utilized (Steel Support Structures). Topography of Project is Unique (No Other Properties inArea have l7-Foot Elevation Change)

. Project Context
. 600 Block of Sutter Street (Combination of One, Two, and Three-Story Buildings)

: F #:T.'i;?rilJ,Tft1? tK:J + :,e'f 
ra')

. Residential Development
. Single-Family Residence at 306 Scott Street
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. Variance Findings (Building Height)

' That there are exceptional or extraordinary circumstances or conditions applying to the
land, building or use referred to in the application, which circumstances or conditions do
not apply generally to other land, buildings, and/or uses in the district;

. That the granting of the application is necessary for the preservation and enjoyment of
substantial property rights of the applicant;

' That the granting of such application will not, under the circumstances of the particular
case, materially affect the health or safety of persons, residing or working in the
neighborhood of the property of the applicant, and will not, under the circumstances of
the particular case, be materially detrimental to the public welfare or injurious to property
or improvements in the neighborhood.
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o Parking Variance
. No Parking Spaces Proposed
. 43 Parking Spaces Required

o Parking in Sutter Street Subarea
. On-Site Parking Typically Responsibility of Individual Property Owner
. Due to Historic Development Patterns, Opportunities for Parking Limited on Sutter Street
. To Preserve Authenticity of District, City has Assisted with Providing Parking Options

o Approved Parking Variances
Parking Variance Table
Sutter Street Subarea

Year Approved

2006
2000
2013
2016
2004
2013
2014
2007

Variance
Parking Spaces

26 Parking Spaces
6 Parking Spaces

20 Parking Spaces
5 Parking Spaces

42 Parking Spaces
12 Parking Spaces
5 Parking Spaces

87 Parkinq Spaces

203 Parking Spaces

Address

6021604 Sutter Street
606 Sutter Street
607 Sutter Street
723 Sutter Street

905/915 Sutter Street
925 Sutter Street
305 WoolStreet
824 Sutter Street

Name

Folsom Electric Building
Office Building
Fire and Rain Buildinq
Precious Gems
Sutter Court
Westwood Family Cellars
Truong Office Building
Historic Folsom Station

Totals
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. Variance Justification Letter
. Severe Topography (Average Slope of 19 Percent)
. Topography Dictates that Special Construction Methods be Utilized. Topography of Project is Unique (l7-Foot Elevation Change)
. Lack ofAlley Access

. Historic District Parking Implementation Plan Update (2018)
. Status of Current and Future Historic District Parking Demand
. Historic District Divided into Three Zones (Project in Zone l)
. Historic District Parking Supply

. 801 Total Parking Spaces (177 Parking Spaces in Zone 1)

. 622 Off-Street Parking Spaces

. I79 On-Street Parking Spaces

. Parking Usage/Availability
. Peak Weekday Occupancy (60 Percent/321 Parking Spaces Available)
. Peak Weekend Occupancy (55 Percent/361 Parking Spaces Available)
. Implementation Plan Concluded Sufficient Parking is Currently Available
. Implementation PlanAlso Concluded thatAdditional Parking Needed Upon Full Development

of the Historic Folsom Station Project
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. Historic District Parking Implementation Plan Update (2018)
. Status of Current and Parking District Parking Demand
. Historic District Divided into Three Zones (Project inZone l)
. Historic District Parking Supply

. 801 Total Parking Spaces (177 Parking Spaces in Zone 1)

. 622 Off-Street Parking Spaces

. 179 On-Street Parking Spaces

. Parking Usage/Availability
. Peak Weekday Occupancy (60 Percent/32l Parking Spaces Available)
. Peak Weekend Occupancy (55 Percent/361 Parking Spaces Available)
. Implementation Plan Concluded Sufficient Parking is CurrentlyAvailable
. Implementation PlanAlso Concluded thatAdditional Parking Needed Upon Full Development

of the Historic Folsom Station Project
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. Project Specific Parking Analysis (2019)
. Project Expected to Generate 43-76 Parking Space Demand (Typical Weekend)
' Project Expected to Generate 18-51 Parking Space Demand (Typical Weekend)
' Historic District Peak Weekday Occupancy of 60 Percent (321 Spaces Available)
. Historic District Peak Weekend Occupancy of 55 Percent (361 Spaces Available)
' Analysis Concluded that there is Sufficient Parking Available to Serve Project

. Parking Analysis Recommendations
' Establish or contribute to a privately operated or coordinated trolley service between Historic District parking

and the proposed Project site

' Direct customers and employees to the newly installed wayfinding signs for the Historic District parking
garage

' Remind customers not to park in residential areas and offer incentives to customers who park in the Historic
District parking garage on Reading Street

' Provide maps of the Historic District parking facilities to customers by adding information to the proposed
Project website

' Offer incentives to employees for parking in the Historic District parking garage on Reading Street
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. Historic District Parking Solutions Ad Hoc Committee Recommendations (2020)
. Short-Term Hiqh Prioritv Recommendations

Establish designated loading zones for ridesharing and Smart RT
Design, implement, and enforce residential parking permit program
Establish an in-lieu fee for parking
Enhance pedestrian safety to and from the Railroad Block garage
Improve and expand wayfinding signage to encourage use of parkinggarage
Increase frequency and scope of parking enforcement
Creation of a Special District for Parking

Short-Term Low Prioritv Recommendations
. Provide shuttle options to parkinggarage and Light Rail
. Educate employees about parking options

a

a

a

a

a

a

a

a

. Long-Term Hieh Priority Recommendations
. Offer behavioral incentives to reward beneficial parking behavior
. Build an additional public parking garage

ons
. Consider establishing valet parking services at key locations
. Improve overall circulation design for access to the Historic District
. Consider use of small undeveloped or underdeveloped lots for infill parking
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' City Staff Parking Recommendations (Conditions ofApproval)
If a Parking Benefit District or similar parking assessment mechanism is formed within the Historic District in the
future, the ownerlapplicant shall be required to participate fully in the aforementioned Parking Benefit District or
parking as sessment mechanism.

The ownerlapplicant and business operators shall provide maps of the Historic District public parking facilities to
employees and visitors. In addition, the owner/applicant and business operators shall provide information on the
company's website regarding public parking locations within the Historic District.

The ownerlapplicarfi and business operators shall educate employees and visitors about parking options within the
Historic District.

The owner applicant and business operators shall notifu their employees that they are not permitted to park in the
nearby residential neighborhoods. If employees of any business located within the building violate this
requirement, the business is subject to immediate suspension of the right to operate on the subject properfy.

The owner/applicant and business operators shall offer a financial incentive in the amount of $50 per month to
employees for parking in the Historic District parking garage on Reading Street or other public parking lot areas
located within the Historic District.

The owner/applicant and business operators shall offer incentives to employees to utilize alternative forms of
transportation (light rail, bus, bicycle, walk, etc.) to commute to and from work.

The ownerlapplicant shall provide the City with a reciprocal parking agreement with a nearby property owner to
the satisfaction of the City Attorney, for the purpose of providing a minimum of 16 parking spaces for exclusive
use by employees of the proposed project. The dedicated parking area shall be located within one block
(approximately 500 feet) or the subject property to the satisfaction of the Community Development Department.

a

a

a

a

a

a

a
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. Variance Findings (Parking)

That there are exceptional or extraordinary circumstances or conditions applying to the
land, building or use referred to in the application, which circumstances or conditions do
not apply generally to other land, buildings, andlor uses in the district;

That the granting of the application is necessary for the preservation and enjoyment of
substantial property rights of the applicant;

That the granting of such application will not, under the circumstances of the particular
case, materially affect the health or safety of persons, residing or working in the
neighborhood of the property of the applicant, and will not, under the circumstances of
the particular case, be materially detrimental to the public welfare or injurious to property
or improvements in the neighborhood.

o

o

a
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. Traffic/Access/Circulation
. Traffic Impact Analysis (Kimley-Horn-2019)
. 4I8 Total Daily Vehicle Trips (35 AM Peak Hour Trips/38 PM Peak Hour Trips)
. No Impact to Level of Service (LOS) at Any Study Intersections
. Exempt from Vehicle Miles Traveled (VMT) Due to Proximity to Light Rail Station

. Noise Impacts
. Construction-Related Noise Impacts
. Operational Noise Impacts (Vehicles, Roof Top Deck, etc.)
. No New Significant Noise Impacts Expected

. Retaining/Stem Walls

. Trash/Recycling

. Uniform Sign Program

. Existing/Proposed Landscaping
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. Architecfure/Design
. Three-Story 14,81 l-Square-Foot Building
' Historic Design Theme to Compliment Existing Buildings on Sutter Street (1850-1950)

' Building Vertically Broken into Smaller Design Elements to Create Pedestrian FriendlyAppearance
. Arched Window Openings
. Balconies and Awnings
. Decorative Railings

' Materials (Brick, Plaster, Cast Stone, Wood Columns, Wood Trim, Wood Paneling, Iron Railing)
. Colors (Red Brick, Natural Stone Plaster, Black Accents)
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Building Elevation (North)
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Bu i ld i ng Elevation (East) iml
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Building Elevation (South) ffi
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Bu i ld i ng Elevation (West) ffi
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. Biological Resources
. 16 Protected Oak Trees Located on Project Site
. All Oak Trees Proposed for Removal Due to Mass Grading and Retaining Wall Construction
. Mitigation Required for Impact to Protected Oak Trees

. Cultural Resources
. NCIC Records Search (No Resources Identified on Project Site)
. Low Probability for Cultural Resources on Project Site
. Mitigation Measures for Unknown Resources Discovered During Construction
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California Environmental 1 Act CE A

Initial Study, Mitigated Negative Declaration, and Mitigation Monitoring Program

Specific Subject Areas (Aesthetics, Agriculture, Air Quality, Biological Resources, Cultural
Resources, Geology, Greenhouse Gas Emissions,Hazards, Hydrology, Land IJse, Mineral
Resources, Noise, Population and Housing, Public Services, Recreation, Transportation, Tribal
Cultural Resources, Utilities, and Mandatory Findings of Significance

o

a

a Mitigation Measures Included as Conditions ofApproval
. Biological Mitigation Measures (Oak Tree Removal)
. Cultural Mitigation Measures (Standard Measures for Unknown Resources)
. Tribal Cultural Resources
. Noise Mitigation Measures
. Greenhouse Gas Requirements

a Modifi cation to Mitigation Measures (Attachme nt 22)
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FOLSOM

o Public Comments (CEQA Related)
. Response Letter (Attachment22)

Public Comments (Non-CEQA Related)
. Concern Regarding Lack of Parking
. Concern Regarding Building Size, Height, Scale, and Massing
. Concern Regarding Building Design and Design Consistency
. Concern Regarding Exterior Staircase
. Concern Regarding Aesthetic Impacts
. Concern Regarding Encroachments into Public Right-of-Way
. Concern Regarding Noise Impacts
. Concern Regarding Trash/Recycling Enclosure Location
. Concern Regarding Privacy Impacts
. Support for Overall Project Design

a
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Applicant Response Letter

a

FOLSOM

Applicant Response Letter (Attachment 20)

I An approximately 15 space undergroundparking structure will be included as part ofthe project at
the 603 Sutter Street location.

2. The trash enclosure on the south side bordering Mr. Fuente's house on Scott Street will be removed
(if compliant with the City of Folsom Solid Waste) and relocated to the underground garage area
below the building

3. We will work with Mr. Fuentes to provide options for privacy from the windows on the south side
of the building bordering his property

4. We will enclose the fire escape (brick or other material) making it internal to the building versus
exposed as it is now along Scott Street

5. We will eliminate the roof top deck all together to alleviate neighbor's concerns regarding parties,
noise, and privacy
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Appl ica nt Response Letter
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Applicant Response Letter (Attachment 20)

6. The third-floor office space will be reduced and pushed back from Sutter Street, providing a
setback of at least 6 to 8 feet from Suffer Street, and a portion of Scott Street. This will also reduce
the mass of the building and possibly the height.

7. The small rear balcony on the west elevation will be eliminated once the third floor is set back.
This will create further privacy for Mr. Fuentes to the south.

8. After speaking with Ms. Hettinger from the Folsom Heritage Preservation League and viewing
public comments, it is evident that neighbors would like to see more architectural detail from the
1850 - 1900 period associated with the building. This could easily be achieved through
incorporating such elements as the following:
a. Adding foundational rock to the building

b. Adding brick to the sides of the building where there is now stucco

c. Adding eyebrow brick detail to windows

d. Adding western elemental details to the roofline fascia
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Staff Recommendation W
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Staff Recommends
Historic District Commission

Approval of the
603 Sutter Street Mixed-LJse Project
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