Where Tmpaci Was Do Proposed Any New Any New Are There Eftects Are There Elfects Are There Effects Are There Polentially | Are There Previously | Prior Environmental
Analyred in Prior Changs Involve Circumstances Information of That Are Peculiar To | That Are Peculiar To That Were Not Significant Off-Site | Idemtified Signifiant Document’s
tal New Significant Involving New Substantisl The Project Or The | The Project That Will Aralyzed As Impacts And Effects That AsA | Mitigation Measures.
Documents Impacts or Imp Parcel On Which The | Not Be Substantially | Signifiant BffectsIn | Cumulativelmpacts | Result Of Substantial | Addressing mpacts
Issue Substantially More | or Substentially More Requiring New Project Would Be ‘Mitigated By A Prior EIR On The Which Were Not New Information
Area Severe Impacts? Severe Impacts? Analysis or Locaied That Have Application Of Zoming Actian, Discussed In The Not Known At The
Verification? Not Been Disclosed |  Unlfarmly Applied General Plan Or FPrior EIR Prepared |  Time The EIR Was
Tna Prior IROnThe | Development Polices |  Commurity Plan For The General Certified, Are Now
Zoning Action, Or Standards That With Which The Piem, Community | Determined To Have
General Pln, Or Harve Bren Project Is Consistent? Plan Or Zaring A More Severe
Community Flan | Previousty Adoped? Action? Adverse Inpact?
With Which the
Prolect is Consistent?
2. Agriculture, FPASP Draft EIR
Would the profect: | pp. 34.10-110 40
Discussion:

The FPASP EIR cancluded that there were no feaslble miigation measures that would reduce the two agriculture impacts to less than significant levels. Impacts 3A.10-3 (Cancellation of Exlsting On-Site Williamson Act Contracts) and 3.104
(Potential Conftict with Existing Off-Site Willlamson Act Conlracts) remain slgnificant and unavoldable. (FER, pp. 1-123 to 1- 124; DEIR, pp. 3A.10-41 10 43,) The pages indiaated in the lable above contaln the relevant analysis of the potential

impacts.

Additionally, the 2012 Waier Addendum includes a sharl ducnulm of how the changes to the water faclllties aspects of the FPASP project would have the same or less impacts to ‘when compared Lo the FPASP project as
analyzed in the 2011 EIR after of the i MM 3B.10-5. (Water Addendum, p. 3-12) The 2015 Weslland Eagle Addendum also Includes a discussion of how project amendments would have the same
or reduced impacis to agri ‘when comp tolheFPASPpro)ecunmlyzed in the 2011 EIR. (WesUand Eagle Addendum, pp. 44-45.)

See Exhiblt 3 for discussion of the Rockcress at Folsom Ranch project’s consistency with open space polides in the FPASP that mmay be relevant to agriculture and foresi resources impacts. (Exh. 3, pp. 3, 14-17.)

Mitigation Messures:
« MM3B.105
Conclusdon:
‘Withimp ion of the above miltig: itified In the FPASP EIR, Water A and d Eagle Addend at Polsom Ranch would not have any new significant of subetantially more severe
T d fores! impacts (Guideline. € 15162), nor wonld it result in any tew slgnilicant impactn that sre pecullar to Lhe project or its site {Guidelines, § 15143).
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3. AIRQUALITY

‘Where Impact Was Do Froposed Any New Any New Are There Gitects Are There Hifecis Are There Effects. Are There Potentially | Are There Previonsly | #nor Envirenmental
Analyzed in Prior Changes Involve Clraumstances. Information of ‘That Are Peculiar To | That Are Peculiar To That Were Not Significant Of-Site Identified Significant Document’s
& 1 New Significant Involving New Substantlal The Project OrThe | The Project That Will Analyzed As Impacts And Eifects That, AsA | Mitigation Measures
Documents Impacts or Pacce) On Which The | Not BeSubstantially | Signifiant EffectsIn | Cumulative Impacts | ResultOf Substantial | Addressing Impacts.
Issue Area ally Mare Moce New Project Woukl Be Mitigated By A Prior EIR On The Which Were Not New Information
Severe Impacts? Severe Lmpaxts? Analysis ot Located That Have Appiicatian Of Zoning Action, Discussed In The Not Known At The
Verifiation? No{ Been Disclosed Uniformly Applied General Plan Or Prior EIR I'repared Time The EIR Was
b a Prior EROnThe | Development Policies Comumunity Plan For The General Centified, Are Now
Zoning Or Standards That With Which The Plan, Communlty Determined To Have
General Plan, Ov Have Been Project Is Consistent? Plan Or Zoning A More Severe
Community Pan | Previously Adopied? Action? Adverse Impact?
With Which the
Proiec ks Consistent?
3. Air Quality. FPASP Dralt EIR
Would the prodect: | po. 9A 21 to 43
a. Conflict withar | pp.3A.2-23 10 -59 No No No No No No No No MM 3A2-1a
obstruct 3A2-1b
Implementation of 3A2-1c
the applicable air 3A2-1d
quality plan? 3A21e
3A2:1
3A2-1g
3A21h
3A22
3A24a
3A24b
3A 25
b. Violate any air Same as (a) above No No No No No No No No Same aa (a) above
quality standard or
conttibuje
substantally toan
existing or
projected air
quality
< Resultina Same as (2) above No No No No No No No No Same as (a) above
cumulatively
comsiderable nel
Increase of any
ariterla polhutant
for which the
project region is
non-sttainment
under an
Rockeress at Folsom Ranch
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Where Lmpact Was Do Proposed Any Now Any New Are There Effects Are There Effects AreThereEffects | Are There Are There Friar
Aralyzed in Prior Clunges Invalve Ciraimstances Information of That Are Pecullar To | That Are Pecullar To That Were Nol Signlficani OfESite | Identified Slgnificant Document’s
Envir 1 B New Significant Invalving New Substantial The Project Or The | The Project That Will Analyzed As Impacts And Effects That, As A Mitigation Measures
Documents. Impacts or Sgnificant Impacts Imporiance Parcel On Which The | Not Effectsin | C Tm; Result Of Substantial | Addressing Impacts.
Issue Area Substantially More | or Substantially More Requiring New Projeci Would Be Mitigated By APrior EROn The Which Were No New Information
Severe Impacts? + Severe Impaxts? Analysis or Located Thal Have Application Of Zoning Action, Discusard In The Nol Known Al The
Verification? Not Been Disclosed Uniformly Applied General Pan Or Prior EIR Prepared Time The EIR Was
In a Prior BIROn The | Development Policies Community Plan For The Geneval Certified, Are Now
Action, Or Standards That With Which The Plan, Commumity Determined To Have
General Plan, Or HaveBeen Project Is Consistent? Plan Or Zoning A More Severe
Commurity Flan | Previously Adopted? Action? Adverse Impact?
With Which the
Prodect is Conslsten|?
3. Atr Quality. FPASP Draft HIR
Would the profect: | pp.3A2-1 to-63
applicable federal
or state ambientalr
quality standard
(including
releasing emisslons
which exceed
quantitative
thresholds for
d. Expose sensitive | Same as (a) above No No No No No No No No Same as () above
receptors to
substantial
pollutant
concentrations?
e. Create pp 3A 2591063 Ne No No No No No No No MM 3A 2-6
objectionable odors
affectinga
substantial number
of people?
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Where Impact Was Do Propesed Any New Any New Are There Effects Are There Eifects Are There Effecis Are Thero Potentlally | Are There Previously | Priur Envirormental
Analyzed in Prior Changes Invalve Clrcumstances. Information of Thal Are Peculiar To | That Are Pecullar To That Were Not Signifiant Off-Site | Identified Signlficmnt Document’s
Envi 1 New Sigrfiant Involvirg New Substantial The Project OrThe | The Praject That Will Analyzed As Impacts And Elfects That, As A Mitigation Measures
Doaiments Impects o SigniBcant bmpacts Importance Parcel On Which The | Not Be Substantially | Significant Bffects In | Cumulativenpacts | Result Of Substantial | Addressing Empacts,
Issue Area SubstantiaMy More | or Substantlally More | Requlring New Project Would Be Mitigated By APdorEROnThe |  Which Were Not New Information
Severe Impacts? Severe Impacts? Analysis ot Located That Have Application Of Zoning Adtlon, Discussed In The Not Known At The
Veriflcation? Nol Been Disclosed Uniformly Applied Genexal Plan Or Prior EIR Prepared Time The EIR Was
Ina Prior EIROn The | Development Policies |  Cammuity Plan For The General Certified, Are Now
Zoning Action, Or Standards That With Which The Plan, Camanunity Determined To Have
General Plan, Or Have Been Project [s Consistent? Plan Or Zonknyg A More Severs
Community Plan | Previcusly Adopted? Action? Adverse [mpact?
With Which the
Praiect is Cansiaten(?
3. Adr Quallty, FPASP Draft EIR
Would the project: | pp.3A2-11063
Discussion:
The FPASP EIR concluded that impl of the mitigati In the EIR would reduce all except Lhe following alr quallty impacts to less than signil levels: temparary short-term jon-related emissions of criteria aic
pollutants and precursors (Impact 3A2-1, for PMus i L H i Jated, reglonal of criteria air pollutanis and precursors (lmpod SA.Z -2); elpoum to TACs (Impaci 3A.2-4); and exposure to odorous
emissions fram construction activily (Impacl 3A.2-6, for construction dlsel odory and for mrpornﬂon yard odors); and exp b0 odorous emissians from op the praposed corpocation yard (Impact 3A.2-6). (FEIR, pp. 1-22 to 1-34;

DEIR, p. 3A2-63) The pages indicated in the table abave contain the relevani analysis of the potential impacts.

Additionally, the 2012 Water Addendum [ndudes a shori discussion of how the changes to the water fadlitles sspexts of the FPASP profect would have the same or less impacts to alr quality when compared to the FPASP project as analyzed
in the 2011 EIR after impk jon of the fol g MM 3B.2-1a, MM 3B.2-1b, MM 3B 2-1¢c, MM 3B.2-3a, MM 3B.2-3b. (Water Addendum, pp. 35 m!—&)'IMZ)ISWthnd Eagle Addendum also includes » discussion
of how project amendments would have the same or reduced impacts to air quality when compared to the FPASP project as analyzed in the 2011 EIR with i of the ing mitiga from the FPASP EIR: MM 3A 2-
1a, MM 3.A.2-1b, MM 3A.2-1c, MM 3A.2-1f, MM 3A2-2, MM 3A.2-4a, MM 3A.2-4b, MM 3A.2-5, MM 3A 2-6. (Westland Eagle Addendum, pp. 4.6-4.17.)

See Exhibit 3 far discusslon of the flockeress at Falsam Ranch project’s consimaney with air guality, energy efiwiency, and envirommenial quality pollcies in the FPASP that may be relevant 1o xir quality impeess. (Exh 3, pp. 78-30, 33-34, 39
39,)  The land use mix in the Hockeress i Falsom Ranch project s comistent with the FEASE, and the mitigition measures in tw MMEL Jor the FPASP EIR are applicable 1 and will be lnplemented for the Rockaess at Folsotn Ramch
development.

MihpﬂmMeumu:
MM3A2-1a
* MM3A2-1b
« MM3A2-1c
MM3A2-1d
MM IA2-1e
MM 3A2-1f
MM3A21g
MM3A2-th
MM3A2-2
MM3A24a
MM 3A2-4b
MM3A.2-5
= MM3A26
+ MM3B2-la

Rockerass at Folsom Ranch
CEQA Exemption and Streamllning Analysis May, 2020




Where Impact Was Do Propased Any New Any New Ave There Effects Are There Effects AreThere Effects | Are There Potentially | Are There Previously | Prior Environmental
Arulyzed in Prior Changes Involve Clrumslances Infarmation of Thal Are Perulisr To | That Are Pecullar To That Were Not Significant Off-Sile | Identified Sgnificnt Document's
Environmental Environmental New Sigrificant [nvolving New Substantial The Project Or The | The Project That Will Analyzed As Impacts And Effects That, AsA | Mitigation Measures
Documents Impacts or Signlfican( Impects Importance Parcel On Which The | Not Be il ElfecsIn | C Linper Rewult Of Substantinl | Addressing Impacis.
Issue Area Substantially More | or Substantially More | Requlring New Project Would Be Mitigated By APriorEROnThe |  Which Were Nat New Information
Severe Impacts? Severe Impacts? Analysis or Locabed That Have Application Of Zoning Action, Discumsed In The Not Known Al The
Verification? Not Been Disclaved | Unifarmly Applied General Plan Or Prior BT Prepared | Time The RIR Was
Ina Prior EROn The | Development Palicies Community Plan For The General Certifind, Are Now
Zaning Action, Or Sandards Thai With Which The Plan, Community Determined To Have
Genveral Plan, Or Have Been Project Is Consistent? | Plan Or Zoning A More Severe
Community Pl Previously Adopted? Acion? Adverse Impact?
With Which the
Prolect is Consigien|?
3. Alr Quality: FPASP Draft BIR
Would the projech | pp. 3211063
+ MM3d2-1b
* MM3B82-1c
+ MM3B2-3a
* MM3B23b
Conclusion:
With imp ion of the above : d in the FPASP EIR, Water Addendum, and dEagle A at Folsom Ranch would not have any new signifiant or air
quality tmpacts (Guidelines, § 15162). nor would it result in any new significant Impacts that are peculiar to the profect or Its site (G §15183),
Rockeress at Folsom Ranch
CEQA p and ing Analysis May, 2020
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4. 'BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES

Where Impact Was Do Proposed Any New Any New Are There Bffects Are There Effects Are There Effecis Are There Potmntlally | Are There Prior Environmental
Analyzed in Prior Chamges Involve Clrcumstances Information of That Are Peculiar To | That Are Pecullar To ‘That Were Not Significant Off-Site Idzntified Significant Document’s
Environmental Enviranmental New Significant Involving New Substantial The Project Or The | The Project That Wil Analyzed As Impacts And Effects That, As A Mltigation Measures
Documents Impacts or Significant lmpacts or importance Parcel On Which The | Not ignificant Bffects In | Cumvulative Lnpacts | ResultOf Substantial | Addressing Enpacts.
Issue Area Substantially More |  Submtantially More Requiring New Troject Would Be Mitigated By A Prior EIR On The Which Were Not New Informstion
Severe Impacts? Severe Impacts? Analysis or Located That Have Application Of Zoning Action, Discussed In The Not Known At The
Verification? Nol Been Disclosed Uniformly Applied General PlanOr Prior ER Prepared ‘Time The EIR Was
Ina Prior BIROn The | Development Palices Community Plan For The General Certified, Are Now
Zoning Actian, Or Standards Thal With Which The Plan, Community Delermined To Have
Genera) Plan, Or Have Been P'roject Is Consistent? Plan Or Zaning A More Severe
Commumity Pan | Previously Adopied? Action? Adverselmpact?
With Which the
Project is Cansistent?
4. Blalogical FPASP Draft EIR
Resotrces. Wonld | pp 3A3-1t0-%4
tha profect:
a. Havea pp-3A3-50 to-72 No No No No Ne No No No MM3A3-1a
substantial adverse 3A31b
effect, either 3A32a
directly or through 3A32
habitat 3A3-2c
modifications, on 3A3-2d
any species 3A32g
identified asa 3A3-2h
andidate, 3A 33
sensitlve, or special
status species in
local ar reglonal
plany, polidies, or
regulalions, or by
the Callfornla
Department of Fish
and Game or U.S
Fish and Wildlife
Service?
b. Havea PP.-3A3-7210-75 No No No Na No No Ne No MM3A3-1a
substantal adverse 3A.3-1b
effect on any 3A34a
riparian habitat or 3A.34b
other senaitive
rutural community
identified in local
ar reglonal plans.
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Where Impact Was Do Any New Any New Are There Elfacts ‘Are There Bffects Are There Effects | Ara There Potenbially | Arw There Previously | Frace Envirsnimentel
Analyzed In Prior Changes Involve Circumsiances Information of That Are Pecullar To | That Are Peauliar To That Were Not Signifteant Off-Site Identified Sigrifiamt s
o | ! New Significant Involving New Substantial The Project Or The | The Project That Will Analyzed As IEmpacts And Bfects That, AsA | Mitigation Measures
Documents, mpacts or Significant lrapacts o Importance Parcel Ori Which The | Not Be Substanti EffectsIn | Cumulative lmy Result Of Substartial | Addressing Impacta
Issue Area Substantially More Substantally Mare Requiring New Project Would Be Mitigated By A Prjor EIR On The ‘Which Were Not New Informatron
Severe Impacts? Severe Impacts? Analysts or Located That Have Application Of Zoning Actian, Discussed In The Not Known At The
Verlfication? Not Been Disclomd Uniformly Applied General Plan Or Prior EIR Prepared Time The EIR Was
In a Prior EIR On The | Development Palicies Comununity Plan For The General Centified, Are Now
Zoning Action, Or Standards That With Which The Plan, Communlty Determined To Have
General Plan, Or Have Been Project Is Corsisten!? Plan Or Zoning A More Severe
Community Plan | Previously Adopted? Actian? Adverse Impect?
‘With Which the
Prokect is Conslstent?
4, Blologieal FPASP Draft EIR
Resources. Would | pp. 3A.3-1t0-94
the projech
polides,
regulations or by
the California
Department of Fish
and Game or US
Fish and Wildlife
Service?
c pp- 3A3-28 1o -50 No No No No No No No No MM3A2-1a
Have a substantial 3A31b
adverse effecton
(ederally prolecied
wetlands as
defined by Seciion
404 of the Clean
Water Act
(Including, but not
limiled to, marsh,
vernal poal,
coastal, etc)
through direct
removal, fllling,
hydrological
interruption, ar
other means?
Rockcress at Folsom Ranch
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Where Impact Was
Analyzed tn Prior

Do Proposed Changes
Involve New

Env wtal
Issue Area

Impacts or

Severe Impacis?

Any New Information
of Substanal

Importance Requiring
New Analysis oc

Are Thare Bliecks Thal
Are Peculiay To The
Project Or The Parcel
On Which The Project
Would Be Loaated Thas|
Have Not Been
Discloeed In a Prior
BIROn The Zoning
Action, General Plan,
Or Cammunity Plan
With Which the Projec

i C

Are There Effects Thal
Are Peculiar To The
Project That WLl Nol
Be Substantally
Mitigated By
Applisstion Of
Uniformly Applled
Development Policies
Or Standards That
Have Been Previously
Adopied?

Are There Efiects That
Were Not Analyzed As
Significant Effects In A
Prior EIR On The
Zonlng Adian,
Geveral Plan Or
Comumunity Plan With
Which The Project Is
Corsistent?

Are There Fotentially
Significan! OfF-Site
lmpacts And
Cumulative mpacts
Which Were Not

Discussed In The Prior

EIR Prepared For The

Comsmurity Plan O
Zoning Action?

Are There Previously
Sdentified Significant
Eflects That, As A
Result Of Substantial
New Information Not
Known At The Time
The EIR Was Certified,
Are N [ermined
To Have A Mare
Severe Adverse
Impadi?

L Bilogical
iResources, Would
lthe project:

FPASP Dradt BIR
PP.3A3-1 (054

c Havea
substantial adverse
effect on state ar
{federally protected
weilands
(including, but not
limlted to, marsh,
vernal pool,
coastal, etc)
through direct
removal, filling,
hydrological
interruption, or
other means?

Pp-3A3-2810-50

No

No

No

No

Neo

MM 3A3-1a
3A.31b

d. Interfere
subsiantially with
the movemeni of
any native resident
or migratory fish
and wildlife
spedes or with
established native
resident or
migratory wildlife
corridors, ar
impede the use of
native wildllfe
nursery slles?

Pp.0A3 8 105

No

No

No

No

None required

Rockcress at Folsom Ranch
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Where [mpact Was Do Proposed Any New Any New Are There Eifects Are There Effects Are There Eifects Are There Polentially | Are There Previously | Priar Environmental
Analyzed in Prior Changes Involve Circumstanas Information of That Are Peculiar To | That Are Pecubiar To That Were Not Signifiant Off-Slle | Identified Signifiant Document's
E . i New Involving New Substentisl The Project Or The | The Project That Wilt Analyzed As Impacts And Effects That, AsA | Mitigatian Measures
Documenta, Lovpacts or Significant Impacts or Importance Parcel On Which The | Not Be Substartially | Significant EffectsIn | Cumulativelmpacts | Resull Of Substantial | Addressing mpacts.
Issue Area Substantially More | Substantlally More Requiring New Project Would Be Mittigated By A Priar EIROn The Which Were Not New Information
Severe Impacts? Severe Impacts? Analysis or Locrted That Have Application Of Zoning Action, Discussed In The Not Known At The
Verlficatian? Not Been Dischased | Uniformly Applied General Plan Or Prior IR Propared | Timme The EIR Was
In 2 Prior BIR On The | Development Polides Pian For The Genersl Certified, Are Now
Zaning Action, Or Sumdards That With Which The Pian, Community Determined To Have
Gerreral Plan, Or Have Been Project Is Cansisten|? Plan Or Zaning A Mare Severe
Commumity Plun | Previoisly Adopted? Action? Adverse Impact?
‘With Which the
Prulect Is Consistent?
4, Biological FPASP Draft EIR
Resources. Would | pp.3A3-110-94
the project
e. Conflict with PP 3A3-75t0-88 No No No No Ne No No No MM3A.3S
any local policies (oak woodland
or ordinances and trees)
protecting
blological
resources, such as
a tree preservation
pollcy or
ordinance?
£ Conflict withthe | pp.3A3-93 w094 No No No No No No No No None required
provlsions of an
adopted Habitat
ConservationPlan,
Natral
Comumunity
Conservation Plan,
or other approved
local, regional, or
state habial
lan?
Rockeress al Folsam Ranch
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‘Where [mpact Was Do Proposed Any New Any New Are There Elfects Are There Effects Are There Elfects Are There Potentially | Are There Previously | Prior Environmental
Analyzed in Prior Changes Involve Circumstances Information of That Are Pecullar To | Thal Are Pecullar To That Were Not Signifiant Off-Site | Identified Sigrificant Document’s
Envi : Environmental New Significant Involving New Substantal The Project Or The | The Project Tt Wl Analyzed As Impacts And Effects Tha, AsA | Mitigation Messures
[} Impy mpacts o Importana Parcel On Which The | Not Be ificant Effects In | Ci ive tmpacts | Result Of Substantlal | Addressing Impads,
Issue Area Substantially More SubstanHalty More Requiring New Project Would Be Mitigated By A Prior EIR On The Which Were Not New Information
Severe tmpais? Severe Impacts? Analyss or Located That Have Application Of Zoming Actian, Discussed In The Nt Knawn At The
Verifiation? Not Been Disclased Uniformly Apptied General Plan Or Prior EIR Prepared Time The EIR Was
Ina Prior BIR On The | Development Poticies |  Community Plan For The General Certified, Are Now
Zonlng Action, Or Standards That With Which The Plan, Comununlty | Determined To Have
General Plan, Or Have Been Project Is Congistent? Plan Or Zaning A More Severe
Cooumumity Flan | Previously Adopied? Action? Adverse Impact?
With Which the
Proiect |s Coresistent?
4, Blologieal FPASP Drait EIR
Resourves. Would Pp-3A3-110-94
the project:
Discomion:
The FPASP EIR ded that i of the in the EIR would reduce all except the following blological resources impacts 10 less Lhan significanl levels: impacts on jurisdictional waters of Lhe Unired States,
induding weilands (Impact 3A.3-1); cumulative impacts on aquatic resources, oak woodlands, nesting and foraging habitat for raptors, induding Swainson’s hawk, and polential habilat for special-status plant spedes (Impaci 3A 3-2); Lmpacts
on blee cak dlands and on trees p under Folsom lpal Code and County Tree Preservation Ordlnance (Tmpact 3A.3-5); as well a5 the impacts of off-site Lmprovements which would be located In the jurisdiction of B Dorado

County, Sacramento County, or Calirans. (FEIR, pp. 1-38 to 1-63; DEIR, p. 3A.3-94)

‘The pages indicated in the table above contain the relevant analysis of Lhe potential impacts.

Additionally, the 2012 Water Addendum includes a short dscuumn of hw the changes to the water facilities aspects of the FPASP® project would have the same or less impacts to biological when compared to the FPASP project as
analyzed in the 2011 EIR after i ion of the fallowi MM 3B.3-13, MM 3B.3-1b, MM 3B.3-1cc MM 3A_3-1a, and MM 3B.3-2. (Water Addendum, p. 3-7) The 2015 Westland Elgle Addendum also Includes a
don of how project wouldhaveﬂlesameurredumdh\pachm i when p Lo the FPASP project as analyzed in the 2011 EIR wlth lmpl ion of the i that include

updated versions of some mitigation measures in the FPASP Emaswelhsnmmlu;nuon measures: MM 3A.3-1a, MM 3A.3-1b, MM 3A.3-2c, MM 3A_3-2d, MM 3A.3-2h, MM 3A 3-4a, MM 3A.34b, MM3A3-5 MM 4.4-1, MM 442, MM 4.43,
MM 444, MM 4.4-5, MM 4.4-6, and MM 4.4-7. (Westland Eagle Addendum, pp. 4.18-4.30)

See Exhibit 3 for discussion of the Rockcress at Folsom Ranch project’s consistency with wetlands and wildlife palicies in the FPASP (hat may be relevant to biological resources impacts. (Exh. 3, pp. 19-22.)

There are ongoing efforts ko complete the South HCP, which is ‘ln!heFPASPEIRBul!heSauthnmmonHG’umndznmmuml!nckumall-'olsmmd\pm}edbeauumecltydldmld\mlopamupaklnlhe
HCP and the project site 1 ide of |he boundarles of the proposed HCP plan area. (See South HCP, avallable at p-chapters—final.html {lasi visited fune 13, 2019).)

MM 3A 3-1a
MM3A3-1b
MM3A.3-2a
MM3A3-2b
MM 3A3-2c
MM3A3-2d
MM 3A3-2¢
MM 3A3-2f
MM 3A3-2¢

Reckeress at Folpom Ranch
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Where Impact Was Do Any New Any New Are There Elfects Are There Effects AreThereEffects | Are There Potentially | Are Theve Previously | Prior Envitonmental
Analyzed in Priar Changes Involve Circumstances Information of That Are Peculiar To | That Are Peculiar To ‘That Were Not Significant Off-Site [dentified Sigrificant Document’s
- . i New Slgnificant Involving New Substantial The Project Or The | The Project That Wall Analyzed As Impacts And Effects That, ASA | Mitigation Measures
Documents, tmpacts or ignificant Lpacts Parcel On Which The | Not BeSubsiantially | Significnt Bffects in | Cumulativelmpacts | ResultOf Substantial | Addressing impacts.
Issue Area SubstantallyMore | Substantially More Requiring New Project Would Be Mitigated By AProrEIROnThe | Which Were Not New information
Severe Impacts? Severe [mpacts? Analysis oc Located That Have Application Of Zoning Action, Discussed In The Not Known At The
Verification? Not Been Disclosed |  Uniformly Applied General Plan Or Priar EIR Prepared | Tiame The BIR Was
Ina Prior EIR On The | Development Policies Community Plan For The General Certified, Are Now
Zordng Action, Or Standards Thet With Which The Plmn, Communlty Determined To Have
General Plan, Or Have Been Project Is Consisten? Plan Or Zoning A Mare Severe
Commurity Plan | Previously Adopied? Action? Adverse mpact?
With Which the
Proled |s Consisteni?
4. Biological FPASP Drafi ER
Resources, Would | pp.3A3-110-94
the pevdect:
* MM3A3-2h
= MM3A33
* MM3A34a
+ MMB3A34D
* MM3A35
» MM3B3-1a
* MM3B3-1b
= MM3IB3Ic
= MM3A3la
+ MM38332
« MM441
« MMd442
+ MM443
= MM444
= MM445
* MM446
* MM447
Condlusion:
With Impl lon of the above mltig; in Lhe FPASP EIR, Water Addendum, and e A at Polsomn Ranch would not have any new significant or substantially more severe
biologlal impacts (Guidelines, § 15162), nor would it result in any new Impacts that are peculiar to the profed ar its sile (Gui §15183).

Rockeresd at Folaom Ranch
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S, CULTURALRESOURCES

Where [mpact Was Do Proposed Any New Any New Are There Effects Are There Effects Are There Bifects Are There Potentially | Are There Previously | Prior Enviraumental
Analyzed in Prior Changes lnvolve CGrcumstances Informatian of That Are Peculiar To | That Are Peculiar To That Were Not Significant OffSite | Identified Significanl Document’s
s | i New Involving New Substantial The Project Or The | ‘The Project That Will Analyzed As Impacts And Effecs That, AsA | Mitigation Measures
b Documents. Impacis o g Ling g Parcel On Which The | Not Be Substantlally | Signlficant BffectsIn | Cumulativelmpacts | Result Of Substantial | Addressing Impacts.
Issue Area Substantially More | Substantially More Requiring New Project Would Be Mitigated By APHorEROnThe | Which Were Not New Informatian
Severe lmpacts? Severe Lupacts? Analysiy o7 Located That Have Applicstion Of Zaning Action, Discussed tn The Not Known At The
Verifiation? Not Been Disclosed Undformly Applied General Plan Qr Prior ER Prepared Time The EIR Was
b a Priar EIROn The | Development Policies Comemurity Plan For The General Centified, Are Now
Z2oning Action, Or Standards That With Which The Pian, Community Determined To Have
General Plan, Or Have Been Project [s Consisten(? Plan Or Zaning A More Severe
Community Plan | Previously Adopted? Action? Adverse Impact?
With Which the
Prolect Is Consistent?
8, Cultural FPASP Draft BIR
Resources. Would pp.3A5-11025
the project:
a. Causea pp 3A 5171023 No No No No No No No Ne MM3A5-1a
substanlial adverse 3A51b
changein the 3A 52
signifiance of a
historical resource
as defined in
§15064.57
b. Causea Same as (a) above No No No No No No No No Sams as (a) above
substantialndverse
changein the
slgnificance of an
archaealogical
resource pursuant
o §15064.5?
¢ (previous) Same aa (a) above No No No No No No No No Same as (a) abave
Directly or
Indirectly destroy a
unique
paleontological
Tesource or gile or
unlque geologic
foalnmm?
¢, Disturb pp-3A.5-B10-24 No Neo No No Neo No Neo No MM 3A 53
any human
remalns,
including those
interred outside
the formal
Wockeress at Folsom Ranch
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Where lmpact Was Do Froposed Ary New Any New Are There Effrcts Are There Effects ArcThere Effects | Are There Fotentially | Are There Previously | Prior Environmental
Analyzed In Prioe Changes Involve Circumatancs Information of That Are Peculiar To | That Are Pecutiar To That Were Not Significant Olf-Site Identified Sgrificant Document's
e | 1l New Significant Invalving New Substantial The Project Or The | The Project That Will Analyzed As Impadts And Effects That, AsA | Mitigation Measures
= Documents. Impacts or ficant mpacts P Parcel On Which The | Not B Effectsln | Ci T Result OF ial | Addressing (mpacts.
Issue Area Substantially More | Substantiaily More Requiring New Project Would Be Mitigated By A Prior £IR On The Which Were Not New Infarmation
Severe Impacts? Severe Impacts? Analysts or Located That Have Application Of Zoning Action, Discussed In The Not Known At The
Verifiatlon? Not Been Disclased Unlformly Applied General Plan Or Prior EIR Prepared Timne The EIR Way
B aPriaz EIROn The | Development Policies Communizy Plan Far The General Certifled, Are Now
Zoning Action, Or Standards That With Which The Plan, Communitty Determined To Have
General Plan, Or Have Been Project [s Consistent? Plan Or Zaming A More Severe
Communty Plan | Previously Adopted? Action? Adverse Impad?
With Which the
Proec is Consigient?
8, Cultural FPASP Draft RIR
Resources. Would | pp.3A5-110-25
| the project
Discussion:
The FPASP EIR ded thal imp «of the mitigati in the EIR would reduce all except the followng cultural resources impacts to less than signlficant levels: impacts on identified and previously undiscovered cultural

resources (Impacis IA.5-1 and 3A.5-2); and impacis from aff-site improvements constructed in aress under the jurisdiction of Et Docado County, Sactamento County, or Caltrans (Impacts 3A 5-1 through 3A.5-3). (FEIR, Pp- 1-81 to 1- B6; DEIR,
P-3A5-25,) The pages indicated Ln the table above cantaln Lhe relevant analysis of the potentlal impacts.

Addltionally, the 2012 Water Addendum includes a short dlscunlonof how Lhe changes to the water facilities aspects of the FPASP project would have the same or less impacts Io cultural resources when compared to the FPASP project as
analyzed in the 2011 EIR after imp of the followil MM 3A.5-1a, MM 3A 5-1b, MM 3A.5-2, MM 3A 5-3. (Waler Addendum, pp. 3-8 to 3-9) The 2015 Westland EagleAddmdnmlbcmdudeadhwmmof
howprqednmdmnuwouk‘lhnvel}uumenxrduudlmpacblumhwalmwlmmmpumdlulheFl’ASPprqectumalyzaiml}uzonmeim ! ion of the following mitig: from the FPASP EIR, some
of which have been updated in the Westland Eagle Addendum: MM 3A.7-10, MM 3.A.5-13, MM 3A.5-1b, MM 3A.5-2, MM 3A 5-3, (Westland Eagle Addendum, pp. 4314%.)

See Exhibit 3 for discusson of thi Hockeress st Folsom funcli profect’s conslstency with cullural resources policies In the FPASP that may be relevant o cultural resources Impacts. (Exh 3, p. 25.)

Mitigation Measures:
+ MM3AS-1a
« MM3AS-1b
+ MM3AS2
« MM3AS53

Conclusion:

With Imyp of the above identified in the FPASP EIR, Water A and land Eagle d & at Folsom Ranch would not have any new significant or substantially mare severe
cullueal resources impacts (Guidelines, § 15162), nor would it result in any new significant impacts that are peculiar 10 the project or Its site (Guidelines, § 15183).

Hockereds at Folsom Hanch
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6. ENERGY (New Appendix G Topic)

Where [mpari Was Up Proposed Any New Any New Are There &tfects Are There Effects Are There Bffects Are There Potentially | Are There Previously | Priar Enviroranental
Analyzed in Prior Changes [nvolve Clrcumstances Information of That Are Pecullar To | That Are Peculiar To That Were Not Significant Off-Site [dentifled Significant Document’s
= . ? New Significant Involving New Substantial The Project OrThe | The Project That Will Analyzed As Impacis And Effects That, AsA | Mitigation Measures
Documents. Impacts o Impacts p J Not ificant Effects In | C: ive Impacts. | ResultOf Substartial | Addressing Impacts.
Issue Area Subélantially More | or Substantially More |  Requiring New Project Would Be Mitigated By AProtEIROn'The | Which Were Not New Information
Severe Lmpacts? Severe Impacts? Analysis or Located That Have Application Of Zoning Adtion, Discussed In The Not Known At The
Verification? Not Been Disclosed Uniformly Applied General Plan Or Prior ER Prepared Time The EIR Was
In a Prior EIR On The | Development Polides | Comumunity Phan For The Geneval Certified, Are Now
Zoning Actian, Or Standards That With Which The Plan, Community Determined To Have
General Plan, Or Have Beent Project Is Consistent? Plan Or Zanlng A More Severs
Community Plan | Previously Adopted? Action? Adverse Lmpact?
With Which the
Drojert Is Coneictent?
6. Energy. Would FPASP Draft HIR
tha project: Ppp-3A.16-33 fo 43
4. Resultina PP IA1633t0 43 No No No No No Ne No No None required
potentially
significant
environmental
Impact due to
wasteful, Ineffidens,
Df UNnecessary
consumplion of
Energy resources,
during project
construction or
operation?
b. Conflict withor pp-3A.16-33 to 43 No No o No No No No No None requlred
obstruct a state or
local plan far
renewable energy
or energy
efficiency?
Rockcress at Folsom Ranch
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Where Impact Was | Do Proposed Changes Any New Any New Information | Are There Effects Thal | Are There Effects That | Are There Effects That | Are There Potentially | Are There Previously Prior
Analyzed In Prior Involve New Circumstances of Substantial Are Pecullar To The | Are Peculiar To The |Were Not Analyzed As| Signifiant Off-Slte | [dentified Signlficant Enviranme
E 1 Impacts or lnvnlvlnchw Importance Requiring | Project Or The Parcel | Project That Wil Not | Significan} Bffects In A Impacts And Effects That, As A nal
Issue Area | © betantially More fieant mp New Analysi On Which The Project | BeSubstantially | Prior EROnThe | Cumulative impacts | Result Of Substantial Document
Severe Impacts? More i Would Be Located Thal Mitigated By Zoning Action, General|  Which Were Not New Information Not Mitgation
Severe Impacts? Have Not Been Application Of Plan Or Community | Discussed In The Prior [ Known At The Time Measures
Disclosed In a Prior EIRf  Uniformly Applied | Plan With Which The | BIR Prepared For The | The EIR Was Certified, Addressin
On The Zoning Actlon, | D« Policies | Project Is Consi General Plan, Are Naw Dettermined g Impacts,
General P, Or Or Standards That Community Plan Or |To Have A More Severy|
Community Plan With | Have Been Previously Zoning Action? Adverse Impact?
Which the Project s Adopted?
Coreslstrmt?
5. Energy. Would the| FPASP Draft KIR
pp.3A.1633t0 43
Discussion:
The FPASP EIR/EIS found that the impacts to electricity service, nalural gas, telecommunications service, and cable television and commimnications service would be less than significant and no mitigati were required. The project
would nol result in substantial land use changes that would ially change ds ds for these sevvices. In the Utilities and Service Systems chapter, Lhe DEIR also addresses enevgy impacts, ciling Appendix F of the CEQA

Guidelines. See Impact 3A.16-8 (Electricily Demand and Infrastructure, pp. 3A.16-33 to -36); Impact 3A.16-9 (Natural Gas, pp 3A.16-36 to -35); Impact 3A.16-10 (Telecommunicationg, pp. 3A.16-39 to -403); Impact 3A.16-11 (Cable TV, pp. 3A 1640
to -41); Impact 3A.16-12 (Increased Energy Demand, pp. 3A.1641 to 43). As described in Impact 3A.16-12, the FPASP would Liurease the comsumption of energy. However, the FPASP would need lo comply with Bullding Energy Efficiency
Standards included in Tide 24 ot the California Code of Regulations and Implement an Air Quality Management Plan. This impact (Impact 3A.16-12) was to be less than signi and no mitigalion was required. The project would
continue to comply with Title 24 requirements. The pages indicated in the table above contaln the relevani analysis of the potential impacts.

Additionally, the 2012 Water Addendum lncluds a short discussion of how the changes to the water facilities aspects of the FPASF project would have the same or less impacts to utilities and service systems when compared to the FPASP project
as analyzed in the 2011 EIR after of the MM 3B.16-3a, MM 3B.16-3b. (Water Addendum, p. 3-17.) The 2015 Westland Eagle Addendum also Includes a discussion of how project amendments
would have the same impacts (0 energy when compared to the FPASP prokct as analyzed in the 2011 EIR. (Weslland Ragle Addendum, pp. 417-3.)

See Exhibit 3 for discussion of the Rockiress at Folsom Ranch project’s consistency with energy polidies in the FPASP Lhat may be relevant to energy Impacds. (Exh. 3, p. 33-38.)

Mitigation Measures:
None required

Condusion:

Consistent wilh lhe conclusions in the FPASP EIR, Water Addendum, and land Eagle A at Folsom Ranch would not have any new significant ot substanilally more severe enetgy lmpacts (Guldelines, § 15162),
nor would jt result in any new significant impacts that are peculiar to the project or Its slie (Guidelines, § 15183).

Rockcress at Folsom Ranch
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7. GEOLOGY AND SOILS

Where tmpact Was (22 Any New Any New Are There Ellects Are There Elfects Are There Effects Are There Potentially | Ate There Prior
Analyzed In Prior Changes Invalve Circumstances ion of That Are Peculiar To | That Are Pecullar To That Were Not Significant Qff-Site. Tdentified Signifiant Document’s
¥ a1 New Involving New Substantial The Project OrThe | The Project Thal Will Analyzed As Impacts And EffecsThat AsA | Mitigation Messures
== Docutrents. Impacts or igr P Parcel On Which The | Not BeSubstantialty | Significant Effects In | CumulaiveImpacts | Result Of Substantial | Addressing Impacts.
Issue Area Substantially More | or Substantially More Requlring New Project Would Be Mitigated By A Prior EIR On The Which Weve Not New Information
Severe Impacts? Severe Impacis? Analysts or Localed Thal Have Appllcation Of Zaning Action, Discussed In The Not Known At The
Verdfiation? Not Been Disclosed Unlformly Applied General Plan Or Prior BIR Prepared Time The EIR Was
InaPrior IROn The | Development Polices ‘Comununity Plan Fox The General Certified, Are Now
Zoning Action, Or Standards That With Which The Plan, Community Determined To Have
General Plan, Or Have Been Project s Consisient? Plan Or Zaning A More Severe
CommunityPlan | Previously Adopied? Action? Adverss Lmpact?
With Which the
Project is Consietent?
6. Geology and FPASP Drafi EIR
Solls, Would the PP 3A.7-1 to 40
project:
a pp-3A7-24t0-2B No No No No No No No No MM3A7-1a
3A71b
Directly
or indirectly cause
potential
substantial adverse
effects, including
the risk of loss,
Injury, or death
involving:
1. Ruptureofa
known earthquake
fault, as delinested
on the most recent
Alquist-Priolo
Earthquake Fault
Zoning Map lssued
by the State
Geologlst for the
atea or based on
other substantial
evidence of a
Rockcress at Folsom Ranch
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Where Impact Was
Analyzed in Priar

Issue Area

Any New
Circumstamces
Involving New

Significant Impacts
or Substantially More
Severe Impacts?

Any New
[nformation of
Substantial
[mportance
Requiring New
Analysia or
Verlfiation?

Ina Prior IR On The
Zoring Action,
General Plan, Or
Community Flan
WIth Which the

Prodect is Conelstent?

Are There Effects
That Are Pecullar To
‘The Project That Will

Are There Previously
) f

Prior Enviranmental

EBffects That, As A

Mitigation Messures

Not
Mitigated By
Application Of
Unlformly Applied

Development
Or Standards That
Have Been
Previously Adopied?

For The General

Action?

Resull Of
New Information
Not Known At The
Tiee The EIR Was
Certlfied, Are Now
Determined To Have
A More Severe
Adverse Impadt?

Addressing Impacts.

6. Gealogy and
Bolla, Would the
ect

FPASP Draft EIR
PP-3A7-1to40

known fault?
Refer to Divisan
of Mines and
Gealogy Special
Publleation 42.

2. Strong setsmic
ground shaking?
3 Seismic-related
ground failure,
Including
liquefaction?

4. Landslides?

b. Resultin
substantal soll
erosion or the loss.
of topsoil?

pp 3A.7-Z1o-31

No

No

MM3A7-3

¢ Belocated ona
geologlcunit or
soll that is
unstable, or that
would become
unsiable 25 a result
of the project, and
potentially result
In on-or off-sile
landstide, lateral
spresding,
subsidence,
Liquefaction ot

| collapee?

Pp.3A731 o34

No

No

No

No

MMIA 7-1a
3A74
3A75

Rockcress at Folsom Ranch
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Where Impact Was Do Propased Any New Any New Are There Effects Are There Effects Are There Effects | Are There Potentially | Are There Previously | Prior Enviranmental
Analyzed in Prior Changes Involve Clrcumstances Information of That Are Peculiar To | That Are Peculiar To That Were Not Significant Off-Site [dentified Significant Document’s
E Environmental New Significant Involving New Substantial The Project Or The | The Project That Will Analyzed As Impacis And Effects Thal, AsA | Mitigalion Measures
|} Impacts or Significant Impacts Impariance Parcel On Which The | NotBe Eectsln | O ; Result Of Substantisl | Addressing lmpacis.
Issue Area Substantlally Mors | or Substantlally More |  Requiring New Projed Would Be Mitigated By A Prior EIR On The Which Were Not New Information
Severs Impacts? Severe Impacts? Arnalysis o Located That Have Application OF Zoning Action, Dlscussed In The Not Known At The
Verlfiation? Not Been Disclosed Unliormly Applied Genegal Plan Or Prior RIR Prepared Time The EIR Was
In a Brior EIR On The | Development Polices |  Community Plan For The General Centified, Are Now
Zoning Action, Or Standards That With Which The Plan, Cammunity Determined To Have
General Plan, O Have Been Profect Is Consisient? | Plan Or Zaning A Mare Severe
Community Plan | Previousty Adopted? Action? Adverse Impact?
With Which the
Prolect is Consistent?
6. Geology and FPASP Draft EIR
Sails. Would the PP-3A7-1t0-40
profect:
d. Belocated an pp-3A7-34 to-35 No No No No No No Na No MM 3A.7-1a 3A7-1b
expansive sol), as
defined in Table
18-1-B of the
Uniform Bullding
Code (1994),
creati
substantial risks
tolifear
property?
e Havesails pp.3A.7-3510-36 No No No No No No No No None required
incapable of
adequately
supparting the use
of seplic tanks ar
alternative waste
water disposal
systems where
sewers are not
avallable for te
disposal of waste
wabter?
Roekcress at Folsom Ranch
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Where Lmpact Was Do Proposed Any New Any New Are There Effects Are There Effects Are There Effects Are There Potentiatly | Are There Previously | Frior Environmenlal
Analyzed In Prior Changes imvolve Circurstances Information of That Are Peculiar To | That Are Pecullar To That Were Not Signifiamt Off-Site Identfied Signifiant Document’s
- 5 New Significant Involving New Substantial The Project Or The | The Project That Will Analyzed As Impuacts And Effects That, AsA | Mitigation Measures
Doauments. Impacis or Significant Impacts Importance Parcel On Which The | Not Be Subslantially | Significant Réfects In | Cumulativelmpacts | Result Of Substantial | Addressing Impacts.
Issue Area Substantlally More | ar Substantlally More | Requlring New Project Would Be Mitigated By APrior BIROnThe | Which Were Not New Information
Severe Impacts? Severe lmpucts? Analyals or Located That Have Application Of Zaning Action, DiscussedInThe | Not Known AtThe
Verifcation? Not Been Disclosed Unlformly Applied Genexal Plan Or Prior BIR Prepared Time The EIR Was
InaPrior EIROn The | Development Polices Community Plan For The General Centified, Are Now
Zaning Action, Or Standards That With Which The Plan, Comumunity Determined To Have
General Plan, Or Have Been Profect Is Cansistent? | Plan Or Zaning A More Severe
Comumumity Plan | Previously Adopted? Action? Adverse Impaxt?
With Which the
Prodect is Consimern?
6. Geology and PFPASP Drafil EIR
Solls. Would the Pp-JA7-1t0-40
project:
Discussion:
‘The FPASP EIR concluded that imp of the mlti in the EIR would reduce all except the fallowing gealogy impacts (0 less than significant levels: impacts from off-site elements under the jurisdiction of El Dorado and

Sacramento Counties and Caltrans. (FEIR, pp. 1-89 to 1-95; DEIR, p. 3A.7-40.) The pages indicated in the lable above contain the relevant analysls of the polential impacts.

Addionally, the 2012 Water Addendum includes » shmdmmofhow thedungato the watex facilities aspecis of the FPASP project would have Lhe same or less impacis to geology and sails resources when compared to the FPASP
project 2s analyzed in the 2011 EIR after i of the MM 38.7-1a, MM 3B.7-1b, MM 3B.7-4, MM 3B.7-5. (Water Addendum, p. 3-10) The 2015 Westland EagleAddmdum also indudes a discussion of
howprqedamendmuwouldhavel.hesamenneduadunpldsmgeolngyaldsmlswhen:m\pamdlol}:FPASPplo]ectaslnalyzedlnlheZOllElih pl don of the following from the FPASP EIR: MM
3A.7-1a, MM 3A.7-1b, MM 3A.7-3, MM 3A 7-4, MM 3A.7-5. (Weslland Eagle Addendum, pp. 4.40-443)

See Extubit 3 for discussion of the Rockcress at Folsom Ranch project’s i with floodplail ion policies in the FPASP thal may be relevant ta gevlogy and solls impacts. (Exh. 3, pp. 26-28.)

P

Mitgation Measures:
¢« MMD3AZ7-1a
MM3A7-1b
MM3A 73
MM3A.7-+4
MM3A.7-5
MM 3B7-1a
MM3B.7-1b
MM 3B.74
MM3B.75

Condusion:

With imp of the above mitigat identified in the FPASP EIR, Water Addendum, and Westland Eagle Addend k al Folsom Ranch would not have any new significant ar substanilally mote severe gealogy

and sails impacts (Guldeli § 15162), nor would it result in any new impacts that are peculiar to the project or its slte (Guidelines, § 15183),

Rockcress at Folsom Ranch
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8. GREENHOUSE GAS EMISSIONS

Whete Impact Was Do Proposed Any New Any New Are There Effects Are There Effects Are There Effects | Are There Polentially | Are There Previously | Prior Environmental
Anslyzed in Prior Changes Involve Circumstancs Information of That Are Pecullar To | That Are Peculiar To ‘That Were Not Signifiant Oft-Site | Identified Significant Document’s
o i New Significant Involving New Substantia] The Project OrThe | The Projedt That Will As Impacts And Effecta That, ASA | Mitigation Measures
. D Imp i p Parcel On Which The | Not Be Substantlally | Significant Bifects in | Cumulativelmpeas | RasultOf Substantial | Addressing mpacts.
Issue Area Substantially More | Substantially Mare Requiring New Project Would Be Mitigaied By APHorEROnThe | Which Were Not New Information
Severs Impacts? Severe Impacts? Aralysis or Located That Have Application Of Zoning Action, Discussed In The Not Known At The
Venifiation? Not Been Disclosed Unlformly Applied General Plan Or Priar EIR Prepared Time The EIR Was
In a Prior EIR On The | Development Polides Commurdty Plan For The General Certified, Are Now
Zaning Action, Or Standards That With Which The Plan, Community Determined To Have
General Plan, Have Beeny Praject Iy Cansistent? Plan Or Zaning A Maore Severe
Cammunity Plin | Previously Adopted? Actan? Adverse Lmpac?
With Which the
Proiect is Consistnt?
V. Greenhouse Gas | FPASP Draft EIR
Emisslona Would | pp.3A.4-1t0 49
tha project:
a. Generate PP 3A.4-1310-30 No No No No No No No No MM3A2-1a
greenhause gas 3A21b
emissions, either A4
directly or 3A2-2
indirectly, that 3A42
may have a 3A42b
significant impact
on the
?
b. Conflict withan | pp.3A4-10t0-13 Na No No No No No No No None required
applicable plan,
pollcy or
regulstion adopted
for the purpose of
reduding the
emlsalons of
greenhouse gases?
Rockceress at Folsom Ranch
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Where Impact Was Do Propoard Any New Any New Are There Elfects Are There Effects Are There Effects | Are There Powmitially | Are There Previously | Prior Environmental
Analyzed in Priar Changes Invalve Circurmstances Informatian of That Are Peculiar To | That Are Peculiar To That Were Not Signlficant Off-Site Identifiad Signdficant Document’s
- | New Sigrificant Involving New Substantial The Project Or The | The Project That W Arulyzed As Impacts And Effects That, AAA | Mitigation Messures
D Ips Impacts o Importance Parcel On Which The | Not Be Bffectain | C pacts | Resull Of il | Addressing [mpacts,
Issue Area Substantially More | Substantially Mare Requiring New Project Would Be Mitigated By AProrEROnThe | Which Were Not New Information
Severe Impacts? Severe Lmpacis? Anglysls or Localed That Have Appliaation Of Zoning Actian, Discussed In The Not Xnown At The
Verlflcation? Not Been Disclosed Uniformly Applied Gerweral Flan Or Prior EIR Prepared Time The EIR Was
Ina Prior EIROn The | Development Polides Community Plan For The General Certifiad, Are Now
Zoning Acticn, Or Standards That With Which The FPlan, Commumity Determined To Have
General Plan, Or Have Bemn Project s Consistent? Plan Or Zoning A More Severe
Community Flan | Previously Adopted? Action? Adverse Impaci?
With Which the
Project ls Consiseeni?
7. Greenhouse Gas | FPASP Draft IR
Emlsslona Would | pp. 3A4-1t049
the prviech:
Discusalon:
The FPASP EIR concluded that FPASP project’s I to gas (GHG) emissions from project-related construction (Inpaci 3A.4-1) and fram long-term operation (Impact 3A.4-2) are cumulatively considerable and

significant and unavoidable. (FEIR, pp. 1-70 to 1- 79; DEIR, pp. 3A.4-23, JA.4-30 ) The pages Indicated in the table above contain the relevant analysis of (he potential impacts.

Additlanally, the 2012 Waler Addendum includes a shori discussion of how the dunss 10 Lhe waler facilities aspects of the FPASP projeci would have the same or less impacts lo GHG amlsslons and dimate change when compared 1o the
FPASP project as analyzed in the 2011 EIR after imp of the '3 MM 3B 4-1a, MM 3B.4-1b. (Water Addendum, p. 3-8.) The 2015 Westland Eagle Addendum -an mclude a dlscussion of how project
amendments would have the same or fewer impacts to GHG emissions and climate chlnge when compared (0 the FPASP project as analyzed in the 2011 EIR with impk of the (¢ ing from the FPASF EIR:
MM 3A.4-1, MM 2A.4-2a, MM 3A 4-2b. (Westland Eagle Addendum, pp. 4.44-4.52.)

See Exhib(t 3 for discussion of the Rockeress at Folsam Ranch project’s consislency with air quality, enexgy efficlency, and environmental quality policies in the FPASP that may be relevant GHG Lmpacis. (Exh. 3, pp. 28-30, 33-36, 38-39))

Mitigation Measuures:
« MM3A2-1a
* MM3A21b
o MM3A41
o MM3A22
s MM3Ad4-2a
o MM3A42b
+ MM3B4-la
« MM3B41b

Conclusion:

With i ion of the above mitigati identified in the FPASP EIR, Water Ad\ and Eagle A d ai Folsom Ranch would not have any new significant or substantially move severe GHG

mddlnutedungelmpans (Gui §15162), nor would it resuit Ln any new signiticant impacts that are peculiar to the project or lis site (Guidetines, § 15163).
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9. HAZARDS AND HAZARDOUS MATERIALS

¥here Impact Was DoProposed Any New Any New Are There Effects Are There Effecs Are There Eltects Are [here Fotentially | Are There Previcusly | Prior Environmental
Analyzed in Priar Changes Involve Clrcumstances Information of That Are Pecullar To | That Are Peculiar To That Were Nok Off-Site Tdentified Di s
Envi : i New Stgnil Involving New Substantial The Project Or The | The Praject That Wl Anslyzed As Impacts And Bfects That, As A | Mltigation Meagures
Documents. Impacts or L Parcel On Which The | Not fie EffectsIn | C fve Impacts | Result Of ial | Addremsing Impects.
Issue Area Substantlally More Substantially More Requiring New Project Would Be Mitigated By A Prior ERR On The Which Were Not ‘New Informatian
Severe [mpacts? Severe Impacts? Analysts or Located That Have Application Of Zoning Actian, Discussed In The Not Known At The
Verification? Not Beent Disclosed Uniformiy Applied General Plan Or Prior EIR Prepared Time The HIR Was
In a Prior KIR On The | Development Policies | Community Plan Bor The General Certified, Are Now
Zoning Action, Or Sandards That With Which The Plan, Commurdty Determined To Have
Geneval Plan, Or Have Been Project Is Consistent? | Plan Or Zoning A More Severe
Community Plan | Proviously Adupied? Action? Adverse Impact?
With Which the
Peerpec) it Coneizten|?
8. Hazards and FPASP Draft EIR
Hazardow Pp-3A8-1tn-36
Materials. Wonld
| the project:
a. Createa pp 3A8-1910-20 No No No No No No No No None required
significant hazard
to the public or the
environment
through the
rouline ranspori,
use, or disposal of
hazardous
mateclals?
b. Createa PP 3AB-2 lo-22 No No No No Neo No No No MM 3A.8-2
significant hazard 3A.91
10 the public ar the
environment
through
reasonably
foreseeable upset
and acdident
conditions
invalving the
release of
hazardous
materials indo the
envirorament?
Hockerass at Folsom Ranch
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Where Impact Was
Analyzed in Pdor

Issue Area

Do Proposed
Changes [nvolve
New Significant
Impacta or

Any New

Involving New
Significant Impacts or
More

Any New

Severe Impacts?

Severe Impacts?

Are There Effects
That Are Peculiar To
The Project Or The
Parcel On Which The
Project Would Be
Located Thai Have
W Bems D mannd
In a Prior IR On The

Action,
General Plan. Or
Cotnmunity Plan
With Which the
Progect s Comsitbemi?

Are There Elfects
“That Are Peculiar To
The Project That Wil

Are There Effects
‘That Were Not
Analyzed As
i Effects in

Are There Potenbially
Signlficant Off-Site
Impacts And
[« Impacts

Not Be
Mitigaied By
Application Of
Undformly Applied
Development Palicies
O Standards That
Have Been
Previously Adopted?

APrior BIR On The
Zaning Actian,
General Plan Or
Comemitnity Plan
With Which The

Project Is Consistent?

‘Which Were Not
Discussed In The

Priar Environunental
Document’s
Miligation Measures
Addreming Impacis.

8. Hazards and FPASP Draft EIR
Haaardons Pp-3A8-1t0-36
Materials. Would

| the project

c Emit hazardous | pp 3A.8-31t0-33
emissions or
handle hazardous
or acutely
hazardous
materials,
substances, or
waste within ane-
quarter dle of an
existing or
propased schoal?

No

No

No

No

No

MM A 86

d. Beloatedona | pp.3ABZto-18
site which is
induded on a list
of hazardous
materials sites
compiled pursuant
toGovernment
CodeSection
659625 and, as a
result, would it
create a significant
hazard to the
public oz the
environment?

No

No

No

Neo

MM3A 8-3a
3A.83b

e Fora project pp 3A8-1810-19
located withinan
alrport land use

No

No

None required

plan o7, where

Rockeress at Polsom Ranch
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Where lmpact Was Do Proposed Any New Any New Are There Effects Are There Effects Are There Effects Are There Potentlally | Are There Previously | Priar Environmental
Analyzed in Prior Changes Involve Ciraunsiances Informatian of That Are Pecullar To | That Are Peculiar To That Were Not Significant Of{Sile | Identlfed Significant Document's
Er | New Significant Invalving New Substantial The Project Oc The | The Project That Wilt Analyzed As Tmpacts And Elfects Thal, AsA | Migation Messures
Documents. Impacts or b Parcel On Which The | Not Be i EtiecsIn | C ivelmpacts | Result Of Subsiantial | Addressing Invpacts.
Issue Area Substantially More | Substantially Mare Requiring New Project Would Be Mittigated By AProrEROnThe |  Which Were Not New Information
Severe Impacis? Severe Impacts? Analysts or Located That Have Application Of Zoming Action, Disaissed In The Not Known At The
Verification? Not Been Disclosed | Unlformly Applied Gemeral Plan Or Prior BIR Prepsred | Time The RIR Wis
In a Prior EIROn The | Development Policies ‘Community Plan For The General Certifid, Are Now
Zoning Action, Or Sandards That With Which The Plan, Comununity Determined To Have
General Plan, Or Have Been Projed [s Congistent? Plan Or Zoning A More Severe:
Comununity Plan Previously Adopted? Action? Adverse bmpect?
With Which the
Proiect is Consistent?
8. Hazards and FPASP Drafi ER
Hazardous Pp-3A.8-1t0-36
Materlals. Would
the profect:
sucha plan has not
been adopted,
within two miles of
a public alrport or
public use airport,
would the project
result in a safety
hazard for people
realding ar
watking Ln the
proiect area?
£ Fora pp.3A8-18to-19 No No No No No No 2 No None required
project within the
vidinity ofa
private alrstrip,
would the project
resultina safely
hazard for people
reslding or
working on the
projecl area?
£, Impair p-3AB29 No No No No No No Nao No None required
implementation of
or physlally
interfere with an
adopted
emergercy
response plan or
emergency
evacuation plan?
Rockcress at Folsom Ranch
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Where Impact Was Do Proposed Any New Any New Are There Effects Are There Effects ArcThere Effects | Are There Poumtially | Are There Previously | Prior Environmental
Analyzed in Prior Changes Involve Circumstances Information of That Are Feaulisr To | That Are Peculiar To That Were Not Significant Off-Sitr | Idemtified Sigraficant Doaument's
Enyl 1 Envi New Iavolving New Substantial The Profect Or The ‘The Projed That Will Aralyzed As. Impacts And Effects That As A Mitigation Measures.
e Documents. Impactsor Signitham| Impacts or Imy Parcel On Which The | Not B EffecsIn | Cu ive L Result Of Addressing Impacis.
Issue Area Substantially More |  Substantlally Mare Requiring New Project Would Be Mttigated By APrior EROnThe | Which Were Not New Information
Severe Impacts? Severe mpacts? Analysis or Located That Have Applicaton Of Zaning Actian, Discussed In The Not Known At The
VeriBcatian? Not Been Disclosed Unlformly Applied General Plan Or Prior EIR Prepared Tine The EIR Was
In a Prior ER On The | Development Palldes Cammunity Plan For The General Catified, Are Now
Zoming Action, Or Standards That With Which The Plan, Commuarity Determined To Have
General Plan, Oz Hava Been Project Is Consistent? | Plan Or Zoning A Mare Severe
Commurdty Plan | Previously Adopied? Adlon? Adverse Impact?
With Which the
Praiect i Consisien|?
8. Hazarda and FPASP Dmaft EIR
Hazardous PP-3AB110-36
Materlals. Would
| the project
k- g. Expose pp-3A8-181to0-19 No No No No No No No No None required
people or
structures toa
significant risk of
loas, injury or
death involving
wildland fires—
?
Raockcesass at Folsam Kanch
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Where Luvpact Was Do Proposed. Any New Any New Are There Etfects Are There Effects Are There Effects Are There Potentislly | Are There Previously | Frior Environmentai
Analyzed In Prior Changes Involve Clraimstancss Information of Thal Are Pecullar To | That Are Peculiar To Thal Were Not Signifiant Off-Sle Identifind Sgrifigmt Document’s
Envi 1 New Signifiant Involving New Substantial The Project Or The | The Project That Will Analyzed As Impacts And Bffects That As A | Mitigation Measures
Doamments. Impacts o Significant Lmpacts ar Importance Parcel On Which The | Not Be Substantially | Slgnificant Eflects bn | C; jve Imp Result Of. dd Impacts.
Issue Area Substantially More |  Substantially More Requiring New Profect Would Be Mitigated By APror EIROnThe |  Which Were Not New Information
Severe Impacs? Severe Impacts? Analysis or Located That Have Applicatian Of Zowting, Action, Discussed inThe | Nat Known At The
Vedfiation? Not Been Disclosd Unlformly Applied General Plan Or Pricr EIR Prepared Time The EIR Was
Ina Prios BIR On The | Development Polides | Community Plan For The General Certified, Are Now
Zoning Action, Or Sumdards That With Which The Plan, Cammunity Determined To Have
General Plan, Or Have Been Project b Conalsten1? Flan Or Zoring A More Severe
Community Plan | Previously Adopied? Action? Adverse Impact?
With Which the
Project ls Cansisient?
8. Hazarde and FPASP Draft EIR
Hazardous pp-3A8-110-36
Materiala. Would
the project:
Discussion:
The FPASP EIR that of the mit In the EIR would reduce all hazards and hazardous materials impacis lo less than significant levels, except far the impacts from off-site elemenis that fall under the

jurisdiction of El Dorado end Sacramento Counties {Impacts 3A.8-2, 3A-8-3, 3A.8-5, 3A.8-7). (FEIR, pp. 1-99 to 1- 106; DEIR, pp. 3A.8-35 to -36.) Tha pages Indicated in the table above contain the relevant analysis of the potentlal impacis. The
DEIR also analyzes Impact 3A.8-7 related lo mosquito and vector contral. (See pp 3A.8-33 to-35; MM 3A.8-7.)

Additionalty, the 2012 Water Addendum indudes a short discussion ofhow!he changes to the water facililies aspects of the FPASP project would have the same or less hazards and hazardous materials impacts when campared lo Lhe FPASP
profect as analyzed in the 2011 EIR after imp) of tha followl MM 3B.8-1a, MM 3B.8-1b, MM 3B.16-3a, MM 38.16-3b, MM 3B.8-5a, MM 3B 8-5b. (Water Addendum, pp. 3-10 to 3-11.) The 2015 Westland Eagle

Adduﬂnmdnhdﬁs-dlmdlwp«qedwMmhmumwmmhmdmmumhlmpnmwhq\mmpandmu\eFI’ASPpmﬁnnalulyudlnmemll EIR with implementation of Lhe
following mliigation measures from ihe FPASP EIR: MM 3A_8-2, MM 3A 8-5, MM 3A 87. (Westland Eagle Addendum, pp. 453-4.57.)

Mitgation Messures:
» MM3A82
MM3A.9-1
MM3A.8-6
MM3A8-3a
MM 3A 8-3b
MM 3A8-3¢
MM3A87
MM 3B.8-1a
‘MM 3B.8-1b
MM3B.16-3a
MM3B.16-3b
MM 3B.8-5a
MM 38.8-5b

Conclusion:

Withii of Lhe above mitgat i il in the FPASP EIR, Water Addend! and Eagle Addend h at Falsom Ranch would nat have any new signifiamt or substantially more severe hazards and|
hazardous materisls Lrwacts (Guidelines. § 13162), nor would 1 result In any new stanificant impacts Lhal are peculiar to the prolect or lis site {Guldelines, § 15183).

Rackcress al Folsom Ranch
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10. HYDROLOGY AND WATER QUALITY

Where Impad Was. Do Proposed Any New Any New Are There Ltfects Are There Effects Are There ERects Are Thero Potentlally | Are There Previously | Prior Envirormental
Anglyzed In Prior Changes Invalve Circumstances Information of That Are Peculiar To | That Are Pecullar To That Were Not Signifiant Of-Site | Identilled Significml Document's
B \ New Signlficant Involving New Substantial The Project Or The | The Project That Will Analyzed As Impacts And Effects That AsA | Miigation Measures
Documents, Impacts or Significant Impacis Importance Parcel On Which The | Not BeSub EffecisIn | CumubstiveImp Result Of Addressing Impact.
Issue Area Substantially More | or Substandally More | Requiring New Project Would Be Mitigated By APriarEIROnThe | Which Were Not New Information
Severe Impacts? Severe Impacis? Analysis or Located Thal Have Appliction Of Zoning Actlon, Discussed In The Not Known At The
Valification? Not Been Disclased Unlformly Applied General Plan Or Prior EIR Prepared Time The EIR Was
I & Priar ER On The Dovelopment Community Plan For The Genenal Certlfied, Are Now
Zaning Action, Policles Or Standards With Which The Plan, Community Determimed To Have
General Plan, Or ThatHaveBeen | Project Is Carsistent? | Plan Or Zoning A More Severe
Comaunity Plan | Previously Adopled? Actian? Adverse Impact?
With Which the
Pﬁs Is Consistent?
9. Hydrology and FPASP Draft EIR
Water Quality, PP-3A.9-1t0-51
Wauld the Project:
2 Violate any Pp.3A9-2410-28 No No No No No No No No MM 3A.9-1
water quallty
standards or waste
discharge
requirements?
b. PP- 3A.9-45t0-50 No No No No No Mo No No None required
Substantially deplete
groundwater
supplies or Interfere
substantially with
groundwater
recharge such that
there would be a net
deficit in aquifer
volume ora
lowering of the local
groundwater table
level (e.g., the
production rate of
pre-existing nearby
wells would drop to
a level which would
not support exisilng
land uses or planned
uses far which
permits have been
granted?
Hockeress al Folsom Ranch
May, 2020
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Where Impact Was
Analyzed In Prior

Do Proposed
Changers Involve

Issue Area

Impacts or
Substantially Mare
Severe Impacts?

Any New
Clrcumsiances
Involving New

Significan| Impacts
or Substantially More
Severe Impacts?

Any New
[nformation
Substantial
Importance
Requising New
Aralysis or
Verificatian?

Are There Effects
That Were Not

Signlficant Effcts Fn

A Prior EIR On The
Adtion,
General Plan O¢

With Which The
Project Is Consistent?

Are There Patentialiy

Significant Off-Slte
Impacts And

Are There Previously
Wentifled Sgnifiant
Effects That, As A

C pacts
Which Were Not
Discussed In The

Prior 6IR Prepared
For The General
Plan, Cammunlty

Plan Or Zoning
Actian?

Resull Of
New Information
Not Known At The
‘Time The EIR Was
Certified, Are Now
Determined To Have
A More Severe
Adverse Impact?

9. Hydrology and
Water Quality.
Would the Project

FPASP Draft EIR
pp. 3A9-110-51

b. (revised)
Substantially
decrease
groundwater
supplies or interfere
substantially with
groundwater
recharge such that
the project may

Pp-3A9-4510-50

No

Nene required

or sillation on- or
off-site?

Pp-3A9-24t0-28

No

No

No

No

MM 3A9-1

Rockeross at Folsom Ranch
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¢ Irirciie]
Substantisally alter
the existing
dralnage pattern of
the slte or area,
including through
the alteration of the

pp.3A9-24 t0-28,
3A.9-28 to-97
3A.9-37 o 42

Also, see generally
Backbone

course of a stream
ot river or through
e addition of
Impervious
surfaces, ina
manner which
would:

L resultin
subgtantal ercslon
or ailtation an- or
off-site;

1L substantially
Incresse the rate or
amount of surface
runcff in @ manner
which would result
in flooding on- o
offsite;

i creats or
contribute runoéf:
‘water which
would exceed the
capecity of existing
or planned
stormwater
drainage systema
or provide
substantial
additional sources
of polluted runoff;
or

iv. lmpede or
redlrect lood
Mnwa?

MND

No

No

MM 3A9-1
MM 3A.9-2

Rockersas at Folsom Ranch
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Where Impact Was.
Analyzed In Prior

Do Proposed Changes Any New

Involve New

Issue Area

Documents.

Substantially More
Severe Impacts?

Clreumstances

Impactsor | Involving New

of Substanal

Signlficant Impacts or | New Analysks or

Severe Impadts?

Are Peaullar To The

Importance Requiring | Project Or The Parcel
On Which The Project | Be Substantially
Would Be Located Thai|  Mltigated By

Have Not Been

General Plan, Or

Which the Project is
Conxsient?

Community Plan With

Any New [nformation | Are Thero Bfects Tha | Are There Effects That
Are Pecullar To The
Projfect That Will Not

Appliation Of

idisclosed [na Prior ER} Uniformly Applied
©On The Zoning Actian,

Prior EIR On The

Plen Or Community

Aqe There Eflecta That
‘Were Not Aralyzed As Off-Siw
| Significant Effects In A Impacts And

Flas Wish Widch Thie
Development Polides | Project Is Consistent?

Are There Potentially | Are There Previously

General Plan,

Zoning Actlon?

Cumulstive Impacts | Result Of Substantlal
[Zoning Action, Cevwral|  Which Were Not
Discussed In The Prior | Known At The Time
EIR Prepured For The | The EIR Was Certified,

Community Plan Or [To Have A More Severy|

Effects That, As A

New Information Not

Are Now Determined

Adverse Lmpact?

FPASP Draft EIR
PP 3A.9-1 to-51

d.
Substantially alter
the existing
drainage pattern of
the site or area,
Including through
the alteratlon of Lhe
course of a stream
or river, or
substantially
increase the rate or
amount of surface
Tunoff in a manner
which would result
in flooding on- ot

| off-sitg?

pp. 3A9-28t0-37

No

No

No

No

MM3A%2

e Create
or contribute
runoff water which
would exceed the
capacity of existing
or planned storm
waler drainage
sysiemms or provide
substantial
additional sources
of polluted runoff?

Pp 3A.9-28-42

Also see generally
Backbane
Infrastructure
MND

No

No

No

MM3A 91 MM
3A92

Rockeress at Folaom Ranch
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Where Impact Was Do Proposed Any New Any New Are There Eftects Are There Bffects Are There Bifects | Are There Polentially | Are There Previously | Prior Environmental
Aralyzed in Prior Changes Involve Circumstances Information of That Are Pecullar To | That Are Peauliar To That Were Not Signlficani Oft-Site | Identified Signifiamt Document's
Environmental New Signi Involving New Subsiantial The Project Or The | The Project That Will Analyzed As Impacs And Bifects That, AsA | Mitigation Meatures
Documents. Impacts oz Significant Impacts Importance Parcel On Which The | Not Be i EffectsIn | O Impa Result Of Addressing Impacts.
Issue Area Substertially More | o Substantially Mare | Requiring New Project Would Be Mitgated By APriorEROnThe | Which Were Nol New Information
Severe Impacts? Severe Enpscts? Analysis or Located That Have Apphication Of Zonlng Action, Discussed In The Not Known At The
Verification? Not Been Disclosed Unlformly Applied Ceneral Plan Or Prior EIR Frepared Time The EIR Was
Ina Prior EIR On The Development Community Plan For The General Certified, Are Now
Zoning Actian, Policies Or Slandurds With Which The Plan, Community Determined To Have
Genetal Plan, Or Thai Have Been Project Is Consistent? Plan Or Zaning A More Severe
Community Plan | Breviously Adopted? Adtlon? Adverse Enpact?
With Which the
Project is Cansisteni?
9. Hydrology and FPASP Draft IR
Water Quality, pp. 3A9-1to-51
Would the Project:
t. See generally pp. No No No No No No No No Norre required
Otherwise 3A.9-1to-51
subsiantially
degrade water
qualliy?
8- (previous) Place P.3A945 No No No No No No No Neo None required
housing within a
100-year flood
hazard area as
mapped ona
federal Flood
Hazard Boundary
or Flood Insurance
Rate Map or other
flood hazard
delineation map?
. (previous) p-3A9-45 No No Neo No No No No No None required
Place within a
100-year flood
hazard area
structures which
would impede
aor redirect figod
| Nlows?
Rockcreas at Folsom Ranch
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‘Where Impact Was Do Proposed Any New Any New Are There Effects Are Theee Elfects Are There EBects | Ata Thers Friially | Are There Previously | Prior Environmwenial
Analyzed In Prios Changes Involve Circumstances. Information of Thai Are Pecullar To | That Are Peculiar To That Were Not Off-5ite Do:
T \ New Significant Involving New Substantial TheProject Oc The | The Project That Will Analyzed As Tmpacts And Effrets That AsA | Mitigation Messures
bl Documents. Tmpacts or Significant Impacts Importance Parcel On Which The | Not i ignificant Elfects In | i I Result Of Sub Addressing [mpacts.
Issue Area Substartially More | or Substantially More Requiring New Project Would Be Mitgated By A Prior EIR On The Which Were Not New Information
Severe Inpacts? Severe Impacts? Aralysis or Localed Thal Have Applieation Of Zoning Actian, DicusedlnThe | Not Known AL The
Verlfication? Not Been Discinsed Uniformly Applied Geneta) Plan Or Prioe EIR Prepared Time The ETR Was
In a Prior ER On The Development Community Plan For The General Certified, Are Now
Zoning Actian, Palicies Or Standards With Which The Plan, Cammundty Determined To Have
General Plan, Or That Have Been Project Is Consissent? Plan Or Zoning A More Severe
Community Plan | Previously Adopted? Action? Adverse Impact?
With Which the
Prolect 4 Cansistent?
9. Hydralogy end FPASP Draft EIR
Water Quality. Pp-3A9-110-51
Wanld tha Project
| Expose | pp 3A 943044 No No No M No No No No MM3A.94
people or structures
to a significant risk
of loss, injury or
death involving
flooding, Including
flooding as a resull
of the Eallure of 2
levee or dam?
J Not relevant No No No No No No No No None required
Inundation by
seiche, tsunamd, or
L mudflow?
d. In Not relevemt No No No Ne No No No No None required
flood hazard,
tsunaml, or selche
zones, risk release
of pollutants due
 to project
e Not addressed. No No No No No No No No None required
Conflict with or Criterion was not
ohatruct paniof Appendix G
Implementation of when ETR/EIS
a water quality cerlified.
control plan or
sustainable
groundwater
management
plan?
Rockcress at Folsom Ranch
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Where Lnpact Was Do Proposed Any New Any New Are There Etfects Are There Effects ArcThere Effects | Are There Potentally | Are There Previously | Prior Enviranmendtal
Aralyzed in Prior Changes Involve Gircumatances Informatian of That Are Pecullar To | Thai Ace Peculiar To ‘That Were Not i Oft-Sle i D &
Envi : New Signlficanit Tnvolving New Substantial The Project OrThe | The Project That Wil Analyzed As tmpacts And Effecs That, AsA | Mitigation Messures
: Documents. Impacts or Slgnifieant Impacts Imparince Parcel On Which The | Not SffectsIn | G ive lmpacts | Result Of Substantial | Addressing lmpacts.
Issue Area Substantially More | or Substanbally More | Requiring New Project Would Be Mitigated By A Prior EIR On The Which Were Not New Information
Severe Impacts? Severe mpacts? Arglysls or Located That Have Application O¢ Zoning Action, Discussed In The Not Known At The
Verlficatian? Not Been Disdasrd Uniformly Applied General Plan Or Priac BIR Prepared ‘Time The BIR Was
In a Priaz EIR On The Development Commerdty Flan For The General Certified, Are Now
Zoning Action, Polides Oc Standards With Which The: Plan, Community Determined To Have
General Plan, Or ThatHaveBeen | ProjectisConsistent? | Plan Or Zoning A More Severe
Communlty Man | Previously Adopied? Action? Adverse lmpact?
With Which the
Prniact 13 Consleteni?
9. Hydrology sad FPASP Drat
Water Quality. pp.3A%1t0-51
Waould the Project:
Discussion:
The FPASP ER juded that i ion of the in the EIR would reduce all hydrology and water quality impacts to less than signlficant levels, except for the Impacts from off-slie elements that fall under the

jurisdiction of El Dorado and Sﬂcnmenlo Counties and Callrans (Impacts 3.10-1, 3,10-2, 3.10-3, 3.10-5). (FEIR, pp. 1-113 10 1- 118; DEIR, p. 3A.9-51.) The pages indicated In Lhe table above contaln the relevant analysia of the potential impacs.

Additionally, Lhe 2012 Wiater Addendum Includes a short discussion of how d\e changes to the water facllities aspects of the FPASP project would have the aame or less Impacts 10 hydrology and waler quality when campared to the FPASP
project as analyzed in the 2011 EIR after impl of the MM 38.9-1a, MM 3B.9-1b, MM 3A_3-1a, MM 3A.3-1b, MM 3B.9-3a, MM 3B.9-3b. (Water Addendum, pp. 3-11 to 3-12) The 2015 Westland Eagle
Addendum also includes a discussion of how project amendments would have the same or réduced impacts to hydrology and water quality when compared 10 the FPASP project as analyzed in the 2011 EIR with implemeniation of Lhe
following millgation measures from the FPASF BIR: MM 3A.9-1, MM 3A.9-2, MM 3A 9-3 MM 3A.9-4. (Westland Eagle Addendum, pp 4.58-462.)

See Exhibit 3 for discussion of the Rockcress al Folsom Ranch project’s i with waler and plain p polidas in the FPASP that may be relevant to hydralogy and water quality impacts. (Exh. 3, pp. 25-28.)

Mitigation Messures:
» MMIAS-1

+ MM3A92

+ MM3AS-4

+ MM3B9-1a
= MM3B9-1b
= MM3A3la
+« MM3A31b
* MM3B.9-3a
=« MM3B.9-3b

Condusian:
With imp fom of U above mi mnessures dentified in the FPASE EIR, Waier A and land Eagle Addend: at Polsom Ranch would not have any new signl o subx il
and water quellty impracts (Guidelines § 15762), mor would it result iiany nes gk Imypacts that are peculisn o the pralect ar its site (Guldell §15183).

Rockcress at Folsom Ranch
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11. LAND USE AND PLANNING

Where Impact Was Do Proposed Any New Any New “Are There Bffects ‘Are There Effests Are There Bifects | Are There Potentially | Ace There Previously | Prior Enviranmental
Analyzed in Prior Changes nvolve Clrcumstances. Information of Thal Are Pecullar To | Thal Are Peculiar To That Were Not Significant Off-Site Identified Signifiant Doaument's
a . Environmental New Significant Involving New Substantlal The Profect Or The | The Project That Will Analyzed As Impacts And Bifects That, AsA | Mitigation Measures
Dy or Significant Impacts Importance Parcel On Which The | Nol Be Substantially | Significant Effects In | Cumulative Impacts | ResultOf Substanbial | Addressing Impacts.
Issue Area Substanitially Move | or Substantially More |  Requlring New Project Would Be Mitigaied By APderEROnThe |  Which Were Not New Information
Severe Impacts? Severe Impacts? Aralysis or Located That Have Application Of Zoning Actlon, Discused In The Nat Known At The
Verification? NotBeen Disclased | Unlformly Applied General Plan Or Prior BIR Prepared |  Time The IR Was
In a Prior KIROn The | Development Palldes Plan For The General Certified, Are Now
i Or Standards That With Which The Plan, Community Determined To Have
General Plan, Or Have Been Project 1s Consistent? Plan Or Zoning A More Severe
Community Plan | Previously Adopied? Action? Adverse [mpact?
With Which the
Prolect is Conslsten1?
14 Land Use and FPASP Druft EIR
Planning. Would PP- 3A.10-1 to 99
the profect
a. Physically p.3A.10-29 No Ne No No No No No No None required
dividean
established
commiunity?
b pp. 2A.10-3 to 41 N No No No Na No No No Nane required
Conflict with any
applicable land use
plan, policy, ar
regulation of an
agency wlith
jurisdiction over
Lhe project
(Induding, but nol
limited to the
general plan,
specific plan, loal
coastal program, or
zoning ordinance)
adopted for the
purpose of
avoiding or
mitigating an
environmental
effect?
Rockcress at Folsom Ranch
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Where Impact Was Do Proposed Any New Any New Arc There Bffects Are There Effects Are There Btfects Are Thete Powntially | Are There Previously | Prior Environmental
Analyzed In Prior Chunges Involve Clrcumstances Information of Thai Are Peculiar To | That Are Pecullar To That Were Not Significant Off-Site Identfied Sigrifica Document’s
Environmental s N i Involving New Substantial The Project Or The | The Project Thai WIIL Analyzed As Impects And Effects That, As A Mitigation Measures
Documents, tmpacts or Sigrifiant lmpects Importance Parcel On Which The | Nol Be I il EflectsIn | Cu Result Of Substantial | Addressing Lmpacts,
Issue Area Substantially More | or Substantially More |  Requirtng New Project Would Be Mitigated By AProrEIROnThe | Which Were Nol New Information
Severe Impacis? Severe Inpacts? Analysts or Located Thal Have Application Of Zoning Actlon, Disussed In The Not Known At The
Veriflcation? Not Been Disclosed | Uniformiy Applied Gemeral Plan Or Prior EIR Prepared |  Time The EIR Was
Ina Prior EIROn The | Development Policies Community Plan For The General Certified, Are Now
Zoning Action, Or Standards That With Which The Plan, Commundty Determined To Have
General Plan, Or Have Beenn Project Is Conalstznt? Plan Or Zaning A More Severe
Cammunity Plan | Previously Adopted? Action? Adverse Impact?
WI1th Which the
Project Is Consistent?
10, Land Use and FPASP Draft EIR
Planning. Would | pp.3A.10-1 049
the projact:
b. Cause |pp.3A.10-34 041 No No No Na No No No No None requlred
a significant
environmental
Impact due to a
condlict with any
land use plan,
palicy, or
regulation
adopted for the
of
avoiding or
mitigating an
environmental
offect?
[ pp-3A39310-M4 No No No No No No No No None required
Condlict with any
applicable habitat
conservation plan
or natural
comumunity
conservation plan?
d. Not relevant; also No No No No No No No No
Contribute to see Polsom South
the deaay of an of U.S. Highway 50
exlsting urban Specific Plan
cenler? Project’s CEQA
Findings of Fact
and Statement of
Overriding
Conslderations, pp.
361-363
Hackermss at Felsom Ranch
CEQA Exemption and Streamlining Analysis May, 2020
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Where mpact Was Do Proposed Any New Any New Are There Etfects Are There Effects Are There Effects | Ass There Pulesitially | Are There Previously | Priar Enviranmental
Analyzed in Priar Changes Involve Ciraimstances Information of That Are Pecullar To | That Are Pecullar To That Were Not Slgnificant Off-Slte | Identified Significant Docummt’s
Environmental il New Involving New Substantial The Project Oc The | The Profect That WIll Analyzed As Impacts And Blfects That, AsA Mitigation Measures
Documents. Impacts or Significant Lmpacts Importance Parcel On Which The | Not Be Substantially | Significant Effects in | Cumulstivelmpacts | Result Of Substantial | Addressing Impacts.
Issue Area Substantially More | or Substantislly More | Requiring New Project Would Be Mitigated By APrior BROnThe |  Which Were Not New Information
Severe Impacts? Severe Impads? Analysis or Localed Thal Have Application Of Zoning Action, Discugsed In The Not Known At The
Verlfication? Not Been Disclosed |  Unlfarmily Applied General Plan Or Priar EIR Frepared | Time The EIR Was
In 2 Prior EIR On The | Development Policies Communlty Plan For The General Certified, Are Now
Zoning Action, Or Sandards That With Which The Flan, Communlty Determined To Have
General Pian, Or Have Been Project 1s Cansistent? Plan Or Zoning. A More Severe
Community Plan | Previcusly Adopted? Action? Adverse mpact?
With Which the
Prodect is Cansistent?
10. Land Use and FPASP Draft EIR
Planning Would PP- 3A.10-1 to 49
the project:
Discusslon:
The FPASP EIR concluded thai the following land use impacls were less than and no miligation was i Impacts 3A.10-1 (Consi with LAFCo G and 3.10-2 {Consi: with the SACOG

Sacramento Region Blueprint). (FEIR, pp. 1-123 to 1- 124; DEIR, pp. 3A.10-36, JA.10-39.) But impacis from off-site dem:ms that fall under the jurisdiction olEl Dorado and Sacramenlo Counties and Calirans would be potentially significant
and unavoldable. The pages Indlcated In the lable above contain the relevant analysis of the potentlal impacts,

Additionally, the 2012 Watex Addavdum undudes a slm discusslon of how Lhe changes to the water facilities aspects of the FPASP project would have the same or less Impacts to land use when compared to the FPASP project as analyzed in
the 2011 EIR after impk of the MM 3B.10-5. (Water Addendum, p. 3-12) The 2015 Westiand Eagle Addendum also indudes a discusslan of how project amendments would have the same or reduced
unp:asmlanduuwhmmmparedhd'nl‘?ﬁ?pmpdls in the 2011 E[R- (Westland Eagle Addendum, pp. 4.63-4.64.)

See Exhibit 3 for discussion of the Rockeress at Falsom Ranch projects consistency with land use policies in the FPASP that may be relevant to land use impacts. (Exh_ 3, pp. 1-6.) The Folsom Ranch Central District Deslgn Guidelines (Exhibit 1)
is  acomplementary document to the Folsom Plan Area Specific Plan and the Folsom Plan Area Specific Plan Community Guidelines.

There are un; i prhes Lhe South HCP, which Is referenced in the FPASP EIR. Bul the South Sacramentn HOP la not relevant to the Mockiress b Polsom Manch Project because the Cliy ifid not choose to participate in the

HCP and the pu*ﬂ slte Is outside of the boundaries of the proposed HCP plan arew (See South Saciamanty HCP, avaitable ai hitps//www.southsschop convhalep chaptens—final liml (st visited June 13, 2019).) In any event, the
Rockcress at Folsom Ranch project would not impede Lhe Lepl ion of the South HCP.

Mitigation Measures:
+ MM3B10G-5
Conclusion:
With imp of the above in the FPASP EIR, Water Addendum, and {and Eagle Addend k at Folsom Ranch would not have any new signifiani or substantially more severe land use
Impacts (Guidelines, § 15162), nor would it result In any new significant impacts that are peculiar to the project o its site (Gui § 15183).

Rockcress at Folsom Ranch
CEQA Exemption and Streamlining Analysis May, 2020



12, MINERAL RESOURCES

Where Impact Was Do Propased Any New Any New Are There Hitects Are There Elfects Are There Effects Are There Potentially | Are There Previgusly | Prior Environmental
Analyzed In Prior Chamges Involve Circumstmars Information of That Are Peauliar To | Thuh Ase Freullas To That Were Not Significant Of-5ite 1dentified Significant Document's
- ) New Significant tnvolving New Substantial The Froject OrThe | The Project That Will Aralyzed As Impacts And Effects That, AsA | Mitigabion Measures
= Douments. Impacts or Signifian! Impacts Importance Parcel On Which The | Not B i Bffectsin | O L Result Of dressing Lmpacts.
Issue Area Substantially More | or Substanally More | Requiring New Project Would Be Mitigaled By APrirEROnThe | Which Were Not New Informatian
Severe Impacia? Severe Impacts? Analysis or Located Thet Have Appliation Of Zaning Action, Disussed In The Not Known At The
Verifiation? Not Been Disclosed Uniformly Applied General Plan Or Prior ETR Prepared Time The EIR Was
Ina Prior EIROn The | Development Fallcies Community Pln For The General Certified, Are Now
Zoning Actlon, Or Standards That Wilh Which The Plan, Cammurity Determined To Have
General Plan, Or Have Been Projeet Is Consistent? Plan Or Zoning A Mare Severe
Comumunity Plan | Previously Adopird? Action? Adverse Impact?
With Which the
Prolect is Conalctent?
1L Mineral FPASP Draft KIR
Resources. Would | pp.3A.7-1 o 40
| the Projact
a, Resultintheloss | pp. 3A.7-36 to 38 No No No No No No No No MM3A.7-9
of availability
of a known mineral
resource that
would be of velue
Lo the region and
Lhe residents of the
stale?
b. Resultin the Same as (2) above No No No No No No No No Same as (a) above
loss of availability
aof a locally-
Important mineral
resource recovery
site delineated ona
local general plan,
spexdific planor
other land use
plan?
Rockeress at Folsom Ranch
CEQA Exempton and Streamlining Analysis May, 2020
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Where Impact Was Do Proposed Any New Any New Are There Etfects Are There Eftects Are There Eltects Are There Potentially | Are Theve Previously | Prior Environmerttal
Anatyaed In Prior Chunges Involve Clrcumstances Indormatian of That Are Pecullav To | That Are Pecullar To That Were Not Off-Site Do s
Envi 1 s New Involving New Substanual The Project Or The The Project That Will Analyzed As Impects And Eifecta That, Ag A Mitigation Measures
D Impi Impacts Tmportance Parcel On Which The | Not ignificnt Bffects In | € tmp Result Of Addressing Impacts.
Issue Area Substantiatly More | ar Substantially Mare Requiring New Project Would Be Mitigaied By A Prior EIR On The Which Were Not New Information
Severe Impacis? Severe Impacts? Aralysis or Located That Have Appliaation Of Zaning Action, Discussed In The Not Known At The
Verifiation? Nal Been Disclosed Uniformiy Applied Geveral Plan Or Prioe EIR Prepared Time The EIR Was
In a Priot EIR On The | DevelopmentPallces |  Community Plan For The General Certified, Are Now
Zaning Action, Ox Standards That With Which The Plan, Comumunity Determined To Have
General Plan, Or Have Been Project [s Consisten(? Plan Or Zoning, A More Severe
Commurity Flan | Previously Adopted? Actlon? Adverse lmpact?
With Which the
Proiact Is Consisten|?
1L Mineral PPASP Draft EIR
Resources. Would Pp.3A7-1 to-40
the Project:
Discomsion:
‘The FPASP EIR d that lmpl of the mitigati in the EIR would reduce all except one of Lhe impacts 1o minsral rescurces to less Lhan signifiant levels. Impact 3A-7-9 (Possible Loss of Mineral Resources-Kaalin
Clay) remalns slignificant and unavoidable. (FEIR, pp. 1-89 to 1-95; DEIR, pp. 3A.7-37 to-38.) The pages i in the table al iain the refevant snalysis of the polental impacts.

Additionally, the 2012 Water Addendum Includes a shart discussion of how the changes to the water facilities aspects of the TPASE project would have the same ar less impacts 1o mineral resources when compated to the FRASE project ss
analyzed In the 2011 EIR and that no ritigation measures were necessary to address the water supply and water facilities aspect of the FPASE project (Woter Addesdun, p. 3-13) The 2015 Weatland Bagle Addendum also includes a

d ion of how panject d wonld have the same or reduced impacts to minesal resowross whan compared! to the FIPASE project s analy sed in the 2011 EIR (Westland Eagle Addendum, . 465%)
Mitigation Measures:
s Nonerequired
Conclusion:
Consistent with Lhe conclusions In the FPASP EIR, Water Addend and Eagle Addend

ot Folsom Ranch would not have any new significani or subsiantally more severe mineral  resources impacts (Guldelines, §
15162\, nor would it resull in any new slgnificant lmpacts that are peculiar to the project oz its site (Guidelines, § 15183).

Rackeress at Folsom Ranch
CEQA and Analysis

May, 2020




13. NOISE

Wheve Impact Was Do Proposed Any New Any New Are There Elfects Are There Effects Are There Ellects | Are There Potentially | Are There Previously | Prinr Fivwjrsmental
Analyzed in Pdor Changes Involve Circumstances Information of That Are Peculiar To | That Are Pecutiar To That Were Nol Significant Off-Site [dentified Signifiamt Doaiment’s
Environmental Envirenmental New SigniScant Involving New Substantial The ProjectOr The | The Project That Will Anslyzed As Impacts And Bffexts That, AsA | Mitigation Messures
Documents, Impacts or Significant lmpacts o Importnce Parcel OnWhich The | Not Be Substantially | Significant EffecsIn | Cumulstiveimpacts | Result Of Substantial | Addressing lmpacts.
Issue Area Substantially More | Substantially More Requiring New Project Would Be Mitigated By A Prior EIROn The Which Were Not New Information
Severe Impacis? Severe Umpacts? Analysis oF Located That Have Application Of Zaning Action, Discussed In The Not Known At The
Venfitian? Not Been Disclosed | Unlformly Applied General Plan Or Priar EIR Prepared | Time The E[R Was
In a Prior EIR On The | Development Polices Community Plan For The Genenal Cestified, Are Now
Zoning Action, Or Standards That With Which The Plan, Community | Determined To Have
General Plan, Oc Have Been Project ls Consistent? | Plan Or Zordng A More Sever
Commumity Plan | Previously Adnpted? Action? Adverse Impaxt?
With Which Lhe
Proiect is Consiehent?
12 Nolse. Would FPASP Draft EIR
the project result | pp. JA.11-1 to 52
a Pp.3A.11-50 to-51 No No No No No No No No MM 3A.114
Exposure of
pevsons to o
generalion of nolse
levels in excess of
standards
eatablished In the
local general plan
or noise ordinance,
or applicable
standards of other
agencies?
LS pp- 3A.11-50 to -51 No No No No No No Neo No MM3A 114
Genenation of 2
substantial
temporary ar
permanent
incresse In
amblent noise
levels In the
vidnity of Lhe
project in axcess of
standards
established In the
local general plan
of noise ordinance,
or applicable
standards of other
agendes?
Rockereas at Folsom Ranch
CEQA Exemption and Streamlining Analysis May, 220
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Where Impact Wes | Do Fropased Changes Any New Any New Information | Are There Effects That | Are There Effects That | Are These Effects That | Are There Potentislly | Are There Previously Prior
Analyzed In Prior Involve New Circumstances. of Substantial ArePeailiar To The | ArePecullar To The |Were Not Analysed As|  Significant Off-She Identified Significant Environmental
Envi 1 Impactsor | InvolvingNew | Importano: Requiring | Project Or The Parcel | Project That Will Not | Significmt Bffects In A Impacts And Etfects That, As A Doaument's
Issue Area D More Impactsor | New Analysisor | On Which The Projct | Be Substantially ProrEIROnThe | Curulativebmpacts | ResultOf Substantial Mitigation
Severe Impacis? More Would Be Located That Mitigated By Zoning Action, General|  Which Were Not MNew Infonnsien Yot Memsures
Scvere [mpacts? Have Not Been Applieation OF Plan Or Community | {Jississtadt In The Prive | Known AtThe Time Addresing
iischsiad 1na Frios B Undformly Applied | Flan With Which The | EIR Prepared For The | The BIR Was Cestifind, Impacts.
On The Zaning Action, | Development Policies | Project Is Consistent? General Plan, At Mo Determined
General Plan, Or Or Standards That Conununity PlanOr [To Have A More Severy
Comumumity Plan With | Have Been Previously Zoning Action? Advers Impact?
Which the Projectis Adogied?
Conshamt?
[12 Nalss, Would FPASF Draft IR
project result In: | pp. 3A.11-1 to-52
b. PP-3A.11-33 lo <35 No No No Ne No No No No MM1A11-3
Generaton of
excesslve
groundborme
vibration ot
groundborne noise
levels?
[3 A Pp.3A 11-36 to 48 No Neo No Ne No No No No MM3A 114
substantial 3A N5
permanent
Increape in ambien|
Tnoise levels In the
project vidinity
abovelevels
existing without
the proiect?
d. (previous) A PP-3A.11-27 to 35 No No No No No No No No MM3A11-1
substantial 3A.113
temporary or
periodic increase in
ambient noise
levels In the project
vidnlty above
levels exlsting
without the
project?
Rockcress at Folsom Ranch
CEQA Exemnplion and Streamlining Analysis May, 2020
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Where Impact Was Do Froposed Any New Any New Are There Ettects Are There Effects Are There Eifects Are There Polentially | Are There Previously | Prior Environmental
Analyzed In Prior Changes fnvolve Circumstances Information of That Are Pecullsr To | Thal Are Peculiar To That Were Not Significant Off-Site ldentified Significant Document’s
e 1 i New Slgnificamt Invoiving New Substantal The Project Or The | The Project That Will Aralyzed As Impacts And Bliects Thay AsA | Mitigation Messures
Env Documents. Tmpads or Significant Impacis or Importance Parce] On Which The | Not Be i Effecsln | ive lmpacts | Result Of Substantial | Addressing lmpacts.
Issue Area Substantially Mare |  Subutantially Moce Requlring New Project Would Be Mlitigated By A Prior EIR On The Which Were Not New Information
Severe Impacts? Severe Impacts? Analysis or Located That Have Appliastion Of Zoning Action, Discussed In The Not Known At The
Verlfication? Not Been Disclosed Uniformly Applied General Plan Or Prior FIR Prepared Time The EIR Was
Ina Prior EIROn The | Development Policles Community Plan For The General Certified, Are Now
Zoning Actlon, Or Standards That With Which The Plan, Comununity Determined To Have
General Plan, Or Have Been Project s Consiatent? | Plan Or Zoning A More Severe
Community Plan | Previoudly Adopted? Actian? Adverse Impact?
With Which the
Profect ia Consistent?
12, Nolse. Would | FPASP Draft EIR
the project result | pp.3A.11-110-52
In:
& (previous) Fora pp-3A.11-27 and No No No No No No No No None required
Pproject located 3A1149
wilhin an airport
land use plan or
where such a plan
has not been
adopled, within .
two miles of 8
publicalrport or
public use airport,
would the project
expose people
residing or
working in the
Pproject area to
excesslve noise
levels?
£ Fora PP IAN-Z No No No No No No No No None required
Pproject within the
vidnlty of a
private airsirlp,
would the project
expose people
residing or
working in the
project area lo
excessive noise
levels?
Rockcrens al Folsom Ranch
CEQA Exemption and Streamlining Analysis May, 2020




Where mpact Was Do Propoard Any New Any New Are There Effects Are There Effects AreThere Eflects | ArcThere Potentislly | Are There Previously | Prior Environmental
Aralyzzd tn Prior Changes nvolve Clrcumstances Informalion of That Are Peculiar To | Thal Are Pecullar To That Were Not Slgnificant Of[-Site IdentiGed Sgrifient Document’s
5 | i New Significant Involving New Substantial The Project Or The | The Profect That Will As Impacts And Effects That, AsA | Mitigation Measires
e Documents Impacts or ! Parcel On Which The | Not Be Substantially | Signifiant EHects In | Cumulative Impacts | Resull Of Substartial | Addressing Impacts.
Issue Area ly More More New Project Would Be Midgated By AProrEROnThe | Which Were Not New Information
Severe Impacis? Severe Impacts? Aralysls or Located That Have Application Of Zoning Action, Discussed In The Not Known Al The
Verlfictian? NotBeen Disclosed |  Uniformly Applied Genexal Plan PriarEIR Prepared |  Time The EIR Wis
In a Prior EIR On The | Developmant Policies Community Plan For The Ceneval Certified, Are Now
Zoning Action, Or Standards That With Which The Plan, Community Determined To Have
General Plan, Or Have Been Project Is Consistent? Plan Or Zoning A Mare Severe
C Pn | Previously Adopwed? Action? Adverse Impact?
With Which the
Projectis Conulsens?
12. Nolse, Would | FPASP Draft
the project result Pp-3A.11-1 to 52
in:
¢ (revised) Fora Pp-3A.11-27 and No No No No No No No No None required
project located 3A1149
within the vicinity
of a private
airgirip or an
airport land use
plan or where
such a plan has
ot been adopted,
within two miles
of a public alrport
or public use
airport, would the
project expose
people residing or
worklng In the
project area o
excessive noise
levela?
Rockeress at Folsom Ranch
CEQA Exemption and Streamlining Analysis May, 2020




Where Impact Was Do Proposed Any New Any New ‘Are There Elfects Are There Effects AreThere Effects | Are There Potentially | Are There Previoudly | Prior Environmental
Analyzed In Prior Changes Involve Clreumsiances Information of ‘That Are Pecullar To | That Are Pecubiar To That Were Not Slgnificant Off-Site Identified Signifiant Doaument’s
Environmental New Invalving New Substaniial The Project Or The | The Praject Thar Will Analyzed As Tmpacts And Effects That, ASA | Mitigation Measures
D Imp Lmp, P Parcel On Which The | Not Be EffectsIn | C ivelmpacts | Resull Of Substanttal | Addressing Impacts
Issue Area Substantially More | Subsumtially More Requiring New Project Would Be Mitlgated By A Prior BIR On The Which Weve Not New Information
Severe [mpacis? Severe [mpacts? Analysis or Located Thal Have Application Of Zoning Action, Discussed In The Not Known At The
Verdfiation? Not Been Disclosed Uniformly Applied Geneval Plan Or Prior BIR Prepared Time The ETR Was
In a Prior EIR On The | Develupmeni Policies Community Plan For The General Certified, Are Now
Zoning Actien, Or Sandards Thet With Which The Plan, Communlty Determined To Have
General Plm, Or Have Been Project s Consistern? Plan Or Zosing A More Sovere
Community Flan | Previcusly Adopted? Actlon? Adverse Impact?
With Which the
Proied Is Cansistent?
12 Nolse. Would FPASP Draft RIR
the project result | pp.3A.111t0-52
in:
Discussion:
The FPASP EIR h Lhat i of Lhe mitigati in the FIR would reduce all except the (ollowing naise impacts to less than slpiﬂcam Ievd: ranpu-y, hort-t of sensitive p 10 increased
equipmeni nolse and groundbome nolse and vibration from project consiruction (Impacts 3A-11-1, 3A.11.3); long-term exp of sensiilve receptors (o i 1 trafflc noise levels fmm project operation (Lnpact 3A.11-4); and

impacts from off-site elernents that are under the jurisdiction of El Dorado County, Sacramento County, or Caltrars. (FEIR, pp. 1-127 o 1- 13% DEIR, pp. 3A.11-5 to -5?.) The pages indlcated in the table sbove contaln the relevant analysis of
the potential impacts.

Additionally, the 2mz Waie'r Addmdum llK‘lIlﬂﬂ 2 lhon discussion of how the changes to the water fadilities aspects of the FFASP project would have the same or less noise impacts when compared to the FPASP project as analyzed in the
2011 EIR after i of the MM 3B 11-1a, MM 3B 11-1b, MM 3B.11-1¢, MM 3B.11-1d, MM 3B.11-1e, and MM 3B.11-3. (Water Addendum, p. 3-14) The 2015 Westland Begle Addendum also indudes a

ﬁhuwpnjld wouldhavaﬁusumeotmducednmunnpac(swhu\compuedtomeFPASPpmkaasamlyudmﬂuzmlElanh ian of the fallowing {rom the FPASP EIR and one
additional mitigation measure from the Westland Eagle Addendum: MM 3A.11-1, MM 3A.11-3, MM 3A.11-4, MM 3A.11-5, MM 4.12-1. (Wesiland Eagle Addendum, pp. 4.66-4.74)

See Exhibit 3 for discussion of the Rockcress al Folsom Rench project’s consisiency with noise policies in the FPASP that may be relevant ta noise impacts. (Bxh. 3, p. 30.)

Mitgation Measures:
= MM3A111
MM3A.11-3
MM3A 114
MM3A 115
MM 3B.11-18
MM 3B.11-1b
MM 3B.11-1¢
MM 3B.11-1d
MM 3B.11-1e
MM3B.11-3
MM 4.12-1

The April 24, 2020 Noise Study leted by Bollard A ical C I hed as Exhibit 4) found that, consistent with the noise Impact analysis in the FPASP EIR, a portion of the Rockcress at Folsom Ranch Residental Development
project site will be exposed to future traffic noise levels in excess of the Clty of Folsom's 45 dB Ldn interiar nolse level standard. The impacts anslyzed in e Noise Study are of the same type, scope, and scale as those impacts addressed in the
FPASP EIR In other words, the Noise Study dld not find any new lmpacts, any effects that are peculiar 1o the projext or project site, or any suly ily more severs impacis than those analyzed in the FPASP EIR. The Noise Study provides

Rockcresa al Folsom Ranch
CEQA Exemption and Stresmlining Analysis May, 2020



Where Lmpact Was Da Proposed Any New Any New Are There Ktlects Are There Effects AreThere Eifects | Are There Polentully | Are There Previously | Priar Environmental
Anatyzad in Prior Clumges Involve Ciraimstances Information of That Are Peculiar To | That Are Peculiar Ta That Were Not Signlficant Off-Site Iden(ified Sgrificant Document’s
. 1 New Signifiant Invalving New Substantial The Praject Or The | The Project That Will Analyzed As lmpacts And Effects That, As A Mitigation Measures
Documents. Lmpacts or Significant Impacts or Importance Parce] On Which The | Not Be Substardially | Significant Effects In | Cumulstive Impacts | Regult Of Substantal | Addressing Impecta
Issue Area Substantially More | Substantially Mare Requiring New Project Would Be Mitigated By APror EIRROnThe |  Which Were Not New Information
Severe Impects? Severe Impacts? Aralysis or Located That Have Application Of Zoning Action, Discussed In The Not Known At The
Verfiation? Not Been Disclosed Uniformly Applied General Flan Or Prior BIR Prepared Time The EIR Was
In 2 Prior EIROn The | Development Policies ‘Community Plan For The General Certified, Are Now
Zoning Action, Oz Standards That With Which The Plan, Communlty Determined To Have
General Plan, Or Have Been Project Is Cansistent? Plan Or Zotlng. A More Severe
Comumunity Plan Previcusly Adopied? Acdtion? Adverse [mpaci?
With Which the
Praiect s Coasistent?
11 Nolse. Would FPASP Dreft EIR
the project resalt pp-3A.11-1 jo-52
in:
for how to Lmpl the FPASP EIR's mf to achieve camp with Ihe City’s exterior and interlor nolse ds. These which are listed below, ate consistent with the mitigation
measures in the FPASP EIR and slmply add new details about nolse barriers (e.g., required heighl and materials) and building materials required In the previously adopted mitigati
The ing Noise Study d for how Lo imp the FPASP EIR's mitigati will be required L of app
»  For the first row of homes Jocated along East Bidwell Street, the norih-, wesl-, and south-facing upper-floor building facades should malntain mlnimum window assembly STC ratings of 32 Figure 2 of Exhibit 4 illustrates the facades
iring i STC raled wind
quiring imp
. I (air i g) should be provided for all resi Inthis lop to allow Lhe Lo clase doors and windows as desired 1o achleve L with the appli interior noise level criterla,
= The proposed noise barrier alang East Bldwell Street shall be constructed 10 a minimum height of 7 feet relative lo y tevations at the locations shown on Flgure 2 of Exhibit 4.
®  The proposed noise barrlers along Savannah Parkway and Old Ranch Way shall be canstructed to a height of 6 feet relative to backyard elevations.
= The esst-facing window assemblies of Lots 3-14 should provide a minlmum STC rating of 32. Figure 2 of Exhibii 4 the facades iring imp d STC rated wind
e Discl should be p 10 all praspective residents of this p fying them of the plans for » future police/fire station at that location, and Indlcating that the operations af such fadlities periodically

result in dlevated nalse levels.
«  Future plam for the police/fire station should be analyzed once they become available to determine if a solid noise barrier would be required along the western boundary of those future uses. (Exh. 4, p. 14)
Conclusion:

Withimp ion of the above mitigati In the FPASP EIR, Water Addendum, and d Bagle A at Folsom Ranch would not have any new significant or substantially more severe noise
Impacts (Guidelines, § 15162), nor would it result in any new signlficant impacts that are peculiar to the project ar lts slte (Gaidelines, § 15183).

Rockeress at Folsom Hanch

CEQA Bxemption and Streamlining Analysis May, 220




14. POPULATION AND HOUSING

Where Impact Was Do Proposed Any New Any New Are There Effects ‘Ate There Efects AreThere Effets | Are There Potentially | Are There Previously | Prior Enviroromental
Analyzed In Priot Changes Involve Circumstances Information of That Are Peculiar To | That Are Pycullar To That Wers Not i Ofi-Site i
Er o Environmental New Signlficant Involving New Substantial The Project Oc The | The Project That Will Analyzod As Impacts And Effect That, AsA | Mitigation Measures
D pac i I Parcel On Which The | Not B ificant Btfects In | C ive Ly Result Of Substantial | Addressing (mpacts.
Issue Area Substantislly More |  Substantially More Requiring New Project Would Be Mitigated By APriorEROnThe |  Which Were Nol New Information
Severe Impacts? Severe Impacts? Analysts or Located That Hawe Application Of Zoning Actin, Discussed InThe | Not Known At The
Verification? Not Been Disclosed | Untformly Applied General Plan Or Prior EIR Prepared |  Time The EIR Was
Tn a Prior EIR On The | Developmert Polides Community Plan For The General Catified, Are Now
Zaoning Action, Or Standards That With Which The Plm, Commundty Determined To Have
General Plan, Or Have Been Project Ys Consistent? Plan Or Zoning A Move Severe
‘Cazununity Plan Previously Adopied? Action? Adverse [mpact?
With Which the
Praiect is Consistenl?
13. Populatianand | FPASP Draft EIR
Howsing, Would PP-3A.13-110-16
 the Project:
a. Induce pp. 3A.13-11 to-15 No No No No No No No No None required
substantial
population growth
n an area, either
directly (for
=ample, by
proposing new
homes and
businesses) or
Indirectly (for
exampls, through
extension of roads
or other
b. Displace p.3A1316 No No No No No No No No None required
substantial
numbers of
existing
housing,
necessitating the
consLruction of
replacement
housing
elsewhere?
Rockcress at Folsom Ranch
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Whare Lmpact Was Do Proposed Any New Any New ‘Are There Effects ‘Are There Effects AreThereEffects | Are There Pitrriilly | Are There Previously | Prior Environmental

Analyzed in Prior Changes Involve Cirqumstances Infonmation of That Are Pecullar To | That Are Pecullar To That Were Nol Slgnificant Off-Site | Tdentified Significant Document's
N i New Significant Involving New Substantial The Profect Or The | The Project That Will Analyzed As Impacts And Effects That AsA | Mitigation Messures
Documanta. Impacts or Significan| Lmpacts or Impuostance Parcel On Which The | Not Be Effectsin | C Lmpact Result Of i Addressing Impacts,
Issue Area Substantially Mare | Substantally Move Requlring New Project Would Be Mitigated By APriorEROnThe | Which Were Not New Information
Severe Impacts? Sewere Impacts? Analysis or Located That Have Application Of Zordng Action, Discussed In The Not Known At The
Verifiastian? Not Been Disclased Uniformly Applied Gereral Flan Ot Prior £IR Prepared Time The EIR Was
Ina Prior EIR On The | DevelopmentPolides | Community Plan For The Caeral Cetified, Are Now
Zaning Actlon, Or Standards That With Which The Plan, Community Determined To Have
General Plan, Or Have Been Project [s Conslstent? Plan Or Zoning A Mare Severe
Commurity Plan | Previously Adopeed? Actian? Adverse Impaci?
With Which the
Proiect is Conslstent?

13. Populationand | FPASP Draft EIR
Housing. Would PP 3A.13-1t0-16

the Project:

c P 3A13-16 No No No No No No No No Nane required
Displace substantial
numbers of people,
necessltating the
conatruction of
teplacement
housing elsewhere?

Discusslon:

The FPASP EIR concluded that all population, employment and housing lmpacts are less than significant and do not require mitigation. (FEIR, pp. 1-137 to 1- 138; DEIR, p. 3A.13-16.) The pages Indlcated In Lhe table abave contain the relevant
analysis of Lhe potential impacts.

Additianally, Lhe 2012 Water Addendum includes a shart discusslon of how the changes to the water facllities aspects of the FPASP project would have the iams or 253 impacts in population and housing when compared to the FPASP project
as anslyzed In the 2011 EIR and, thus, no new mitigation was required (Waler Addendum, p. 3-15) The 2015 land Bagle A also includes a di ion of haw praect amendmwmis would have the same ar reduced impacts
population and houslng when compared to lhe FPASP project as analyzed in the 2011 BIR. (Westland Eagle Addendum, pp. 475-4.76.)

See Exhibit 3 for discusslon of the Rockcress at Folsom Ranch project's consistency with housing policies in the FPASP that may be relevant io populalion and housing impacts. (Exh. 3, pp. 7-10.)

Mitigation Measures:
s Nonerequired

Conclusion:

Corslstent with the conduslons [n the FPASP EIR, Water Addendum, and Eagle Addend, ck at Folsom Ranch would not have any new si or ially mare severe population and housing impacts (Guidetines,
§ 15162), nor would |1 result in any new significant impacts that are pecullar ta the project ar its site (Guidelines, § 15163).

Rockeress at Folsom Ranch
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15. PUBLIC SERVICES

Where Impad Was Do Propoasd Any New Any New Are Thare Effects Are There Bffects AreThere Effects | Are There Potentially | Are There Previously | Prior Environmental
Analyzed In Prior Changss Involve Circumstances Information of Thal Are Pecullar To | Thal Are Pecullar To That Were Not Significant Off-Site | Identified Stgnificant Document’s
. | New Significant Invalving New Substantial The Froject Or The | The Project That Will Analyzed As Impacts And Efiects That AsA | Mlbigatian Mewsures
Documents. Impacts or Signifiant mpacts Emportance Parcel On Which The | Not i i Efectiin | C ive Impacts | Result Of Substantial | Addressing Impacts
Issue Area Substantially More | o Substantially More | Reguiring New Profect Would Be Mitigated By AProrEIROnThe | Which Were Not New Information
Severs Lmpacts? Severe Impacts? Analysis or Located That Have Appliation Of Zoring Action, Discussed In The Not Known At The
Verification? Not Bern Disclosed Unlformly Applied General Flan Or Prior EIR Prepared Time The EIR Was
In a Prior EIR On The | Development Policies Community Plan For The General Certified, Are Now
Zonlng Action, Or Standards Thai With Which The Plan, Community Determired To Have
General Plan, Or Have Been Project Is Consistent? Plan Or Zoning A More Severe
Community Plan | Previously Adopted? Action? Adverse Impact?
With Which the
Profect (s Consleent?
14 Public FPASP Dratt EIR
Services. PP 3A 141 10-30
a Would the PP 3A 1412 10-13 No No Mo No No No No No MM3A.14-1
project resultin
substantial sdverse
physicalimpacts
assodated with the
provision of new or
physically altered
governmenial
facilitien, need for
new or physically
altered
governmental
facilities, the
construction of
which could cause
significant
environmental
impacts, in order lo
malntaln
acoeptable service
ratios, respanse
times ar other
performance
objectlves for any
the public services:
Fire protection? Pp-3A.14-13 1020 No No No No No No No No MM 3A.14-2
3A.143
Rockerese at Folsom Ranch
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Where lmpact Was Do Proposed Any New Any New Are There Effects Are There Effects Are Thero Elfects | Are There Poentially | Arw Thera Previously | Prior Enviconmental
Analyz2ed in Prior Changes Involve Circumstances Information of That Are Peculiar To | That Are Pecullar To Thari Were Not Significant Off-Site | Tdentified Significant Document’s
Fovs " i New Sigrifiant Involving New Substantial The Project Or The | The Project That Will Analyred As Impacts And Elfeda That AsA | Mlligstion Measures
bkl Documents Impacts or Significant Impacts Im Parcel On Which The | Not Be Substantially | Significem EffectsIn | Cumulstivelmpacts | Result Of Substantial | Addressing lmpacts.
Issue Area Substantially Mare | or Substantially More Requlring New Project Would Be Mitigated By APrioar EROn The Which Were Not New Information
Severe [mpacts? Severe Impacts? Analysis or Located That Have Application Of Zoring Action, Discussed In The Not Known AL The
Verlfiation? Not Been Diaclnsed Uniformly Applied General PlanOr Prior EIR Prepared Time The EIR Was
InaPrior EIR OnThe | Development Policies Community Plan Far The General Certified, Are Now
Zoning Action, Or Sandards That With Which The Plan, Community | Determined To Have
General Plan, Or Have Been Project Is Conslstent? Plan Or Zoning A More Severe
Comuunity Plan | Previously Adophed? Action? Adverss Impact?
With Which the
Profect is Coneltent?
14, Public FPASP Draft KIR
Services. PP-3A.14-1 to-30
Police protection? pp-3A.14-20t0-23 No No No No No No No No None required
Schoals? Pp-3A.14-24 1030 No No No No No No No No None required
Parks? PP-3A.12-14t0-17 No No No No No Na No No Naone requlred
(in Parks and
Recreation chapter,
not the Public
Services chapter)
Other public Same a3 () above No No No No No No No No Same as (a) above
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Where Impact Was Do Proposed Any New Any New Are Theve Effects Are There Effecis Are Thece Effects Are There Potentially | Are There Previously | Prior Enviranmental
Analyzed In Prior Changes Involve Circumstances Information of That Are Peaubiar To | That Are Peeullar To Thal Were Not Significant Off-Site | I[dentified Signifiant Document’s
Envi | New Significat Involving New Substantial The Project Or The | The Project That Will Analyzed As Impacts And Effects That, AsA | Mitigation Measures
Documents, Impacts or Significant Impacts Importance Parcel On Which The | Not B g Effeds in | Cumul Impacts | Result Of Substantlal | Addressing Impacts.
Issue Area More | or More ing New Project Would Be Mitigated By A Prior EIR On The Which Were Not New Information
Severe Impacis? Severe [mpacts? Analyshs or Locsted That Have Agplication Of Zaoning Action, Discussed In The Naut Known At The
Verifiation? Not Been Disdosed Uniformly Applied General Flan Or Prior EIR Prepared Time The EIR Was
& Prios EIR.Cn The | Development Polides Community Plan For The Geneval Certified, Are Now
Zoning Action, Or Standards That With Which The Plan, Community Determined To Have
General Plan, Or Have Been Project is Consistent? Plan Or Zaning A More Severe:
CommunityPlan | Previously Adopted? Action? Adverse Impaci?
With Which the
Profect is Condeien}?
M Public FPASP Draft BIR
Servicen pp.3A.14-1 to 30
Discassion:
The FPASP EIR ded that lion of the miti| in the EIR would reduce all public servioes Impacts to less than significant levels, except for Impacts fram off-site elements constructed in areas under the jurisdiction

af El Dorado and Sacramento Counties, or Caltrans (Impact 3A.14-1) (PEIR, pp- 1-138 to 1- 141; DEIR, p. 3A,14-30.) The pages Indicated In the table above contain the relevanl analysis of the pofential impacts

Additionally, the 2012 Water Addendum Includes a short discussion of how the changes to the waler faclllties aspects of the FPASF project would have the same or less impacts tu Ppubllc services when comparted 10 the FPASP project as
analyzed in the 2011 EIR and, thus, no new mitigation was required. (Water Addendum, p. 3-16) The 2015 WeldnndFAgleAddevdum-lwuldudul ion of how project would have the same or reduced Lmpacts to public
services when compared to the FPASP praject as analyzed in the 2011 EIR wilh i lon of the i from the FPASP EIR: MM 3A-14-1, MM 3A.14-2, MM 3A.14-3. (Westland Bagle Addendum, pp. 4.77-4.78.)

See Exhibit 3 for discussion of the Rockeress at Folsom Ranch praject’s conslstency with public services policies in the FPASF 1hat may be relevant to public services impacts. (Exh. 3, pp. 39-40.)

Mitigation Measures:
* MM3AI41
o MM3A.I42
o MM3A143

Conclusion:

Withi on of the above mit) ied] in the FPASP EIR, Water Addendum, and Westland Bagle A at Folsom Ranch would not have any new significnt or substantially more severe public
services Imp-m(Guidelmqs 15162), nor would it result in any new significant Impacts that are peculiar to the project or its site (Guidelines, § 15183).

Rockeress at Folsom Ranch
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16. RECREATION

indude
recreational
facilities or require
the construction or
expansion of
recreational
facilities which
might have an
adverse physlcal
effect an the

Where Impact Was De Proposed Any New Any New Are There Effects Are There Effects Are There Effects Are There Potentlally | Are There Previously | Prior Environmenial
Analyzed in Prior Changes Involve Clreumstances of That Are Peculisr To | That Are Peculiar To That Were Not Signifeant OfE-Sie | Identified Significant Document’s
Environmental Environmental New Slgnifieant Involving New Substantial The Project OrThe | The Project That Will Analyzed As Impacts And Efiects That, AsA | Mitigation Messures
Documents. Impacts o ificant Impacts Paroel On Wiich The | Not B EffecsIn | CumulativeImpacts | Resuil Of Substantial | Addresing Impacts
Issue Area More ally More New Project Would Be Mitigated By A Prior BIR On The Which Were Not New Information
Severe Impacts? Severe Impacis? Analysis or Located That Have Application OF Zaning Action, Discussed In The Not Known At The
Verifiation? Not Bern Discicwed Unifarmiy Applied General Plan Or Prior EIR Prepared Time The EIR Wan
In a Prior EIR On The | Development Policies Community Plan For The General Certified, Are Now
Actlon, Or Standards That With Which The Plan, Community Determined To Have
General Plan, Or Have Been Project Is Conalstent? Plan Or Zaning A Mare Severe
Community Plan Previously Adopted? Actian? Adverse Impact?
With Which Lhe
Proect is Cansleent?
15, Racreation. FPASF Drait
pp. 3A.12-1to-17
a. Would the Pp-3A.12-12 t0-17 No Ne No No No No No No None required
profect increase the
use of existing
neighbarhood and
regional parks oc
other recrestional
facifities such that
substantisl
physical
deterloration of Lhe
facility would
ocrur or be
accelerated?
b. Does the project | Same as (a) above No No No No No No No No Same as (a) above

Hockeress at Faldom Ranch
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Where Impaci Was Do Proposed Any New Any New Are There Eftects Are There Bitects Are There Effects Are There Fotentially | AreThere Previonly | Prior Environmental
Analyzed In Prior Changes Involve Cirumstances Information of That Are Pecullar To | That Are Peculiar To That Were Not Significant Of-Slte Identified Significamt Document’s
e : ! New Sigri Involving New Substantial The Project Or The | The Project That Will Analyzed As Impacts And Effects That, AsA | Mitigation Measures
Documents Tmpacts or Significant Impacta or Impartance Parcel On Which The | Not Effecatn | C Impacts | ResultOf Substantial | Addressing Impacts
Issue Area Substantlally More Substantally More Requiring New Project Would Be Mitigated By A Prior EIR On The Which Were Not New nformation
Severe [mpacis? Severe Impacis? Analyshs or Located That Have Applicatian Of Zoning Actlon, Discussed In The Not Known At The
Verifation? Not Been Dischamed |  Unlformly Applied Genreral Plan Ot Prior EIR Prepared | Tire The EIR Was
In a Prior EROnThe | Development Policies Community Plan For The General Certified, Are Now
Zoning Action, Or Sandards That With Which The Plan, Community Determined To Have
General Ptan, Or Have Been Profect Is Canglstent? Plan Or Zoning A More Severe
Comamurity Plan Previously Adopted? Actian? Adverse Impaci?
With Which the
Praiect 1 Consislen!?
15, Recreation. FPASP Drat EIR
pP-3A12-1 017

i om
The FPASP EIR conduded that all parks and recreation impacty are less than significant and, thus, no mitigation was necessary. (FEIR, p. 1-136; DEIR, p 3A.12-17) The pages Indicated in the table above contain the relevant analysis of the
potential impacts

Additionally, the 2012 Water Addendum includes a shon dh:usaon of how the changes to the water facilities aspects of the FPASP projeci would have the same or less Impacts to recreation when compared to the FPASP project as analyzed
in the 2011 EIR after Impl Hon of the MM 3B.12-1. (Water Addendurm, p. 3-15) The 2015 Westland Eagle Addendum also Includes a di of how project d would have Lhe same or
reduced impacts to recreation when compared to the I‘PASP project as analyzed in the 2011 EIR. (Westland Eagle Addendum, p.479.)

See Exhibii 3 for discussion of the Rockcress at Folsom Ranch prroject’s coruistency with parks sl open space policies in the FPAST that may be relevant to recreation impacts. (Exh. 3, pp. 4-5, 14-19.)

Mitigation Measures:
= MM3B12-1

Concluslon:

With imp! ol 1h| sbove mitigation meanures identified tn the FRASP FIR, Water Addendion, and Westland Eagls 4 Ao, Rockoress al Folsom Raneh would nol have any new significani or substantially more severe
recrention lmpacts (Gul g Iﬁlﬂ.}_ nor would it resull in amy pew significant impocts that sre peculiar b the project or it site (Guldelines, § 15163),

Rockeress at Folsom Ranch
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17. TRANSPORTATION/ TRAFFIC

Where Lmpact Was Do I'roposed Any New Any New Are There Effects Are There Eflects Are There Effects | Ate There Polentially | Are There Previously | Prior Enviranmental
Analyzed in Priar Changes Involve Circumsiances Inforowtian of That Are Peculiar To | Thal Are Peculiar To That Were Not Signifian| Off-Site 1dentified Significant Doaument’s
Environmental Envirgnmental New Significant Involving New Substantial The Project Or The “The Project That Will Analyzed As Impacts And Effects That, As A Mitigation Measures
Docutments. Impactsor ificant fmp P Parcel On Which The | Not Be ? EffecsIn | CumulstiveTmpects | Result Of Substantial | Addressing Impacis:
Issue Area Subsiantially More | Substantially More Requiring New Projest Would Be Mitigated By APriorEIROnThe |  Which Were Not New Information
Severe Impacts? Severe Impacts? Analysls or Located That Have Application Of Zoning Action, Discussed In The Not Known At The
Verifabon? Not Been Disclased. Unlformly Applied Genersl Plan Or Prior EIR Prepared Time The EIR Was
Ina Prior EIR On The t Policies G Plan For The Genera) Certified, Are Now
Zoning Action, Or Sandards That With Which The Plan, Community Determined To Have
General Plan, Or Have Been Project Is Cansisten!? Plan Or Zoning A Mare Severe
Commurdty Plan Previously Adopted? Actlon? Adverse Impaci?
With Which the
Prodect i Coneistent?
16, Trensportations | FPASF Draft BIR
Tratfic. Would the | pp. 3A.15-110-157
project
a, Cause | pp 3A.15-2510- No No Neo No No No No No MM3A.15-1a
an increase In 157 3A15-1b
traffic which is 3A051¢
substantlal in 3A15-1f
relation to the 3A151]
existing traffic losd 3A151)
and capadity aof the 3A15-11
street system (i.e, 3A15-10
resultina 3A15-1p
substantial 3A151q
Increase in elther 3A15-1r
the number of 3A151s
vehide trips, the 2A.15-1u
volume to capacity A T5-1v
ration on roads, or 3A151w
congestion at 3A15-1x
Intersections)? 3A.15-1y
3A.15-12
3A.15-1an
3A.151dd
3A.15-1ee
3A.1518
IA151gg
3A.15-thh
3A.15-1
3A152a
3A.15-2b
Rockeress at Foleom Ranch
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Where Lmpact Was Do Propased Any New Any New Are There Elfects Are There Elfects Are There Eftects Are There P'otentlally | Are There Previously | Priar Environmental
Analyzed In Prior Changes Involve Circumstances Information of That Are Peculiar To | That Are Peculiar To ‘That Were Not Signifiant Of-Slie Identified Signifiant Document's
ru— | New Involving New Substantial The Project Or The | The Project That Will Analyzed As Impacts And Effects That, As A | Mitigation Measures
e > Imp Impacts ot Impartance Parcel On Which The | Not EffectsIn | C ive Impacts | Result Of Substantial | Addressing Impacts.
Issue Area Mote More quirtng New Project Would Be Mitigated By APriar ER On The Which Were Not New Informatian
Severe Impacts? Severe [mpacts? Analysis or Locuted That Have Application OF Zaning Actian, Discussed In The Nol Known At The
Verifiaton? Not Been Disciosed. Uniformly Applied General Plan Or Prior BIR Prepared Time The Was
Ina Pror EROn The | Development Polldes Community Plan For The General Certified, Are Now
Zoning Action, Or Standards That With Which The Plan, Community Determined To Have
General Plan, Or Have Been Project s Consistent? | Plan Or Zoning A Move Severe
Community Pun | Previously Adopted? Actlan? Adverse lmpaci?
With Which Lhe
Proiect is Consisken!?
16. Transportation/ | FPASP Draft EIR
Traffle Would the | pp. 3A.15-1t0-157
ect:
. Conflict Not addressed. No No No No No No No No None required
iwith & program plan, | Criterlon was not
krrdinance or policy | part of Appendix G
pstablishing when EIR/EIS wes
iddressing the certified.
kirculation system,
rncuding transit,
roadway, bicycle and
ipedestrian facililles?
b. Same a3 (a) above No No No No No Ne No No Same as (2) above
Exceed, either
indlvidually or
cumulatively, a
level of service
standard
eslablished by the
county congestion
management
agency for
designated roads
or highways?
b. Nol addressed. No No No No No No No No None required
Conflict or be Criterion was not
Inconsistent with | pari of Appendix G
CEQA Guidelines when EIR/EIS was
section 15064.3, certified
subdivision (b)?
Rockeress at Folsom Ranch
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Where Impact War | Do Proposed Changes Any New Any New Information | Are There Effects That | Are There Effects That | Are There Effects That | Are There ly | Are There Previously | Priar )
Analyzed in Prior tnvolve New Clrcumstances ol Substankial Are Peculiar To The | Are PecullarTo The |Were Not Analyzed As|  Significant Off-Site Ldentified Do 's Mitigati
E 1 Impacsor | InvolvingNew | Importance Requiring | Project Or The Parcel | Project That WUl Nol | Significant Effects In A Impects And Effects That, AsA | Measures Addressing
Issue Area D More | Significmt Impactsar | New Analysisor | On Which The Project | Be Substanuially PriarEIROnThe | C 5ve Impacts | Resull Of Empacts.
Severe Impacts? Maore ifiati Would Be Located Thal Mitigated By Zoning Action, General| ~ Which Were Not Mew Information N
Scvere Lmpacts? Have Not Been Application Of Plan Or Communily | Discussed In The Prior | Known Al The Time
Discloned In a Prior 8R|  Unlformly Applied | Ilan With Which Tiw | ER Prepared For The | The BIR Wes Certified,
On The Zoning Action, | Development Pollcles | Project Is Canaistent? General Flan, AreNow Deterurined
General Plan, Or Or Standards That Comanunity Plan Or {1 Bl & More Seveti
Comumunity Plan With | Have Been Previously Zoning Actian? Adverse mpact?
Which the Project is Adopied?
Consiakent?
16, Tansportation/ | FPASP Dratt EIR pp.
Traffic, Would the 3A.15-1ta-157
project:
¢. (previous) Not relevani; no No No No No No No No No None required
Resultina changes lo air traffic
change in air twould result from Lhey
traffic patterns, Project
including efther
an Increase In
traffic levels or a
change In lecation
that resulis In
substantial safety
riaks?
c Nosignificant traffic No No No No Neo No No No None required
Substantally hazards were
increase hazards Identified in the EIR
duetoa
geometric design
feature (e.g.
sharp curves or
dangerous
intersections) or
incompatible uses
(e.g. farm
equipment)?
Rockerens at Folaom Ranch
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‘Where Impact Was Do Proposed Any New Any New Are There Ettects Are There Bifects Are There Efiecty Are There Polentially | Are There Previously | Prior Environmenlal
Anatyzed in Pdor Champes involve Circumstances Information of Thal Are Peculiar To | That Are Peculiar To That Were Noi Signifcant Off-Site [dentified Signlficant Dotument’s
S N New Sigrifiant Involving New Substantial The Profect Or The | The Project That Will Analyzed As Impycts And EffecsThat, AsA | Mitigation Messures
b Documents. Impacts or & lmp Parcel On Which The | Nol Be Subsamtially | Slgnificant Bffects in | Cumulative Impacts | Result Of Substantial | Addressing Impacts.
Issue Area Substantially More | Substantially More Requiring New Project Would Be Mitigated By APriorRROnThe | Which Were Not New Informatian
Severe Impacts? Severe Impacts? Analysis or Located That Have Application Of Zoning Actian, Discussed In The Not Known At The
Verlficadon? Not Been Disclosed Uniformly Applied General Plan Or Prlor BIR Prepared Time The EIR Was
In a Prior EIROn The | Development Policies ‘Comumunity Plan For The General Certified, Are Now
Zaning Action, Or Standards That With Which The Plan, Community Determined To Have
General Plan, Oc Have Been Projct b Congistent? | Blan Or Zoming A More Severe
Community Pan | Previously Adopied? Action? Adverse Impact?
WIth Which the
Projedt Is Consistent?
16. Transportation/ | FPASP Draft EIR
Traffic Wouldthe | pp.3A.15-1 10-157
| profect
a. Na signiticant No No No No No No No No
increase hazards were identified in
due to a design the EIR
feature (e.g., sharp
curves or dangerous
inlersections) or
incompatible uses
(eg, farm
d Resultin 3A.141210-13 No No No No No No No No MM3A.14-1
inadequate {In Public Services
emergency access? chapter, not
Trarsportation
chapter)
£ Deveiopment will be No No No No Neo No Ne No None required
Resultin required to follow
inadequate City parking
parking capacity?
g JAL5Y No No No No No Neo No No None required
Conllict with
adopted policies,
plans, ar programs
supporting
alternative
transporiation
(e-g- bus turnouts,
bicycle racks)?
Rockcress at Folsom Ranch
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Where [mpact Was Do Proposed Any New Any New Are There Bffects Are There Effects Are There Effects | Are There Potntially | Are There Previously | Prior Environmental
Analyzed In Prior Changes lnvolve Circumstances Information of Thai Are Peculiar To | That Are Pecubiar To That Were Not SignifiantOff-Site | Identified Significant Document's
Envi n ! New Significant Involving New Substantial The Project Or The | The Project That Will Analyzed As Impacts And Effects That, AsA | Mitigation Measures
Documents. tmpacts o i Impacts or Parcel On Which The | Not Be Substantially | Significant Effectaln | Cumulstive Impacts | Result Of Substntial | Addressing Impacts.
Issue Area Substantially Mare |  Substantially More Requiring New Praject Would Be Mitigated By APrior EROnThe | Which Were Not New tnformation
Severe Impacts? Severe Impacts? Analysis or Located That Have Application Of Zoning Actlon, Discussed In The Nol Known At The
Verficatlon? Not Been Disclosed Unlformly Applied General Plan Or Priot EIR I'repared Tioe The ETR Was
Ina Prior EIROn The | Development Polices | Community Plan For The General Certified, Are Now
Zaoning Action, Or Standards That With Which The Plan, Community Determined To Have
General Plan, Or Have Been Project Is Cansisteni? Plan Or Zoning A More Severe
Community Flan | Previously Adopted? Action? Adverse lmpact?
With Which the
Proiect is Consistent?
16. Transportation/ | FPASP Draft EIR
Trffic Would the | pp.3A.15-1 to-157
project
Discusslon:
The FPASP EIR concluded that impl ion of the mitigati in the EIR would reduce all except the ing traffic and p impacts to less than significant levels: [mpacts 3A.15-1i, 3A.15-1), 3A.15-11, , 3A.15-10,

3A.15-1p, 3A 151q, JA15-1r, 3A 15-1s, 3A.15-1u, 3A.15-1v, 3A.15-1w, 3A.15-1x, 3A.15-1y, IA.15-1z, JA.15-12a0A-15-1dd, 3A.15-1ee, 3A 15-11f, 3A.15-1gg, IA15-1hh, 3A 15-1ii, JA.15-2, 3A. 154D, 3A.15-4d, 3A 15-4j, 3A.15-4], 3A 15-4m, 3A 15
4n, 3A.1540, 3A.15-4p, 3A.15-4r, 3A 1545, 3A. 1541, 3A.154u, 3A 15-4v, 3A 154w, 3A.15-4x, IA 154y, (FEIR, pp. 1-142 to 1-175)) These impacts include intersection impacts, such as the intersections al Oak Avenue Parkway/East Bidwell
Streei and East Bidwel] Street/Iran Point Road; and impacts at rosdway such as on eastbound U.S. 50, including the Zinfandel Drive to Sunrise Boulevard segment. the Rancho Cordova Parkway lo Hazel Avenue segment, and the
Folsom Boulevard to Prairie City Road segment, (DEIR, pp. 3A.15-157.) The pages indicaled in the lable above conlain the relevant analysis of Lhe potential impacts.

Addilionally, ithe 2012 Water Addendum mdudes a shorl dl!cussmn of how the changes to the water facllties aspects of the FPASF project would have Lhe same or less transportation and traffic unpacb when compared to the FPASP project
as analyzed in the 2011 EIR afier Impl of the MM 3B 15-1a, MM 3B.15-1b. (Water Addendum, p_3-16.) The ZJ15 land ane Addendum also includes a d ion of how project amendments
would have the same or reduced impacts to transportation and uafﬁc when compared to the FPASP project as analyzed in the 2011 EIR wilh impk of the from the FPASP EIR listed below, as well as two new
mitlgation measures MM 4.16-1, MM 4.16-2. (Westland Eagle Addendum, pp 4 80-4.90.)

See Exhibit 3 for discusslon of the Rockaress at Folsom Ranch praject’s consistency with circulation pollcies in the FPASP that may be relevant to traffic and transportation impacts. (Exh 3, pp 10-14)

The December 1, 2017 Mangini Ranch Phase 2 Transporiation Impact Study (MR2 TIS) by T.Kear (atiached as Exhibli 5) included full buildout of the 153 MLD dwelling units ailocated to the Project sile as part of the existing plus planned and
approved projects (EPPAF) analysls (Exh. 5, p. 15) The MR2 TIS determined that, while Le large-lol, mulli-family lots (including the Project site) were not included in the small-lot vesting tentative tract map or proposed for development ai the
time, their buildout was reasonably foresesable, and assumed 100 percent buildout of the allocated mulli-family lots within five years of the approval of Mangini Ranch Phase 2. (Exh. 5, pp. 1-5, 15.) The MR2 TIS projected B89 new trips from the
153 MLD unils allocated to the Project site (Exh. 5, p. 31) analyzed Lhe polential Impacts of Lhase trips as part of the EPPAP analysis (Exh. 5, pp. 41-50) and included recommendations for reducing those impacts (Ext 5, pp. 72, 76, 81-82) As
discussed above, the Project proposes 118 MLD unils on site and the transfer of 35 units to other FPASP parcels. These impacts are ot new or unique to the Project site, however, because they result from the cumulative traffic generated by all of
the development in the EPPAP analysis. (See Exh 5, pp. 15-16.) Additionally, as of December 28, 2018, “'automobile delay, described solely by level of service or similar measures of vehlcular capacity o traffic congestion shall not be consldered a

igil impact on the envil under CEQA.” (Citizens for Positive Growth & Preservation v. City of Secramento (2019) 43 Cal. App.Sth 609, 625-626.) Thus, Rockress at Folsam Ranch would not have any new or substentially more severe

significant trarsportation and traffic impacts.

Mitigation Measures:
* MMJIA141
+  MM3A.15-1athrough MM 3A 15-1c
« MM3AI15-1F
*  MM3A.151i through MM 3A.15-1j
= MM3A1511
+ MM3A15-10 through MM 3A.15-15

Rockcress at Folsom Ranch
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Where [mpact Was Do Proposed Any New Any New Are There Bffects Are There Effects Are There Effects Are There Polentlally | Are Theve Previously | Pricr Envirnmental
Analyzed in Prior Changes Involve Clrcumstanas Information of That Are Peculiar To | That Are Peculiar To That Were Not Slgnificant Off-Site | Tdentified Significant Document's
| New Significant Invalving New Substantial The Project Or The | The Project That Wil Analyred As Impects And Effects Thal, ArA | Mitigation Mesures
Doquments. Impacts or Stgnlficant Lmpacts or Importance Purcel On Which The | Not Be Substantially | Stgnifcant Efecty In | Cumulative Impacts | Result Of Substantlal | Addressing Lmpects.
Issue Area Substantially More |  Substantially More Requlrtng New Project Would Be Mitigated By A Prior EROn The Which Were Not New Information
Severe [mpacts? Severe [mpacis? Analysis or Located That Have Applition Of Zoning Action, Discussed In The Not Known At The
Verlfication? Not Been Disclosed | Uniformly Applied Geners] Plan Or Priar IR Prepared | Time The BIR Was
In a Prior FIR On The | Development Policies ‘Comummunity Plan For The General Certified, Are Now
Zoning Action, Or Sandards That With Which The Plan, Commurdty Determined To Have
General Plan, Or Have Been Project [s Canalstent? Plan Or Zemning A Mare Severe
Community Pisn | Previously Adopied? Action? Adverse [mpact?
With Which the
Prolect Is Consistent? |
16. Transportation/ | FPASP Dreft EIR
Traffic Wouldthe | pp. 3A.15-1 to-157
profject
= MM3A151uthrough MM 3A 15-12
« MM3A.51aa
*  MM3A.15-1dd through MM 3A.15-1ii
«  MMOA.152a through MM 3A.15-2b
« MM3A153
»  MM3A 15-4a through MM3A 154d
«  MM3A 154 through MM 3A.154g
»  MMJ3A.154i through MM 3A.15-4y
= MM3B.15la
* MM3B151b
= MM4il61
= MMA4I62
Conclusion:
With Img o of the above milig; identified in the FPASP EIR, Water Addendum, and Eagle Addendum, Rock at Folsom Ranch would not have any new significant or substantially more severe
p fle impacts (Guidelines, § 15162), nor would It resuit In any jew significant impacts that are peculiar to the project oc its site (Guidelines, § 15183).

Rackcresa at Folsom Ranch
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18. TRIBAL CULTURAL RESOURCES (New Appendix G Topic)

Where [mpact Was Do Proposed Any New Any New Are There Elfects Are Theve Effects Are There Btfects Are There Poten! Are There Previously | Prior Enviranmental
Analyzed in Prior Changes Involve Ciroumstances Informationof | That Are Peculiar To | That Are PecutirTo | That Were Not Significanl OffSlte | [dentified Significant Docurnent's
Envi | i New Significant Involving New Substantal The Froject Or The | The Project That will Analyzed As Impacts And Effects That, AsA | Mitigation Meamires
Documents. Impacts or Significant Impacts Impatance Parcel On Which The | Not B sally | Sigr Bifecsln | Q) Impacts | Result Of Substantial | Addresing nvpacts
Issue Area Substantially Mare | or Substantislly More | Requiring New Project Would Be Mitigated By ATrior EIROnThe | Which Were Not New Information
Severs Impacts? Severe Impacs? Analysis oc Located That Have Applicatian Of Zoning Action, Dhcusmed InThe | Not Known At The
Vertfication? NotBeen Disclosed | Uniformly Appied |  Genera Plan Oc Prior BIR Frepared |  Time The EIR Was
s Price EIHOn The | Development Polices |  Communlty Plan ForThe General | Cerified, Are Now
Zoning Adian, Or Standards That With Which The Plan, Communlty | Determined To Have
General Plan, Or Have Been Project Is Consistent? | Plan Or Zaning A More Severe
Comemunity Plan Previously Adopied? Action? Adveree Impact?
With Which the
Proiet s Congharm?
17. Tribal Cultural FPASP Dratt BIR

Resources. Would | pp.3A.5-1t0-25

the Project:
. Would the project Nol addressed No No No No No No No No None required
ause a substanial Criterion was not

jidverse change In the | part of Appendix G
jignificance of a tribal| when BIR/EIS was
ullurai resource, certlfied
{lefined in Public
[Rescurces Code
ection 21074 as
pither a site, featura,
place, cultural
jandscape thatis

iefined In terms of
he size and scope of
he landscape, sacred
Aace, ar object with
fultural value to a
{-alifornia Native
fimerican tribe, and
hat is:

Listed or digible
or listing in the
Zalifornia Reglster of
i istorical Resources,
or in & local register
o hisiorical resourcey
s defined in Public
itesources Code
ection 5020.1(k), or

Rockceess al Falsom Ranch
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Where [mpact Was
Analyzed In Prior

Do Proposed Changes
Invalve New

Er

Issue Area

[ pacts or
More

Any New

Involving New
Imrpacts ar

Severe Impacis?

Any New Information
of Substankial
Importance Requiring
New Analysis or

Severe Impacts?

Are These Effects That
Arc Peculiar To The
Profect Or The Parcel
On Which The Project
Would Be Located Thal

Have Not Been

IDisclosed Ina Prior BIH

On The Zoning Adtion,
Geneval Plan, Or

Community Plan With

Which the Project s
Consistent?

Arp Thens Effecta Tha
Are Peaullar To The
Project That Will Not

Be Substantially
Mitigated By
Application Of
Unifrmly Applied
Development Polldes
Or Standards That
Have Been Previously
Adopled?

Acw Thare Bideis Thay
Were Not Analyzed As
Significant Effects In A
Prior EIR On The
Zoming Action, General
Plan Or Commumity
Flan With Which The
Project Is Consistent?

Are There Potentially
Significant Off-Site
Impacts And

[ Impacts

Which Were Not
Discussed In The Priar
EIR Prepared Far The
General Plan,
Community Plan Or
Zaning Action?

lo Have A Mare Seven
Adverse Impact?

8. Tribel Cultoral
Resowrcea. Would
the project

FPASP Draft EIR
Pp-3AS5-1 025

iL. A resource
determined by Lhe
lead agency, in its
discretion and
supported by
substantial evidence,
to be significant
pursuant to criteria
set forth In
subdlvision © of
Public Resources
Code Sectlon 5024.1
In applying the
criteria sel forth in
subdivision © of
Public Resource
Code Sectlon 5024.1,
the lead agency shall
consider  the
signifiance of the
resourceto a
Callfornia Native
Amegican tribe.
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Where Impact Was Do I'roposed Any New Any New Are There Effects Are There Effects Are There Elfecis MMFW}' Are There Previously | Prioc Envirarunental
Analyzed in Prior Changes Involve Circumstances Information of That Are Peculiar To | That Are Pecubiar To Thed Were Not i Off-Site il Dy
Environmental Environmental New Signifiant Invalving New Substantial The Project Or The | The Project That Will Analyzed As Impacts And Eflecs That, AsA | Mitigation Measures
Doatments Impects or Significant lmpacts or Impariance Parcel On Which The | Noi Be Substantially | Signifiant EffectsIn | CumulativeImpacts | Rewult Of Substantial | Addressing lmpacts.
Issue Area Substantlally Mare Substmiiaslly More Requiring New Project Would Be Mitigated By A Prior EIR On The ‘Which Were Not New [nformation
Severe Impacts? Severe Impacts? Analysh or Located That Have Application Of Zoning Action, Discussed In The Not Known Al The
Verlfication? Not Been Disclosed | Unlformly Applied General Plan Oc Prior IR Prepared | Time The EIR Was
Ina Prior EIROn The | Development Polides Commumity Plan For The General Certified, Are Now
Zoning Actian, Or Standards That With Which The Plan, Cammurdty Deiermined To Have
General Plam, Or Have Been Project Is Consistent? Plan Or Zoning A More Severe
Commurdty Flan | Previously Adopied? Actlon? Adverse Impaxt?
With Which the
Proiect is Consistent?
8. Telbal Culteral FPASP Draft ER
Rescurces, Would | pp.3A.5-10-25
tha project:
Dincussion:
The FPASP EIR tuded that imp} jon of the mitigat in the EIR would reduce all except Lhe following cultural resources impacts to less than significant levels: impacts on identified and previously undiscovered cullural

resources (Impacts 3A 5-1 and 3A.5-2); and lmpacts from off-site improvements constructed in areas under the jurisdiction of El Dorada County, Sacramento County, or Caltrans (Impacts 3A.5-1 through 3A.5-3). (FEIR, pp. 1-81 to 1- 86; DEIR,
p-3A.5-25) The pages Indicated in the lable above contain the relevant analyals of the potential impacts.

Addltianally, the 2012 Water Addendum includes a shart dlsamol\ of how the changes to the water facilities aspects of the FPASP project would have the same or less impacts to cultural resources when compared to the FPASP project as
analyzed in the 2011 EIR after impk ion of the ing MM 3A.5-1a, MM 3A.5-1b, MM 3A.5-2, MM 3A 5-3 (WalaAddendum,pp.J—GmS—Q)Tl!mlSWsth B*Mdﬂdum:houwlndaidummd
how project amendments would have the same ar reduced impacts 10 cultural resources wiven compared to the FPASP project as analyzed in the 2011 EIR with impk of the fallowing from the FPASP EIR, some
of which have been updaied in the Westland Esgle Addendum: MM 3A.7-10, MM 3.A 5-1a, MM 3A.5-1b, MM 3A.5-2, MM 3A.5-3. (Westland Eagle Addendum, pp. 431-439 )

See Exhiblt 3 for discussion of the Rockcress at Folsom Ranch project's consistency with cultural resources policies in the FPASP that may be relevant to tribal cultural resources Impacts. (Exh. 3, p. 25.)

Miligation Measures:
= MM3AS51a
¢ MM3AS51b
s« MM3AS52
¢ MM3AS53

Concdlusion:

With imp don of the above mitigatl identified in the FPASP EIR, Water Addendum, and Esgle Addend! ck at Falsom Ranch would not have any new significant or substantially more severe tribal
cultural resources Impacts (Guidelines, § 15162), nar would it result in any new significant impacts that are peculiar to the profect or its site (Guldelines, § 15183).

Rockcress at Folsom Ranch
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19. UTILITIES

‘Wheere Impaci Was Do Proposed Any New Any New Are There Hilects Are There Etfecis Are There Etfects Are There Pozntislly | Are There Previously | Priar Environmental
Analyzed in Prior Changes involve Ciroumsances Information of That Are Peauliar To | That Are Pecullar To That Were Not Significant Off-Site Identified Sigrificant Document’s
Envitonmental New S Involving New Substantlsl The Projeci OrThe | The Project That Will Aralyzed As Impocts And Effects Thai, AsA | Mltigation Measures
g ignificant [mpacts Importance Parcel On Which The | Not Be Substantially | Signifcant EffectsIn | Cumulative Impacts | Result Of Substantial | Addressing [mpacts
Issue Area Subwtantially Mare | or Substantlally More | Requiring New Project Would Be Mitigated By APdwEROnThe | Which Were Not New Information
Severe Impacts? Severe Impacts? Analysis or Located Thal Have Application O Zaning Action, Discussed In The Not Known AL The
Verification? Not Been Disclosed | Uniformly Applied General Plan Or Prior EIR Prepared | Time The EIR Was
in a Prior BIR On The | DevelopmentPolices |  Commwnlty Plan For The Genveral Certified, Are Now
Zoning Action, Or Standards Thet With Which The Plan, Community Determined To Have
General Plan, Or Have Been Project Is Consisteni? Plan O Zaning A More Severe
Commurity Flan | Previousty Adopied? Adtion? Adverse Impact?
With Which the
Prolect Is Cansictent?
18, Utilitles and FPASP Draft KIR
Service Systems. Pp-3A16-1 043
Would the Project;
a PP 3A.16-13%0 28 No No No Neo No No No Mo MM 3A.16-1
Exceed 3A.163
waslewater 3A.164
treatment JA16-5
requirements of
the applicable
Regional Water
Quality Control
Board?
a. Require
or result in the
relocation or
construction of new
or expanded waler,
wastewater
treabment, ar
stormwater
drainage, electric
power, natural gas,
or
telecommunications
fadlities, the
construction or
relocation of which
could cause
slgnlficant
environmental
effects?
Rockeress at Folsom Ranch
May, 2020
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Where Impact Was | Do Proposed Champes Any New Any New Informabon | /ra Theng Effrats Thist | Are There Effects Thirl | Are There Effects Thet | Are There Potentlally | Are There Previously Prior
Anslyzed in Prior Involve New Circumstances of Subsimnlial Are Peculiar To The | ArePeculizrTo The |Were Not Analyaed As| Signifiamt Off-Site | Identified Stgnificant Enviranment
1 gr Impactsor |  InvolvingNew | Importance Rexquiring | Project Or The Parcel | Project That Will Not | Significant Effects n A Impacts And Elfects That, As A a
Issue Area D More | Si Impacts ot | New Analysisor | On Which The Project |  Be Substantially Prio EIROnThe | Cumulative Impacts | Result Of Substantial m’
Severe Lmpacts? Mare i Would Be Located That| ~ Miigated By  |Zoning Action, General|  Which Were Nol | Few Infarsmution Mot P
Severa Impacta? Have Not Been Appliation Of Plan Or Community | Discussed In The Prior | Known At The Time Addressing
Disclosed In a Prioe EIR|  Uniformly Applied | Plan With Which The | BIR Prepared Por The | The EIR Was Certified, Impacts.
On The Zoning Adtion, | Dy = Project Is Ce ? Gerweral Plan, Are Now Delermined
General Plan, Or Or Standards That Communlty Plan Or (7o Have A More Severy|
Community Plan With | Have Been Previously Zoning Action? Adverse Impact?
Which the Profect s Adopled?
Conslstent?
|16, Utilities and FPASP Draft EIR
Servico Sysiama. PP.3A16-1 to43
(Would the Project:
b. pp.3A.16-13t0-28 No No No Ne No No No No MM23A.16-1
Require or result in 3A.163
the construction of 3A.164
new waler or 3A.16-5
‘wastewater
{reatment facilities
or expanslon of
exisling facllities,
the construcilan of
which could cause
significant
environmental
effects?
b. Have Water Addendum, No No No Neo No No No No None required
sufficien! water pp-2-1to 41,
supplies avallable
to serve the project See genenlly
and reasanably DEIR, pp. 2A.18-7
foreseeable future 1053
development
during normal, dry
and multiple dry
years?
Rockcress at Folsom Ranch
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Where Impaci Was | Do Proposed Changes Any New Any New Information | Are There Effects Thal | Are There Effects That | Are There Effects That | Are There Potentially | Are There Previously | Prior Enviroramental
Analyzed in Prior Involve New Circumslances of Substantial Are Peculiar To The | Are Pecullar To The |Were Not Analyzed As| Significan| Off-Slte Identified Sgrificant | Document’s Mitigation
A 1 Impacts or Invalving New Importance Requiring | Project Or The Parcel | Project That WIll Not | Significant Effects n A Impacts And Effects That, AA | Measures Addressing
Issue Area D More | Signi Impacts ar | New Analysisor | On Which The Project | Be Subutantially Prior EIR On The [« ive [mp Result Of Impacts.
Severe Impacis? b lly More i ‘Would Be Located That Mitigated Ry |Zoning Action, General|  Which Were Not New Infaroutian Not
Severe Impacts? Have Not Been Laation Of Plan Or Ce Discussed In The Prior | Known At The Time
{Disclosed Ina Prior EIR| Liniformly Applied | Plan With Which The | EIR Prepared For The | The ER Was Certified,
On The Zaning Action, | Development Polickess | Project Is Conslsient? General Plan, Are Now Defermined
Geners! Plan, Or Or Standards That Community Man Or [To Have A More Severe|
Community Plan With | Have Been Previously Zoning Action? Adverse mpact?
Which the Project is Adopted?
Cansistent?
17. Utiliti=s end FPASP Draft EIR pp.
Bervice Systems. 3A.16-1t043
[Wonld the Project:
(S pp 3A9-2810-43 No No No No No No No No None required
Requlre or result In
the construclion of | Also see generally
new storm water Backbone
drainage facilities
or exparsion of MND
existing fadlities,
the construction of
which could cause
significant
environmental
effects?
c Resull pp 3A.16-13t0-28 No Na No No No No Ne No MM 3A.16-1
In a determination 3A.163
by the wastewater 3A.164
treatment provider 3A165
which serves or
may serve the
profect that it has
adequate capadity
to serve the
project’s projected
demand In
addltion 1o the
provider's existing
commitments?
Rockeresn af Folsom Kanch
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Where Impact Was. Da Proposed Any New Any New Are There Elfects Are There Efiects Are There Effects Are There Potentially | Are There Previously | Prior Environmental
Analyzed In Prior Changes Involve Ciraumstanaes Infarmation of That Are Pecullar To | Thal Are Peculiar To That Were Nt Stgnificant OftSite | Identified Significant Document’s
Environmental Environmental New Significant Involving New Substantial The Project Or The | The Project That Wil Analyzed As Impacts And Effects That, ASA | Mitigation Measures
Documents. Impacts or Signlficant Impacts Importanae Parcel On Which The | Not Be i EffecsIn | C Imy Result Of Substantial | Addressing Impacts.
Issue Area Substantially More | or Substantially More |  Requlring New Project Would Be Mittgated By APriorEROnThe | Which Were Not New Information
Severe Impacts? Severe Impacts? Aralysis or Located That Have Application Of Zaning Action, Discussed In The Not Known A The
Verifiction? Not Been Disclosed Uniformly Applied Genera) Plan Or Prior ERR Prepared Tlme The EIR Was
na Prioe IR On Thee | Development Palicles Community Plan For The General Certified, Are Now
2Zanlng Action, Or Standards That With Which The Plan, Community Determined To Harve
General Plan, Or Have Been Project Is Consistent? | Plan Or Zoaing A Mare Severe
Commurdty Plan | Previously Adopted? Actlon? Adverse Impact?
With Which the
Prolect is Cansletent?
17, Utiities and FPASP Draft EIR
Service Systems, pp.3A.16-1 10 43
Wauld the Project:
d Water Addendum, No No No No No No No No None required
Have sufficient pp. 211041,
water supplies
ilable Lo serve See g y
Lhe project from DEIR, pp. 3A.18-7
lo-53
entitlements and
resources, or are
new or expanded
entitlements
needed?
d. Not addressed Ne No No No No No No No None required
Generate solld Criterion wag not
waste In excess of part of Appendix
State or local G when EIR/EIS
standards, or in was certified
excess of the
capadity of local
infrastructure, ar
otherwise impair
the atiainment of
solid waste
reduction goals?
Hockereas at Folsom Ranch
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Where Impact Was
Analyzed In Prior

o
bny

Issue Area

Do Proposed
Changes Invalve

New Stgnificant

Any New
Circumatancs
Involving New

Subll.‘:;nlly More
Severe Impacts?

or S'xhumlally More

Severe [mpacts?

Any New
Information of
Substantial

Importance
Requiring New

Verification?

Are There Etfects
That Are Peculiar To
The Project Or The
Parcel On Which The
Project Would Be
Located That Have
Not Been Disclosed
Ina Prior EIR On The

Are There Effecls
Thal Are Pecullar To
The Profect That Will
Not Be

Are There Potntially
Sigrdficant Off-Site
Impacts And

Are There Previously
(dentified Significant
Effects That, As A

Mitigated By
Appliction Of
Uniformly Applied
Developrovent Policies
Or Sandards That
Have Been
Previously Adopted?

1pact
Which Were Not
Discussed In The
Prior EIR Prepared
Plan, Community

Plan Or Zonirg
Action?

Result O

Not Known At The
Time The EIR Was
Certified, Are Now
Determined To Have
A Mare Severe
Adversz Impaci?

17, Utiliies and
Service Systems,
Wauld the Project

FPASP Draft EIR
Pp-3A.16-1 to 43

e. (previous) Result
{n a delermination
by the wastewater
treatment provider
which serves or
may serve the
project that it has
adequaie capacity
to serve the
Pproject’s projected
demand in
addltion to the
provider's existing
commitmenis?

Same as (a)
above

fNo

No

[No

1>ame as (a) above

e
Comply with
federal, state, and
local management
and reduction
statutes and
regulations relaled
to solid waste?

Not addressed.

ICriterion was not par
of Appendix G wher
EIR/EIS was certified

No

None requlred

£ Be
served by a landfill
with suffident
permitted aapaclty
to accommodate
the project’s solid
wasle dlsposal
needs?

Pp.3A.16-28 to-32

No

None required
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Where Impact Was Do Proposed Any New Any New Are There Effects Are There Effects Are There Effects Are There Polenlially | Are There Previously | Prior Environmental
Analyzed in Prioc Changes fvolve Clrcumstances Information of That Are Peculiar To | That Are Peculiar To That Were Not Signifiant Off-Site | Identified Significant Document's
Envi tal i New Sgnifian Involving New Substantial The Project Or The | The Project That Will Analyzed As Impacts And Efiects That AsA | Mitigation Measures
Documents. Impacts or Signtiami Impacts Importance Parcel On Which The | Not Be ificant Effects In | Curmulative g Result Of i & Impacts.
Issue Area Substantislly Mare | or Substantially More Requiring New Project Would Be Mitigaied By APrior EIROn The Which Wers Not New Information
Severe lmpacts? Severe Impacis? Asualysis or Located That Have: Applicatian Of Zoning Action, Discussed In The Not Known At The
Verifiation? Nol Been Disclosed Uniformly Applied Genersl Plan Or Prior EIR Prepared Time The EIR Was
Ina Prior EIR On The | Development Pollcies Comumunily Plan For The General Certified, Are Now
Zoning Action, Or Standards That With Which The Plan, Commurity Determined To Have
Geneval Plam, Or Have Been Project 1s Conastert? | Flan Ot Zoning A More Severe
Community Plan Previoualy Adopted? Action? Adverse Impad?
With Which the
Proiect is Consisten?
17, Utilities and FPASP Draft EIR
Service Systems. PP 3A.161 to O
Would the Project:
B Camply | pp.3A.16-28t0- Na No No No No No No No None required
twith federal, state, 2
fand local statutes and
(regulations related to
folld waste?
Discussion:
The FPASP EIR conduded that imp jon of the mitigal in the EIR would reduce all except the following utililes Lmpacts to less than significani levels impacts thal result from Increased demmand for SRWTP facllitien and that
are related to air quality Impacts idenitified in the 2020 Master Plan EIR (Impact 3A.16-3); and impacls iated with imp to plant facillties for which feasible mitigation may not be available to reduce impacts to a less-than-

significant level (Impacts 3A.164, 3A.16-5). (FEIR, pp. 1-177 io 1-182; DEIR, p. 3A.16-43.) The pages indicated in the table above contain the relevant analysis of the potential impacts. In the Utilities and Service Systems chapter, the DEIR also
addresses energy impacts, diing Appendix E of the CEQA Guldellnes. See Impact 3A.16-8 (Electricity Demand and Infrastructure, pp. 3A.16-33 to -36); Impact 3A.16-9 (Natural Gas, pp. 3A.16-36 10-39); Impact 3A.16-10 (Telecommuniaations, pp.
3A.16-39 tn -40); Impact 3A 16-11 (Cable TV, pp. 3A.16-40 to -41); Impact 3A 16-12 (Increased Energy Demand, pp. 3A-16-41 10 -43).

Additionally, Lhe 2012 Water Addendum includes a short discussion o‘ how the changes to the water facillties aspects of the FPASP project would have the same or les impacts to utilities and service syslems when compared to the FPASP project
as analyzed in the 2011 EIR after L Hon of the followi MM 3B.16-3a, MM 3B.16-3b. (Water Addendum, p. 3-17.) The 2015 land Engle also Includes a di ion of how project would
have the same or reduced impacts to utilllies and service sysiems when compared to Lhe FPASP project as analyzed in the 2011 EIR with of the followlng mitigati from ihe FPASP EIRMM 3A 16-1, MM 3A.16-3, MM
34.164, MM 3A.16-5, MM 3A.18-1, MM 3A.18-2a, MM 3A.18-2b. (Westlard Eagle Addendum, pp. 491-4.95)

See Exhibit 3 for discussion of Hwe Rockcress at Folsm\Rznd\ project's wnlmmty with utilities, water effidency, and energy efficiency policies in the FPASP thal may be relevant Lo utilities and service systerns impacts. (Exh. 3, pp. 33-37, 4041.)
All of the permanent, offsite water and storm drainags are i wilh and were induded In pre-existing City plans — such as the Backbone Infrastructure Project.

Mitigation Measures:
s MM3AI61
+ MM3A.163
s MM3A164
» MM3A.165
s MM3B16-3a
« MM3B.163b

Conchsion:
With on of the sbove mitigati identified in the FPASP EIR, Waler Addendumy, and Eagle A at Polsom Ranch would not have any new significant ar substantially mare severe utilities and|
sevirdcs wystnns Impracts (Guiddelines, § 15142), nor would Ieoesult inany mew significant mpats ihat ace pecullar o the projecs or s she (Guidelines, § 15185)
Rockeress ai Folsom Ranch
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20, WILDFIRE (New Appendix G Toplc)

‘Where impact Was D Agzy New Any New Are There Uéeets. Are There Eliecty Are There Lfiects A There Tetmnbially | Ara There Previousty | Prior Environmental
Analyzed In Prict Ch v i i " That Are Peculiar To | That A Peeuliae To That Were Not ficsy] CH-Si tied Sigs T
Bt 1 Naw Blgnifimt Ismwabeting New Sobstantlal The Project Or The | The I'refect That Will Aa Inpacts And Edfrcta That, As A Mitigation Messures
Documents. Impacts or ignibicant Impacts P Porcel On Whith The | Not fie Substantlally | Significant ffSectadn | Comulative Imparty | Result (3 Sisbetantisl | Addreming Impects.
Issue Area Subatantlally Moo | Sabebaniially More Requiring New Project Would Be Mizigated By AT EL O The Wikl Wete Nal Mew Infusrmation
Severse Linpacs? Scvere binpauta? Asabyih or Located That Have AppSation Of Zoning Action, Driscussed In The Nob Kperwn At The
Verificaton? Not Been Disclosed Uniffarmly Applied Gerwral Plan U Pricr 5TH Prepared Tiame Thi: EIR Was
In & Priae BIR Cn Thir kirp Pk L& y Phan For Certlfied, Asw Now
Zonlng Acton. DO Stanelarcs That With Widsh The Py, Coaununity Betermined T Have
Ganaral Plan, Or Havw Been Prigect B Comabitent Plan U Zoming A Mare Savere
Coenivmetnity Man Porciouly Adopaed? Actn? Adverse Impact?
With Which v
. Froject is Cotalabent?
19, Wilddim. If See FPASP
located in or near DEIR/DES
state rosponsibifity | ppo 34818 k019,
areas or Lands A b d
i find an wiry T o roar stabe
high (i haasd ity arons o
severity sones, lans chessifiod a5
would the Profect: VHRISZ
, Substantially Not addresed. No No No No No No No No None required
Impair an adopied | Criterion was not
twmigeney part of Appendix G
peiponse plan o when EIR/ELS waa
emergency certified, and not
ion plan?
b e 1o tlope. Nt addressed. No No No Ne No No Neo No None required
prevailing winds, Criterion was not
and other {atton, part of Appendiz G
exaowbate wildfire | when EIH/ELES was
yks, and thereby certifledl, aned ned
npos project applicabls
OCOUPANS jo,
pollutant
concentrations from
a wildfiré or the
uncontrolled spresd
of 2 wildfire?
Rockeress at Folsom Ranch
CEQA Exemption and Streamlining Analysis May, 2020




‘Where bmpact Was | Do Proposed Changss Any New Any New Information | Are There Effects That | Are There Eifects That | Ave Thete Kiless Phat | Are There loteptally | AreThera Previcusly | Prior Bnvironmental
Analyzed In Prior Involve New Circumstances of Substantial ArePoculiar To The | Are Pecullar To The |Were Mid Aralyesd Ax | Significent Cff Site Identified Significant | iocusment's Mitkeatiod
e a1 mpactsor | InvolvingNew | Importance Requlring | Project Or The Fareel | Froject That Will Not | Sigiticayi Efhects In A Iefeacts At Effects That, AtA | Messures Addressing
Issue Area Documents. Substantially More | Signifiant [mpacty or New Analysisar | On Which The Project Be Subslaniially Prvee EIEOn The Cusmnlative Impacts | Result Of Substantial Impacts.
Severe Impacts? More i Would Be Loated That Mitigated By Fomng Action, General] — Which Wee Not New [nformation Not
Severe [mpacts? Have Nol Been PP of Than 0 (5 y | Dlsensesect e The Pres | Known At The Time
Dischosed I a Poior EIN|  Unifarmly Appled | Fian Witk Wiish The | FIR Prepased Foe The | Tie B W Corlified,
On The Zaning Actian, | Developrent Palicies | Frojoct s Consisient? Cerral Man, Are Now Determined
Genetal Plan, Or O Standards That Commbnisy Man O [T5 Have A Mare Srvered
Community Pln With | Have Been Previoaaly Zoping Actinnd Adverse Impact?
Which the Project is Adopled?
Coanalatent?
19, Wildiire. 1 See FPAST
located in or near CEIRUES
wtabe responalbility | pp 3IAE-1R10-19.
areas of lands | Project i not focated
clasalfied as very I o ok state
‘high fire hazard  fresponsibility areas of
wrverdity sonsd, tanda classifind s
wauld the Project: VHFHSZ
= Require the Not sddressed. No No No No No No No No None required
Installation ot Criterion was not
maintemance of part of Appendix G
associated when EIR/EIS was
infrastructure (guch | cerlified, and not
24 roads, fusl breala, applicable
anegency waler
sources, power lines
or other utllities)
that may exacerbate
[ire risk ar that mey
result in temporary
or ongoing impacts
to the environment?
d. Expose peopleor |  Not addressed, No No No No No No No No Narne required
structures to Criterion was not
significant risks, part of Appendix G
induding when EIR/EIS wes
downslope or certified, and not
flooding or
Landalides, ag 2
result of runoif,
past-fire slope
instability, or
drsingge changes?
Rockcress at Folsom Ranch
CEQA Baomnpition and Streamlining Analysls May, 2020

-90-




Where Enpact Was Do Proposed Any New Any New Are There Effects Are There Effects Are There Effects | Are There Potentially | Are There Previously | Prios Environmental
Analyzed in Prior Changes fnvelve Clrcumatances Infarmation of That Are Peculiar To | That Are Pecullar To Thal Were Not Significan| Off-Site Identified Sign|Acant Document's
Environmental Envirorumental New Signifiant Involving New Substanuial The Project Or The ‘The Project That Will Analyzed As Impacts And Effects That, As A Mitigation Messures
Doatments Impacts ar Significant Impacts Importance Parcel On Which The | Not Be EffectsIn | Cumulstive lmps Result Of ing
Isaue Area More | or More iring New Project Would Be Mitigated By APror EIROnThe |  Which Were Not New Information
Severe Impacts? Severe Impacts? Analysis or Located That Have Applicatian Of Zaning Action, Discuserd In The Noi Krown At The
Verification? Not Been Disclosed Uniformly Applied General Plan Or Prior BIR Prepared Time The EIR Was
Ina Prior EIR Qn The | Development Policles Community Plan For The General Certified, Are Now
Zoning Action, Or Standards That With Which The Plan, Community Determined To Have
General Plan, Oc Have Been Proect Is Consistent? Plan Or Zoning A More Severe
Comurity Plan | Previously Adopted? Action? Adverse Impact?
With Which the
Tragct is Comutn(?
19. wildfire
d. Expose people Not addressed. No No No No No No No No None required
ot slructures to Criterion was not
significant risks, part of Appendix
including G when EIR/EIS
downglope or was certified,
downsiream and nol
flocding or applicable
landslides, as a
result of runef,
post-fire slope
irstability, or
drainage changes?
Discussion:
The FPASP EIR concluded that the Project would not expose people or structures to a significant risk of loss, injury or death i g flres, including where wildlands are adjacent to ized areas o where resid are

Intermixed with wildlands, (FPASP DEIR/DEIS, pp. 3A.8-18 to-19.) The FPASP Project area, and thus Lhe Rockeress at Folsom Ranch site, is not located in or near state responsibitity areas of lands dassified a3 very high fire hazard severity zones.
(See, eg, Backbone Infrastructure MND, pp. 124-125.) The pages indicaled In the table above contain the relevant analysis of the potenlial impacts

Additi the 2015 Eagle Addendum also Includes a dlscussion of how project amendments would have the same wildfire impacts when compared to the FPASP project as analyzed in the 2011 EIR. (Wesiland Eagle Addendum,
pp.455)
Mitigation Measures:
None requlred
Conclusior:
As stated in the FPASP EIR Backbone Infrastructure MND, Water Addendum, and land Eagle Addendum, the FPASP Project area is not located in or near lands classified as VHFHSZ. Thus, Rockaress at Folsom Ranch would not have any

new significant or substantially more severe wikifire impacis (Guidellnes, § 15162), nor would It result in any new significant Impacts that are peculiar to the project or its slte (Guldelnes, § 15183).

Hockerens at Faliom Ranch
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21, MANDATORY FINDINGS OF SIGNIFICANCE
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Where [mpact Was Do Proposed Any New Any New Are There Effects Are There Effects Are There Elfects | Arc There Potentially | Are Ihere Previously | Prior Environmental
Analyzed in Priar Changes lnvolve Circumsiances Informalion of ‘That Are Pecullar To | Thal Are Peculiar To That Were Not Significant Off-Site Tdentified Significant Document’s
Enviro 1 B New Signlficant Involving New Substanilal The Project Or The The Project That Will Analyzed As Impacts And Bffects That, As A Mitigation Measures
Documents. Impacts o Significan! Lmpacts or Importance Parcel On Which The | Not Be 5 igni Effects In | C [ Resull Of Addressing Impacts
Issue Area Substantially More | Substantially More Requirtng New Project Would Be Mitigsted By APrior EIROn'The |  Which Were Not New Information
Severe Impacts? Severe Impacts? Analysis or Located That Have Application Of Zoning Action, Discussed In The Not Known At The
Vedfiaation? Not Been Disclosed | Uniformly Applied General Plan Or Prioc EIR Prepared | Time The EIR Was
In a Prior EIR On The | Development Policies Community Plan For The Geneval Certified, Ace Now
Zoning Action, Or Slandards That With Which The Plan, Communlty Determined To Have
General Plan, Or Have Been Project Is Consisten1? Flan Or Zoning A More Severe
Community Plan | Previously Adopted? Adion? Adverse Impact?
With Which the
Project ls Consisteni?
18 Mandastory
Findugh of
Slgn!
b. Does the profect Folsom South of No No No No No No No No na
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(C ly Overriding
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of a project are
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Where: Lipact Was Do Progoesed Amy New Ay Mew Axe Ther filfecm Are Thare Kffects A here Bliects | A Thors Posentlally | Are There Previcualy | Prioe Toviroonental
Analyzed i Prive Chistrioms Invol (& I Thurt Are Penillar To. | That Are Pecullsr To That Were Nt Significant Oif Sl | [denbified Sgnificant Hoauneht's
" 1 Maw lervilving New LT st Proess O The | The Project That Will Anabyzed As mpacts And e That, As A Mitigation Mexaures
Dy g gaificant Tepasts or Tngertanoe Parcel On Whish The | Not Significant Ieti i | C Tt | Hevall OF Substarslsl | Addreming Impects.
Tssue Area Sulntantlally More | Swbstanilally More Ppaleing, New Prizect Weld e Mitigated Fy A Prics B O The Witdch Waere Mot Mew Iinkirmatlon
Seviire Lingpaaty? Severe Linpact’ Aralyii ar Lecabed That Hawe Application (F Zordng Action, Wizcuzsed in The Not Kiuen At The
Vrifleatlon? Ned Yo Dlsclone) Unilormly Applisd Gerwral Flan Or Pricr EIX Prepared Tinne Tha ETR Was
in o Prior BIR.On The | Davelopment Polies | Comminity Man Toar The General Cartificcl. Aze Now
Eoning Actlo, Or Stanubarcs That With Which Tha Plan, Comanatity Desermbne T Flave
Genseral Parr, Or Hiave Born Project s Covstslent? | M Op Zoming, A More Sovers
Camumumity 11 Previcealy Adogimi? Ation? Advezse Ivpact?
With Which the
Frofnt i Contdsiant?
18. Mandatory
Fiindizigs of
Slgnificance.
Dincussion
TheCity finds that:
(a) impacty on the environment under a wide range of topics, indudi ive deaall an-site biok their habitats, and disdosed In the FPASP EIR;
ive i lyzed for esch l (he FPASP BIR; and

®) eachimpact top
(c) adverse impmcts on humans were Induded and analyzed wheee relavant as part of the environmental impact analysis of all required topics under CEQA in the FPASP EIR (a.g,, alr quality, hazards, naise, ec.).

Mitgation Measures:
See those listed in sections B.1 (Aesihetics) to E.17 (Utilities) above.
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F. Conclusion

As indicated above, the City finds that the Rockcress at Folsom Ranch Project is exempt from
CEQA under Government Code section 65457 and Guidelines section 15182, subdivision (c).

Though not required to do so, the City also makes the following additional findings to facilitate
informed decision-making;:

e Based on the preceding review, the City’s FPASP EIR, Water Addendum, and Westland Eagle
Addendum have adequately addressed the following issues, and no further environmental review
is required pursuant to CEQA Guidelines section 15183: Aesthetics, Agriculture and Forestry
Resources, Air Quality, Biological Resources, Cultural Resources, Geology and Soils, Greenhouse
Gas Emissions, Hazards and Hazardous Materials, Hydrology and Water Quality, Mineral
Resources, Population and Housing, Public Services, and Recreation.

» The following site-specific impacts have been analyzed and determined to be less than significant:
Land Use and Planning, Noise, and Transportation/Traffic. Thus, pursuant to CEQA Guidelines
section 15183, no further environmental analysis is required.

o The following site-specific issues reviewed in this document were within the scope of issues and
impacts analyzed in the FPASP EIR, and site-specific analyses did not identify new significant
impacts: Land Use and Planning, Noise, and Transportation/Traffic.

Rockcress at Folsom Ranch
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Exhibit C

DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY
U.S. ARMY ENGINEER DISTRICT, SACRAMENTO
CORPS OF ENGINEERS
1325 J STREET
SACRAMENTO, CALIFORNIA 05814-2022

RECORD OF DECISION

ACTION ID: SPK-2007-02159
APPLICANT: City of Folsom

PROJECT NAME: Foisom South of U.S. Highway 30 Specific Plan Project — Clity of
Folsom Backbone Infrastructure

| have reviewed and evalualed, in light of the overall public interest, the documents and factors
concerning the permit application for tha City of Folsom Backbone Infrastructure Project, as well
as the stated views of interested agencies and the public. in doing so, | have considered the
possible consequences of the propased action in accordance with regulations published in 33
Code of Faderal Regulations (CFR) Parts 320 through 332 and 40 CFR Part 230.

An Environmental impact Report/Environmental Impact Statement (EIR/EIS) was prepared by
the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, Sacramento District (Corps) and the City of Folsom (City) for
the Folsom South of U.S. Highway 50 Specific Plan Area (SPA) for compliance with the National
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) and the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA). The
EIR/EIS svaiuated the environmental impacts of the proposed SPA, as well as § on-site, and 11
off-glte water supply altematives. A Notice of Avaifability of the Oraft EIR/EIS was published in
the Federal Register on July 2, 2010 (Federal Registar, Vol. 75, No. 127, 38500). Each of the 5
on-site alternatives included the Original Backbone infrasiructure Altemative as described in
Sectlon I1l.a.2 below. A public notice for the Draft EIR/EIS was issued on July 9, 2010. A public
meeting was heid with the City of Folsom on August 2, 2010 at the Folsom Community Center.
During the Draft EIR/EIS public review period, 79 comment letters were received.

In May 2011 the Final EIR/EIS was released by the Corps and the City. A Notice of Avallabikty
was published in the Federal Regiater on May 26, 2011 (Federal Register, Vol. 76, no. 102,
30879). A public notice announcing the Final EIR/EIS was issued May 26, 2011.

On August 12, 2011, a Record of Decision (ROD) was issued, addressing each of the 9
properties located within the SPA, as well as the on-site and off-site infrastructure. The ROD did
not include any decision regarding the backbone infrastructure. In accordance with Finding 8 of
Section IX of the ROD, on February 12, 2013, 8 public notice was issued on February 12, 2013,
for ihe Originaily Proposed Backbone Infrastructure Project, which is the focus of this document,
and the Carpenter Ranch and Folsom South sites, which wil! be evaluated in future RODs or
supplemental deciston documents for those projects.

This dacument is a ROD specifically for the backbone infrastructuce portion of the SPA as
describad In the EIR/EIS, and addresses only those impacls associated with the consiruction of
the on-site and off-site infrastructure within and adjacent to the SPA. Impacts to waters of the
U.S. would be further avoided and minimized as a resuit of the Amended Proposed Backbone
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Infrastructure Altemative (as described in Section l.a.3 below), and there is no substantial
change in environmental impacts that warrant the preparation of & supplemental Environmental
Asgessment or EIS. Separate RODs or suppiemental decision documents will be complated in
the future for the 9 propsrties proposed for development within the SPA. The Originally
Proposed Backbone Infrastructure Alternative invoives the discharge of fill material into 14.97
acres of an-gite and off-site waters of the U.S. As such, a Department of the Army permit under

the Regulatory Program is required.

. Background: See Section | of the August 12, 2011, ROD for a complate background of the
SPA, including the proposed Backbone Infrastructure Project.

il. Project Purpose and Need

a. Purpose: Construct on-sile and off-site backbone infrastructure, consisting of roads,
ulility lines, and water supply infrastructure, to serve the future nseds of a large-scale, mixed-
use development on the SPA,

b. Need: Sacramento County has been undergoing continuous growth, and increased
housing needs have been ldentifled within eastemn Sacramento County. in addition, the City of
Folsom is near build-out within its axisting imits and believes that additional lands for its future
growth would be required. In accordance with the planned growth in south-eastemn Sacramento
County, developers purchased property in the Folsom Sphere of Influence area, and the City of
Folsom signed an MOU with the Sacramento LAFCo for future development of the proposed
project area, {o meet identified and expected housing demands. Backbone Infrastructure (e.g.
roads, trails, water and sewer infrastructure, and storm drain infrastructure) i nesded to
accommodate the mixed-use development with the SPA.

(Il Alternatives: A reasonable range of altematives were considered in the EIR/ELS for both
land-use and water-supply, including backbone Infraatructure. The August 12, 2011, ROD for
the SPA evalualed the practicability of the on-sits alternatives for the SPA, but did not make any
decisions regarding the backbone infrastructure. On September 9, 2012, the applicant
submitied Aiternatives Information for 6 backbone infrastructure altematives, which could further
refine the Originally Proposed Backbone Infrastructure Alternative as analyzed in the EIR/EIS
by avoiding and minimlzing waters of the U.S. The applicant’s Akernatives Information aiso
serves to provide information necessary to determine compliance with the U.S. Environmental
Protection Agency's Section 404(b)(1) Guidelines (Guidelines). These altematives were not
avaluated In the EIR/EIS or ROD for the SPA. Any one of the applicant's alternatives for the
backbone infrastructure, except for one, appesr to be practicable based on cost, logistics, and
axisting tachnology. However, four of the six altemnatives wouid result in avoldance of Isas than
173 acrs of waters of the U.S. In order to maximize the avoidance of waters of the U.S. and to
determine which combination of these altematives is praclicable, the 8 alternatives provided by
the applicant have been combined into 4 alternatives, based on location and maximizing
avoidance of waters of the U.S. and include: the Amended Proposed Backbone Infrestructure
Alternative (Easton Vallsy Parkway (West) and Scott Road Altemative); Easton Valley Parkway
(East} and Empire Ranch Rosd Atemative; Street "A° and Osk Avenue Alternative; and Easton
Valley Parkway (West), Easton Valley Parkway (East), Scolt Road, Empire Ranch Road, Street
“A" and Oak Avenue Alternative. The following backbone altsrnatives are being evaluaied for
comphance with the Guidelines.

a. Alternatives Considered:
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1. Anernative 1;: No Action Alternative: This allemative would result in no impacts
o waters of the U.S. as a result of the construction of on-site and off-site infrastructure. This
alternative wouid be accomplished through the construction of bridges over all waters of the
U.S. for roads and trails, and directional driling beneath all waters of the U.S. for the installation
of utiity lines. Bacause of the location of the waters of the U.S. within the proposed Backbone
Infrastructure area, a minimum of 30 additional bridges would need to be constructed to fulfll
this alternative. The Corps has determined that this altemative is not practicable, due to the cost
for the construction of additional bridges and directional drilling for utility lines.

2. Altemnative 2: Original Proposed Backbone Infrastructure Alternative: This
alternative was analyzad in the EIR/EIS snd would allow for phased implementation of the SPA
to serve the comprehensive needs of the entire plan ares in a segmented, phased manner. The
proposed Backbone Infrastructure project includes major roads and trails, water and sewer
infrastructure, and storm drain Infrastructure. Because of the uncertainty of adjacent
development, this allernative incorporates the phased implasmentation of the proposed
backbons Infrastructure. The impacts for sach specific phase would be determined prior to
initietion of construction activities in waters of the U.S. This altemnative would result in impacts to
14,97 acres of waters of the U.S., including 12.62 acres on-site and 2.349 acres off-site.

Roads: This altemnative woulkd includs major circulation rogds that would serve {he
entire SPA and region.

Pedestrian/Bicycle Trails: This alternalive wauld include a network of Class | and Il
bicycle trails that would provide connaectivity to trails in Sacramento and Et Dorado Counties. A
muiti-use trall system would provide pedestrian and bicycle linkage throughout the SPA area.
The proposed tralls would typically consist of 8- lo 12-foot wide paved trails. Only those trails
occurming within open space areas have been incorporated wilhin the proposed Backbone
Infrastructure application. Proposed trails located within specific project areas (e.g. the
Carpenter Ranch or Folsom South site) have been incorporaled into those applications.

Sanitary Sewer: This alternative includes main sanilary sewer system planned for the
SPA, those sewers locatad in major roadways as well ag separste sewer linas and off-site
connections under Highway 50.

Drainage and Flood Cantrol: This alternative includes detention and water quality
basins that serve areas graater than the individual properties on which they are localed,
including one basin located off-site, just west of the SPA, on the west side of the existing Prairie
City Road.

Water Supply: This altemative would include the construction of water lines and a
waler {reatment plant, which would bs located In tha southwest portion of the SPA.

Aooording to information submitted by the applicant, this alternative would resuft in
construction coste of approximatsty $15,781,000.

3. Altemative 3: Amended Proposed Backbone Infrastructure Alternative
(Easton Valley Parkway (West) and Scott Road Alternative): This alternative would
incorporate the majority of the features of AResmative 2, but would result in additional avoidance
of waters of the U.S. through the realignment of the proposed Easton Vallay Parkway on the
Carpenter Ranch site on the western side of the SPA, and realignment of the existing Scott
Road on the Folsom South Site, and would avoid impacts to an additional 1.06 acres of a
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seasonal wetland located north of the proposed Easton Valley Parkway, and 0.26 acres of
intermittent drainage on the Folsom South site. Realignment of Easton Valley Parkway (West)
would result in the loss of 2.20 acres of developable land proposed on the Carpenter Ranch
site, and realignment of Scott Road would result in the loss of 1.50 acres of developable land
proposed on the Foisom South Site. This alternative would be accomplished through the
construction of slope embankments and two retaining walls along the proposed Easton Valley
Parkway (West), and shifting the centerline of the existing Scott Road 80-feet to the east 80 the
proposed edge of pavement maiches the existing edge of pavement, replacement of existing
undersized culvarts, and the construction of a large retaining wall. Similar as Altsrnative 2,
because of the uncertainty of adjacent development, this akemative incorporetes the phased
implementation of the proposed backbone infrastructure. The impacts for each specific phase
would be determined prior to initlation of construction aclivities in waters of the U.S. Based on
information submitted by the applicant, this alternative would result in additional construction
costs of $1,264,000 (approximatsty 7.9% greater than the Original Proposed Backbone
Infrastructure Project).

4. Alternative 4: Easton Valley Parkway (East) and Empire Ranch Road
Alternative: This alternative would incorporate the majority of the features of Aitemative 2, but
would result In additional avoidance of waters of the U.S. through the realignment of the
proposed Easton Valley Parkway on the Folsom South site, and realignment of the proposed
Empire Ranch Road site, on the Folsom Heights property, on the eastem side of the SPA, and
would result In the avoidance of an additional 0.0.21 acre of saep, vernal pool, and intermittent
drainage on the south side of the proposed Easion Valley Parkway, and 0.07 acre of seasonal
watland to the east of the proposed Empire Ranch Road. This alternative would resuit in the
loss of 0.40 acres of developable land proposad on ths Folsom South site. Realignment of
Easton Valley Parkway (East) would be accomplished through adjusting the horizontel and
vertical alignment of Easton Valley Parkway, and constructing a retaining wall and slope
embankments near the wetiand feature, and realignment of the proposad Empire Ranch Road
would occur through the construction of a retaining wall. Basad on inforration submitted by the
applicant, this alternative would result in additional construction costs of up to $750,000
(approximately 4.76% greater than the Original Proposed Backbone Infrastructure Project).

5. Alternative 5: Street "A” and Oak Avenue Alternative: This alternative would
incorporate the majority of the features of Alternative 2, but would result in additional avoidance
of waters of the U.S. through the realignment of the proposed Street "A" on the northern border
of the proposed Sacramento Country Day Schoot site, in the south-westem poartion of the SPA,
and realignment of the proposed Oak Avenue located near the eastermn boundary of the
proposed Folsom 560 site, in the south-western portion of the SPA, This alternative would avoid
an additional 0.07 acre of seasonal wetland and intermitient drainage south of the proposed
Street “A " ang 0.78 acre of seasonal wetland swales west of the proposed Osk Avenue. This
sltemative would result in the loss 1.10 acras of developable land proposed on the Folsom
South and Sacramenio Country Day Schoo! sites, and the lose of 38,7 acres of developable
land proposed on the Folsom 560 site. Realignment of Street “A° would avoid portions of a
seascnal wetland swale and intermittent drainage through the construction a retaining wall,
which would impact a portion of the intermittent drainage, and reslignment of Oak Avenue to the
aast involve the construction of a bridge and an additional water quality detention basin.. Based
on information submitted by the applicant, this alternative would result in additional construction
costs of $5,830,000 (approximalely 36.8% greater than the Original Proposed Backbone
Infrasiructure Project).
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8. Alternative 6: Easton Valley Parkway (West), Scott Road, Easton Valley
Parkway (East), Empire Ranch Road, Street (A) and Oak Avenue Alternative: This
slternative is a combination of all of the altemative described in lli(a)3) - (6) above, and would
avoid an additional 2.45 acres of waters of the U.S. aver the Original Proposed Backbone
Infrastructure Alternative through realignment of six existing and proposed roads throughout the
SPA. This aiternative would result in the loss of 41.8 acres of davelopment proposed on the
Folsom South, Cerpentsr Ranch, Sacramento Country Day School, and Folsom 680 sites. This
alternative would result in additional construction costs of approximately $7,834,000°
{approximately 49.6% greater than the Original Proposed Backbone Infrastructure Project).

b. Determination of Practicable Alternatives: The Corps has delermined that
Alternatives 1, 5, and 6 are nol practicable due to the costs associated with the construction of
additional bridges, directional drilling of utility lines, and the construction of an additional siorm
waler quality delention basin. in addition, the Corps has determined that alternatives 2, 3, and 4
meet the purpose and need of the proposed aclion, and are practicable based on costs,
logistics, and axisting technology.

c. Environmentally Preferred Alternative: The environmentally preferred
alternative is Aitemative 3, the Amended Backbone Infrastructure Alternative, which consists of
the original proposed project, with the incorporation of avoidance of waters of the U.S. included
in the Easton Valley Parkway (Waest) Altemaltive and the Scotl Road Altemative. This
alternative wouid result in fawer impacts to aquatic resources than practicable aliematives 2 and
4, Impacts to waters of the U.S. from the anviroomenlally prafesred ailternative would ba as
follows;

On-Site Waters Off-Site Total Waters

Wetlands/Waters Waters (ac)

Wellands/\Waters (ac) ‘ (ag)
Vernal Pool 0.824 0.318 0.940
Seasonal Wetland 1.231 0.061 1.292
Seasgonal Wetland Swale | 4.930 ~0.085 . 4985
Seep o 0.617 0000 | 0617
Marsh 0.017 1440 | 1457
Creak/Channel - 1.181 0.426 1.607 j
Infermittent Drainage 1.494 0.044 1.538
Ditch 0.356 0.007 0.363
Pond 0.852 0 0.862
Total: \ 11.302 2.349 13.651

V. Comments on the February 12, 2013, Public Notice for the Proposed Backbone
Infrastructure, Carpenter Ranch, and Folsom South Projects and Corps Response

a. Public Notice Comments

1. U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA): On March 11, 2013, EPA
provided the comments via ema! on the February 12, 2013, public notice for the proposad
Backbone infrastructure, Cerpenier Ranch, and Folsom South Projects, EPA's comments
related to development of each of the 3 projects in the public notice, and the entire SPA, but

were not related to specifically the proposed Backbane Infrastructure Project being avaluated in
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this ROD. EPA expressed concems about the “chalienges the applicants face in finding
appropriate kinds and quantities of wetland habitat to offset the nearly 30 acres of impact.” EPA
stated that they believe that there is a lack of suitable compensatory mitigation available for
impacts in the SPA. EPA also expressed concern that there is “inadequate inventory [of aquatic
rasources) in existing banks to meet the demands” of all of the projects currently proposed
within eastern Sacramento County (e.9. SunCreek, Cordova Hills, Mather Specific Plan). In
addition, EPA expressed their bellef that a mitigation ratio of 1:1 in California is inadequate, and
after applying the Corps mitigation raiio setting chechiist, they believe that the ratio would be
“weall over 1:1.° EPA aiso stated that i is unscceptable to offset lhe loas of the types of walers
on the SPA site with “distinctively different™ waters types such as those found at the Cosumnes
River Mitigation Bank. EPA’s comments further stated that while it “might be reasonabie to
offset some of the project impacts (e.g. some of the “riverine wetiands”), the resources at the
Cosumnes River mitigation bank are functionally and structuraily different from the iow gradient
grassiand habitats of the Folsom area.”

In addition, EPA attached their comments on the Final EIR/EIS for the SPA, which
contained the following comments:

{a) EPA expressad concem that the applicants and the City of Folsom have not
shown a nead for the proposed project in light of changes In reglona) housing markets, and
recommended that the Corps more thoroughly examine the bauis for the City of Folsom's
predictions regarding population growth and development needs.

(b) EPA expressad lhair bellef that the No USACE Permit Alternative and the
Resource Impect Minimization Alternative evaiuated in the EIR/EIS provide significantly reduced
adverse environmental impacts and recommended that these two alternatives be refined to
mest the Sacramento Area Council of Governments (SACOG) density and smart growth goals,
and that with these design modification, the less damaging elternatives may prove lo be
practicable.

{c) EPA stated thal project-level alternatives may be inconsistent with the
programmatic nature of the EIR/EIS in that “more avoidance and minimization may be
nacessary at the project lavel to make a finding thai the proposed project is the LEDPA." In
addition, EPA expressed concem that “once the larger avoidance and minimization steps have
been taken through the NEPA process, the scope of change that could occur at the project level
may be limited.” EPA also continued to express the objection they raised in the Draft EIR/EIS,
stating that the cost criteria used within the Draft EIR/EIS to eliminale some altematives for the
Carpenler Ranch site were inappropriate.

(d) EPA stated that, given the inforrnation provided In the Final EIR/EIS, that it
has not yet besn demcnstrated that additional avoidance and minimization is impracticadle, and
unlil the determination of the LEDPA is made, disgussion of compensatory miligation is
prematurs. EPA further commented that the Final EIR/EIS was deficient in that it did not contain
a discussion of the competing needs on mitigation bank credits in the region. EPA expressed
ihe bellef that the South Sacramenio County Habitat Conservation Plan (SSHCP) would require
as many, if not more, of the credits that are available at the approved mitigation banks (n the
area, EPA asserted that the statement within the Final EIR/EIS that ample credits are available
to compensate for the impacts of the proposed project, without taking into account additional
future demand is not adequate. In addition, EPA commented that the proposed mitigation ratio
of 1:1 is inadequate, citing studias thal have found that there are faw mitigation projects with
constructed vernal pools that compare favorably to natural plant communities. Therefore, EPA
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stated that 8 compensatory mitigation ratio of greater than 1:1 is needed to realistically offast
losses and mest the no-net-oss of functions threshold. EPA also asserted that several of the
listed mitigation banks are locatsd far from the project area and out of the Immediate watershed,
and many of the available credits are out-of-kind.

: With regards to EPA’s comments regarding sullable compensatory
mitigstion for impacts associated with the proposed project, the applicant has offerad (o
compensate for impacts to waters of the U.S. through the purchase of credits from the
Cosumnes River Floodplain Mitigation Bank for impacts to seasonal wetlands, seasonal wetland
swales, sesps, marshes, cresks, intermittent drainages, ditches, and ponds, and through the
purchase of credits from the Toad Hill Ranch mitigation bank for Impacls tc vemnal paois. Both
Cosumnes River Floodplain Mitigalion Bank and Toad Hill Ranch contain the proposed project
on-gite and off-site infrestructure within thek service area. in order to determine the appropriate
amount of compensatory mitigation required, the Corps has utilized the South Pacific Division
Mitigation Ratlo Setting Checklist for each type cf water proposed to be impacted, which is
located In Appendix A.

We concur with the EPA’'s comment that in some cases compensatory mitigation would be
out-of-kind, particutarty for impacted seeps, ditches, and ponds. In accordance with 33 CFR
332.3(b)6), the Corps has determined that on-site, in-kind mitigation is not practicable or is
uniiksly io compensate for the proposed impacts. The purchase of floodplain mosaic credits to
compensale for Impacts to jurisdictional ditches and ponds would result in conversion from
refatively common watsr type to a rarer water type, and is therefore appropriate. In addition,
because seeps cannot be replaced through pemitlee responsible construction or mitigation
bank purchase, the Corps has determined that it is appropriate to allow out-of-kind
compensatory mitigation through the purchase of floodplain mosaic credits at an increased ratio.
The Corps has determined that inkind compensatory mitigation can ocour for seasonal
weliands, seasonal watlend swales, marshes, creek, and inlermitient drainage impacts with the
purchase of floodplain mosaic and floodpiain riparian credits at the Cosumnes Floodplain
Mitigation Bank, and for vemal pools at the Toad Hill Ranch Mitigation Bank. Because the
proposed on-sile and off-site Backbone Infrastructure would occur within two different 8-digit
HUC watsrshed, differant mitigation ratios were determined for the waters of the U.S. within
each of thess watersheds.

The Corps has determined that the following compensatory mitigation is required In order
to compensate for impacts to waters of the U.S. as a result of the proposed backbone
infrastructure permit:

8. Tocompensate for the lcss of jurisdictional diiches, ponds, and marshes, the applicant
would be required to purchase floodplain mosaic re-establishment credita from the Cosumnes
Floodpialn Mitigation Bank at a ratio of 1:1.

b. Cresks/channsis and intermitient drainages:

1. To compensate for the loss of creeks/channels and intermitteni drainages located
in the Lower American River 8-digit hydrologic unit code (HUC) watershed (018020111), the
applicant would be required tol purchase floodplain riparian re-establishment credits from the
Cosumnes Floodplain Mitigation Bank al a ratio of 2:1.

2. To compensate for the loss of creeks/channeis and intermittent drainages located
in the Upper Cosumnes River B-digit HUC watershed (18040013), the applicant would be
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required to purchase floodplain riparian re-establishment credits from the Cosumnes Floodplain
Mitigation Bank at a ratio of 1:1

¢c. Seasonal wetlands and seasonal welland swales:;

1. To compensate for the loss of seasonal wettands and seasonal wetland swales
located in the Lower American River 8-digit HUC watershed, the applicant would be required to
purchase floodplain mosaic re-establishment credits from the Cosumnes Floodplain Mlugauon
Bank at a ratio of 1.3:1

2. To compensats for the loss of seasonal wetlands and seasonal wetland swales
located in the Upper Cosumnes River 8-digit HUC watershed, the applicant would be required to
purchase floodplain mosaic re-establishment credits from the Cosumnes Floodplain Mitigation
Bank at a ratio of 1;1

d Seeps

1.  To compensate for the loss of seeps located in the Lower American River 8-digit
HUC watershed, the applicant would be required to purchase floodplain mosaic re-
establishment credits from the Cosumnes Floodplain Mitigation Bank at a ratio of 4:1

2. To compensate for the loss of seeps located in the Upper Cosumnes River 8-digit
HUC watershed, the applicant would be required to purchasa floodpiain mosalc re-
establishment credits from the Cosumnes Floodpiain Mitigation Bank at a ratio of 3:1

o. To compensate for the loss of vernal poois, the applicant would be required purchase
vemal poaol creation credits from the Toad Hill Mitigation Bank at a ratio of 1:1

Based on the above mitigation ratios, the applicant would ba required to purchase the
following credits to compensate for impacts associated with the proposed Backbone
infrastruciure Project:

Credit Type

Vernal Pool ! 0840 | 0840 | VemalPool | Toad Hill
Seasonal Welland = 1.202 | 1668 . Floodplain Mosaic Cosumnes
ms:nal Wetiand ! 4985 8.319 Floodpiain Mosalc Cosumnes
Seep 10817 2432 Floodplain Mosaic | Cosumnes
Marsh i 1457 |  1.464 | __Floodplain Mosaic | Cosumnes
Creek/Channel | 1810 | 3178 | Floodplain Riparian = Cosumnes _
intermittent , | -

Dralnage B 1.538 | 2.971 | Floodplain Rlparian Co_s.um_nes
Ditch 0383 Floodplain Mossic | Cosumnes

[P Pond ~ 0.852 Floodplain Mosaic Cosumnes
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Based on an April 24, 2014, review of the Regulatory In-Lieu Fee and Bank Information
Tracking System (RIBITS), the Cosumnes Floodplain Mitigation Bank has 113.98 available
floodplain mosaic credits, and 19.485 available floodpiain riparian credits, and the Toad Hit
Ranch Mitigation Bank has 8.97 available vernal pool establishment credits. Therefore, the
Corps has detarmined that the impacts of the proposed Backbone Infrastructure psrmit can be
appropriately mitigated through the purchass of mitigetion bank credits as described above, and
thal both the Cosumnes River Floodpiain Mitigation Bank and the Toad Hill Ranch Mitigation
Bank have sufficlent credits available to compensate for these impacts.

In response to EPA's comment (a) on the Final EIR/EIS, based on future growth
projections, the City of Folsom and the applicant have determined that there is a need for
housing and commercial development within south-eastern Sacramento County. in addition, on
January 18, 2012, the Local Agency Formation Commission (LAFCo), approved the application
by the City of Folsom to annex the proposed SPA area into the City of Folsom. In addition, the
certification of the EIR and approval of the Spaecific Plan and 20ning entitiemants by the City of
Folsom indicate a future need for residentisl and commercial uses in the SPA. EPA has not
provided information to indicate that there Is not a future need for development in south-easlem
Sacramento County. Therefare, based on available information, the Corps has determined that
there is a need for residential and commercial development within south-eastern Sacramento
County in order to meet future growth projectiona.

In response to EPA’s commant (b) on the Final EIR/EIS, the project under consideration is
not the residential and commerclel development evaluated in the EIR/EIS, but is the proposed
backbone infrastructure to support these proposed developments. The backbone infrastructure
was Included as part of each of the devalopment alternatives evaiuated In the EIR/EIS. As
stated above, the Corps has determined that the No Action Alternative for the backbons
infrasiructure, which is the same as the No USACE Pemmit Altemative evaluatad in the EIR/EIS,
is nol practicable, due to the number of bridges that would be required, and the directional
drilling required for the installation of ulility lines. With regards to the Resource Impact
Minimization Altemative avaluated in the EIR/EIS, the backbone infrastructure associated with
this aliernative would result in the same impacts to waters of the U.S. as the Originally
Proposed Backbone Infrastructure Alternative. The currentty proposed Backbone Infrastructure
Project would result in fewer impacts to waters of the U.S, than the backbone infrastructure
woauld for the Resource Impact Minimization Altemative evaluated in the EIR/EIS, as the
Resource impact Minimization Altemative included the same impacis to waters of the U.S. for
backbone infrastructure as the Originally Proposed Backbone Infrastruciure Altemative.

With regards to EPA’s comment (c) on the Final EIR/EIS, the applicant has incorporated
additional avoldance of waters as a reault of additional evaluation of alternativas. The Corps has
determined that while these additional atematives were not evaluated in the EIR/EIS, they stil
fakt within the reasonabie range of allernatives evaluated in the EIR/EIS, and do not represent
an increase in environmental impacts beyond those addressed In the EIR/EIS. Therefore, a
supplemental decision document is not required 1o analyze these effects. EPA's comment
regarding the proposed Carpenter Ranch eite is noted, and will be addressed within the ROD or
supplemental decision document for that project.

With regards to EPA's comment (d) on the Final EIR/EIS, we concur with EPA’s statement
that at the time the Final EIR/EIS was published, the applicant's for the SPA had not
demonstrated that additionsl svoidance and minimization ie impracticable, and therefore
discussions of compensatory mitigation were premature. The February 12, 2013, Public Notice
for the proposed Backbone Infrastructure project included altematives information prepared by
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the apgplicant for review and approval by EPA. EPA did not provide any specific comments
regarding this alternatives information. With regards to EPA's comwnent that the Final EIR/EIS
is deficient in that it did not discuss competing needs on mitigation bank credits in the reglon, as
stated sbove, sufficient compensatory mitigation credits are avallable at the Cosumnes River
Mitigation Bank and Toad Hill Ranch Mitigation bank to compensate for impacts of the proposed
project on waters of the U.S. We acknowiedge that if all proposed actions in the region are
approved, there are not sufficient credits available at the existing mitigation banks. However, it
is not our responsibility to ensure that sufficient credits are available for all projects that are
currently proposed, nor Is it feasible for us to make this delermination, as there may be
additional mitigation banks approved in the future, and we do not yet know whelher all proposed
projects would be approved or what the required compensatory mitigation would be for those
projects. |f there are not sufficient credits avaliable for future projects that are permittad within
the region, the applicant for those projects would need to either proposa and have approved
permittes-responsible compensatory mitigation, or would not be able to commence construclion
until sufficient credits are available.

2. Ms. Karri Smith, President, I.A. Smith Consulting, inc; Sandy, Utah: On
February 13, 2013, Ms. Smith commented that “(f)llling aimast 30 acres of wetiands in the year
2013 Is absurd regardiess of how good a compensatory mitigation plan is." In addition, Ms.
Smith stated that "simple purchase of mitigation credils from wetland mitigation banks is onty
making mitigation bank developers and residential/industrial developers rich while the wildife
continues to lose critical habitat necessary to sustain their continued sutvival.®* Ms. Smith also
provided her bellef that only a small percentage of wetland mitigation projects are successful in
the long-term, espacially following the 5-ysar monitoring program required as part of a 404
permit. Finally, Ms. Smith commented that “vermnal pool sensitive and endangered species and
migratory birds need their natural habitet in their original areas of historic flyways and other
areas to be preserved for their continued survival.®

Corps Response: Ms. Smith's comment objecting to the placament of fll materis! into “aimost
30 acres of wetlands,” is noted. In accordance with the Section 404(b)X 1) Guidelines, na permit
will be issued for a project uniess it is shown to be the |east anvironmentally damaging
practicable alternative. With regards to Ms. Smith's comment regarding wetland mitigation
projects, both the Cosumnes Floodplain Mitigation Bank and the Toad Hill Mitigation Bank have
gone through the mitigation bank review process required under 33 CFR Pant 332, which
included extensive review by the interagency Review Team, requirements for short-tarm and
long-term monitoring, and requirements for financial assurances to ensure success. Thersfore,
the Corps has determinad that there is a likelihood that the established and re-established
habitat on these sites will be successful, and that the use of these banks Is appropriate for
compensatory mitigation for the proposed Backbone Infrastruciure project.

V. Consideration of Applicable Laws and Policies

#. National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA): The EIR/EIS was compieted lo evaluate
a reasonable range of land-uss (including backbone infrastructure) and water-supply
alternatives and the cumulative Impacts associated with nine projects in the SPA, Each of the
land use alternatives included the Originally Proposed Backbone Infrastructure Aiternative, as
described in Section Ill.a.2 above. The Corps foliowed the NEPA process, including noticing
and timeline requirements, to produce a document that discloses to the public the probable
impacts of the Proposed Action, taking into account mitigation. The EIR/EIS was used in the
preparation of this ROD for the on-site and off-site Backbone Infrastructure project.
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b. 8ection 401 of the Clean Water Act Section 401 of the CWA: A Section 401 Walter
Quality Certification (WQC) was issued by the Cantral Valley Regional Water Quality Control
Board on October 18, 2013, for the proposed Backbone infrastructure project. The WQC will be
a condition of the permit.

c. Endangered Species Act of 1973: On December 8, 2010, we initiated consultation
with the United States Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) for potantial impacts of the proposed
project on the Federally-listed vernal pool fairy shrimp (Branchinecta lynchi), vernsl pool tadpole
shrimp (Lepidurus packardi), conservancy fairy shrinp (Branchinecta conservatio), Valley
elderberry longhorn beetle (Desmocerus calfornicus dimorphus), Sacramento Orcutl grass
(Orcuttia viscids), and Slender Orcutl graas (Orcuttia tenuis). USFWS detarmined in the April 2,
2014, Blological Opinlon (BO, Flle Number 81420-2010-F-0820-1) thal habitat for conservancy
fairy shrimp, Sacramento Orcutt grass, and Stender Orcutt grass does nol occur in the on-site or
off-site infrastructure ares, and authorized the take of 0.284 acres of habitat for vernal poal fairy
shrimp and vermnal pool tadpole shrimp, and six elderberry shrubs. A special condition will be
added 1o the permit, requiring compliance with the issued BO.

d. Fish and Wildiife Coordination Act: The Corpe has worked with the USFWS on the
proposed project, including meatings o obtain input, During EIR/EIS preparalion, the Corps
requested USFWS be a cooperating agency. Although it declined, the USFWS reviewed the
draft of the EIR/EIS and provided comments.

e. Magnuson-Stevens Fishery Conservation and Management Act (Magnuson-
Stevens Act): The proposed project is in compliance with the Magnuson-Stevens Acl. The
proposed project and other land-use and water-supply allernatives would not rasult in any
impacts to essential fish habitat.

f. Section 108 of the National Historic Preservation Act: The Corps has consulted
with the State Historic Preservalion Officer (SHPO) and the Advisory Council on Historic
Preservation (ACHP). Through consultation with the SHPO, a Programmatic Agreement (PA)
between the Corps and the Califomnia Office of Hisloric Presarvation was prepared and was
executed on July 8, 2011. In addition, on October 3, 2013, an amended PA was exscuted by the
Corps and SHPO. A spacial condition will be added to the parmit, requiring compliance with the
PA.

g- Section 176(C) of the Clean Air Act (CAA) General Conformity Rule Review: The
proposed action has been analyzed for conformity applicability pursuant o regulations
implementing Section 176(c) of the Ciean Air Act. The Corps has determined thal direcl
emissions from the proposed activities that require a DA pamit will not excesd de minimis
levels of a criteria polutant or its precursaors and are exempted by 40 CFR 93.153. Any later
indirect emissions are generally not within the Carps’ continuing program responsibility and
generally cannot be practicably controfied by the Corps. For these reasons, a conformity
daelermination is not required flor this action.

h. Executive Order 11998 (Floodplain Management): The area siong Alder Creek
which flows through the SPA has been identifled by the California Department of Water
Resources as lying within a 100-year floodptain. While the proposed mixed-use development
would avoid the 100-year floodplain of Alder Creek, there is some backbone Infrastructure that
would need to be located within the fioodplain, particularly roads and bridges. As explained in
Section 3A.9 of the Draft EIR/EIS, these impacts would be reduced o less-than-significant,
provided Mitigation Measure 3A.9-2 Is Implemented. The proposed Backbone Infrastructure
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project wauld result in minimal impacts to the floodplain of Alder Creek, and has besen approved
by the City of Folsom.

i. Executive Order 13178 (Consultation with Indian Tribes, Alaska Natives, and
Native Hawalians): Ouring the development of the PA, and the amended PA, the Corps has
consulted with the two tribes that may have an intarest in the ares, the Shingle Springs Band of
Mewok Indians, end the United Aubum Indian Community. Both iribes are concurring parties on
the PA, and, per the PA, will be consulted during the development of any Memoranda of
Agresment (MOAs) required for individual compliance with Section 108 of the NMPA.

j- Environmental Justice (Title VI of the Civil Rights Act and Executive Order
12898): No low-income ar minority populations are identified within or adjacent to the SPA or
within or adjacent to any of the proposed water-supply altematives. The proposed action is not
expected to negatively impact any community, snd therefore s not expected lo cause
disproportionately high and adverse impacts to minosity or low-income communities.

VI. Consideration of Mitigation Measures for the Amended Proposed Backbone
Infrastructure Project:

The EIR/EIS included a number of mitigation measures to reduce or offset \mpscts that fall
outside of the Corps responsibility and generally cannot be practicably controlled by the Corps,
like traffic, air quality, and noise. Many of the miligation measures are requirements of the local
land use agency (City of Folsom) and were addressed in the EIR/E!S for compliance with CEQA
and would be approved through grading and construction psrmits by tha City of Folsom. As
such, enforcament of these mitigation measures is the responsibility of the City of Folsom and
not the Corpes.

The Corps requires mitigation measures o reduce or offset impacts to waters of the U.S.
as special conditions of each DA permii issued. These special conditions are identified in
Section VIII, and take into acoount mitigation measures 3A.3-1a, 3A.3-1b, 3B.3-1g, 3B.3-1b and
38.3-1¢, as described in Chapters 3A.3 and 38.3 of the Draft EIR/EIS, and aiso include
additional conditions that avoid, minimize and compensate for impacts to walers of the U.S. and
those that ensure compliance with Section 7 of the Endangered Species Act and Section 106 of
the Nationsi Historic Preservation Act.

Vii: Compliance with 404(b)}{1) Guidelines for the Amended Proposed Backbone
Infrastructure Project:

Based on the discussion in Section Ill, are there available, practicable attematives having less
adverse impact on the aquatic ecosystam and without other signilicant adverse snvironmental

consequences that do not involve discharges into “waters of the U.S.” or at other locations

within these waters? Yes __ No X
If the project is in a special aquatic site and is not water dependent, has the applicant clearty
demonstrated that there are no practicable aiternalive sites available? Yes X No_

Will the discharge:
Violate state water quality standards? Yes ___ No _X
Violate toxic effluent standards under Section 307 of the Clean Watsr Act? Yes __ No _X
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Jeopardize endangered or threatenaed species or their critical habitat? Yes ____ No_X

Violate standards set by the Depariment of Commerce 10 protect marine sanciuarnes?
Yes ___ No X

Evaluation of the information in the EIR/EIS indicates that the proposed discharge material
meets testing exclusion criteria for the following reason(s):

(X) based an the above information, the matsrial is not a carrier of contaminants.

{ ) the levels of contaminants are substantially simiiar al the extraction and disposal sites
and the dischargs is not likely to result in degradation of the disposal site and pollutants will not
be transported io less contaminated areas.

( ) acceptable constraints are available and will be implemented to reduce contamination to
accsptable levels within the disposal sile and prevant cantaminants from being transported
beyond the boundaries of the disposal site.

Will the discharge contribute lo significart degradation of “waters of the U.S.* through adverse
impacts to:

Human heaith or weifare, through poliution of municipal water supplias, fish, shelilfish,
wildlife and/or special squatic sites? Yas ___ No _X

Life stages of aquatic life and/or wildHfe? Yes __ No _X_

Diversity, productivity, and stability of the aqualic life and other wildlife? Or wildife habitat
or loss of the capacity of wellands to assimilate nutrients, purify water or reduce wave energy?
Yes __ No X

Recreational, aesthetic and economic values? Yes _~ No_X

Will all appropriate and practicable steps be taken to minimize adverse impacts of the discharge
on the aquatic ecosystem? Does the proposal include salisfactory compensatory mitigation for
losses of aquatic resources? Yes _X_ No __

Viil. Special Conditions

The following special conditions will be included in the pemit o ensure the project is not
contrary fo the public interest and complies with the 404 (b) 1) Guidelines and olher applicable
laws:

1. Prior to the Initiation of construction activities in watars of (he U.S. sssociated with
each phase of construction of the backbone infrastructure, you shall submit to the Corps, for
review and approval, a plan-view drawing of the work proposed to be conducted within that
phase, and cross-section view drawings of all crossings of waters of the U.S., as well as pre-
construction color pholographs of the upstream and downstream area of each crossing. The
compass angle and location of each photograph shall be identifled on the plan-view drawing. In
addition, you shall include a description of any devistions (including changes in phasing
saquence or boundaries of phases) from the authorized work, including the amount and type of
waters that would be impacted, and the amount and type of compensatory mitigation that would
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be required. You shall ensure that the description provided includes information regsrding any
temporary impacts to waters of the U.S.

Rationale: This condRion Is necessary to ensure compliance with the permit and
applicable conditions and to ensure thal no changes have occurred lo the proposed project prior
to each phase.. (33 USC 1344(a), 33 USC 401 el. s8q., 33 CFR 320.4(r)(1), 33 CFR
325.4(a)(3); 33 CFR 320). '

2. Prior to the Initistion of each phase of development, you shall compensate for tha loss
of waters of the U.S. within that phase through the purchase of mitigation crediis from the
Cosumnes Floodplain Mitigation Bank and/or the Toad Hilt Mitigation Bank at the following
compensation (o impact ratios for aquatic resources identified on the Figure 20. Curent
Backbone Impact Plan (3/1/12) drawing, prepared by ECORP Consulting, Inc.:

a. Tocompensate for the loss of jurisdictional ditches, ponds, and marshes, you
shall purchase floodplain mosaic re-establishment credits from the Cosumnes Floodplain
Mitigation Bank at a ratio of 1:1;

b. Creaka/channeis and intermittent drainages:

(1) To compensate for the loss of creeke/channels and intermittent dreinages
located in the Lower American River 8-digit hydrologic unit code (HUC) watershed (018020111),
you shall purchase floodplain riparian re-establishment credits from the Cosumnes Floodpiain
Mitigation Bank al a ratio of 2:1,

(2) To compensate for the loss of creeke/channeis and intermittent drainages
located in the Upper Cosumnes River 8-digit HUC watershed {18040013), you shall purchase
floodplain riparian re-establishment credits from the Cosumnes Floodplain Mitigation Bank at a
rallo of 1:1

¢. Seasonal wetlands and seasonal wetland swales:

(1) To compensate for the loss of seasonal wetlands and seasonal welland
swales located in the Lower American River 8-digit HUC watershed, you shall purchase
floodplain mosaic re-establishment credils from the Cosumnes Floodplain Mitigation Bank et a
ratio of 1.3:1

(2) To compensate for the loss of seasonal wetiands and seasonal wetland
swales located In the Upper Cosumnes River 8-digit HUC watershed, you shall purchase
floodplain mosaic re-establishment credits from the Cosumnes Floodplain Mitigation Bank at a
ratio of 1:1

d. Seeps

(1) To compensate for the loss of seepe located In the Lower American River 8-
digit HUC watershed, you shall purchase floodplain mosaic re-establishment credits from the
Cosumnes Floodplain Mitigation Bank at a ratio of 4:1

(2) To compensate for the loss of sesps located in the Upper Cosumnes River 8-

digit HUC watershed, you shall purchase floodpiain mosaic re-sstablishment credits from the
Cosumnes Floodplain Mitigation Bank at a ratio of 3:1
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e. To compensate for the loss of vemal pools, you shall purchase vernal pool
creation credits from the Toad Hill Mitigation Bank at a ratio of 1:1

Rationale: This speclal condltion is necessary to ensure compensalory mitigation for the
unavoidable losses of walers of the U.S. due to the construction of the proposed project. (33
CFR 320.4(r)(1); 33 CFR 325.4(a)(3; 33 CFR 332).

3. You shall ensure that impacts associated with all crossings of Alder Creek are
tsmporary in nature and do not resuilt in the permanent (oss of waters in Alder Cresk. You shall
design road crossings of Alder Creek to maintain the pre-construction bankfull width of the
creek, as wall as accommodate reasonably foreseeable wildlife passage and expected high
flows. This shall be accomplished by {1) employing bridge designs that span Alder Creek; (2)
utilizing pier or pile supported structures; (3) uitilzing large bottomless culverts that da nol
impact the natural stream bed; and/or (4) utilizing a large box cutvert which spans the width of
Alder Creek, and Is inatalled beneath the natural bed of Alder Creek. For the installation of any
proposed box culverts in Alder Creek, you shall restore the natural streambed to ensure that
substrate and streamflow conditions approximate original channel conditions, in accordance
with Special Condition 3. All crossings of waters of the U.S., inckuding Alder Creek, shall be
reviewed and approved by the Corps prior to initiation of construction activities in waters of the
U.S., as identified in Special Condition 1.

Rationale: This special condition /s necessary to ensure minimization of impacls (o Alder
Creek, and to ansure that the furictions of the aqualic environment are protected. In addiion,
this condftion ensures that the Corps is provided specific information regarding crossings of all
walers of the U.S. prior to the initiation of construction activities.. (33 CFR 320.4(r)(1); 33 CFR
326.4(a)(3; 33 CFR 332, 40 CFR 230).

4, Within 30 days following completion of each crossing of Alder Creek, you shall restore
areas of the creek temporarily impacted, as well as all disturbed adjacent uptand areas, to pre-
project contours and conditions. In order to ensure compliance with this condition, you shall:

a. Prior to the initiation of any construction of crossinge of Alder Creek, submit to the
Corps, for review and approval, a plan for the restoration of temporary impact areas. You shalf
include the following information in this plan:

(1) A description of and drawings showing the existing contours {elevation) and
existing vegetation of each crassing of Alder Creek and the adjacent upland areas. This
information shall also include site photographs taken upsiream and downstream of each
tempocary impact area.

(2) The methods used to restore Alder Creek and the adjacent upland at sach
crossing to the original contour and condition, as well as a plan for the re-vegetation of the aite
(ollowing construction activities, if applicable.

(3) The proposed schedule for the restoration activities, and;
(4) A monitoring plan, to be approved by the Corps, for restoration of the

temporary impact area to ensure success of the restoration. Monitoring shall be conducted for a
minimum of three growing seasons after completion of restoration activites. The plan shall be
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presented In the format of the Sacramento District's Habitat Mitigation and Monitoring Proposal
Guidelines, dated December 30, 2004, or sppropriate updates.

b, Within 30 days following completion of restoration activities, submit to the Corps a
report describing the restoration activities including color photographs of the restored area. The
compass angle and position of all photographs shall be similar to the pre-construction
photographs required in Special Condition 1.

¢. Submit to the Corps & Monitoring Report by October 1 of each year of the required
monitoring pariod. This report shal be submitted in the format shown on the enclosed Contenis
of Monitoring Reports. Reports may be submitted in hard copy or electronically.

Rationale: This special condition /s necessary fo snsure successful restoration of all
temporary impacts author/zed (33 CFR 320.4(r)(1), 33 CFR 325.4(a)(3), 33 CFR 332, 40 CFR
230).

5. You shall ensure that trenching aclivities in waters of the U.S. associated with the
Instaltation of ulliity (ines does not result in the draining of any water of the U.S., inciuding
wetlands. This may be sccomplished through the use of clay blocks, bentonite, or othar suitable
material (as approved by the Corps) to seal the trench, For utility ine trenches, during
construction, you shall remove and siockpile, separately, the top 6 — 12 inches of topeoil.
Following installation of the utility line(s), you shall replace the stockpiled topsoil on fop and
seed the area with native vegetation. All utility lines In waters of the U.S. shall be reviewed and
approved by the Corps prior to initiation of construction activities in waters of the U.S,, as
|dentified in Special Condition 1,

Rationale: This special condition is necessary to ensure minimization of impects due to
trenching for the instaiiation of utily kines, and (o ensure restoration of these areas (33 CFR
320.4(r)(1); 33 CFR 325.4(a)(3; 33 CFR 332, 40 CFR 230).

8. Prior to initigtion any phase of construction activities within waters of the U.S., you
shall employ construction best management practices (BMPs} within 50-feet of all on-site and
off-site waters of the U.S. {0 be avoided. Methods shall inciude the use of appropriate
measures {0 intercept and capture sadiment prior to entering waters of the U.S,, as well as
erosion control measures along the perimeter of all work areas to prevent the displacement of
fit materinl. All BMPs shall be in place prior lo initiation of any construction activities {or prior to
the initiation of each phase of the project) and shall remain until construction activities are
compieted. You shall maintain erosion confrol methods until all on-site solls are stabilized. You
shall submit a description of and photo-documentation of your BMPs to our offica with
information required in Spaciat Condition 1.

Rationale: This condlion is necessary lo minimize adverse impacts (o water quality, from
construction activities, to the maximum extent practicable (33 CFR 320.3(a), 33 CFR 320.4(d),
33 CFR 325.4(8)(3)).

7. You shall implement the attached Programmatic Agreement (PA), entitied First
Amended Programmalic Agreement Between the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers and the
California Office of Historic Preservation Regarding the Folsom Plan Area Specific Pian,
Sacramento County, California, and signed by these entitles, in its entirety. The Corps has been
designated the lead federal agency responsible for implementing and snforcing the PA as
signed. Hf you fall to comply with the implementation and aseociated enforcement of the PA the
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Corps may determine that you are oul of compliance with the conditions of the Department of
the Army permit and suspend the parmit, Suspension may result in modification or revocation of
the aulhorized work.

Rationale. This condition is necessary fo ensure compliance with Section 106 of the
National Historic Preservation Act (18 USC 470, 33 CFR 320.3(g); 33 CFR 325.2(b)(3); 33 CFR
325, Appendix C; 36 CFR 800).

8. This Corps permit dces not authorize you to take an endangered species, in particular
vemnal pool falry shrimp (Branchinecta lynchi), vemal pool tadpole shrimp (Lepidurus packardi),
and valley eiderberry longhorn beetls (Dasmocerus californicus dimorphus). In order ta legally
lake a listed species, you must have separate authorization under the Endangered Species Act
(e.9., an Endangered Specles Act Section 10 parmit, or & Biological Opinion under Endangered
Spacies Act Section 7, with “incidental take™ provisions with which you must comply). The
enclosed Fish and Wildlife Service Biological Opinion (Number 81420-2010-F-0820-1, dated
April 2, 2014), contains mandatory terms and conditions to implement the reasonable and
prudent measures that are associated with "incidental take" that is also specified in the
Biological Opinion. Your suthorization under this Corps permit is conditionsl upon your
compliance with all of the mandatory terms and conditions associated with "incidental take" of
the attached Biological Opinion, which terms and conditions are incorporated by reference in
this permit. Failure to comply with the terms and conditions assoclated with incidental take of
the Biological Opinion, where a take of the listed species occurs, would constitute an
unauthorized take, and it would also constitute non-compliance with your Corps permit. The U.
S. Fish and Wildlife Service is the appropriate authority to determine compliance with the terms
and conditions of its/thelr Biological Opinion, and with the Endangered Species Act  You must
comply with all conditions of this Biological Opinion, Including those ascribed to the Corps.

Rationale; This condiion Is necessary to ensure compiience with Section 7 of the
Endangered Species Act (16 USC 15631 st seq; 50 CFR 402; 33 CFR 320.4(j)(4); 33 CFR
325.2(b)(5); 33 CFR 325.4(a)(1)).

9. You shall notify the Corps of the start and completion dates for each phase of the
authorized work within 10 calendar deys prior to the initiation of construction activities within
walers of the U.S., and 10 cslendsr days following completion of construction ectivities.

Rationale: This condition is necessary to assist the Corps in scheduling complience
inspections lo ensure compliance with the permit and applicable conditions (33 CFR 325.4; 33
CFR 326).

10. You are responsible for all work authorized herein and ensuring that all contractors
and workers are made aware and adhere to the terms and conditions of this permit
authorization. You shall ensure that a hard copy of the permit authcrization and assoclated
drawings are avallable for quick referance at the project siis until all construction activities are

complated.

Rationale: This condilion is necessary to ensure that all workers on sie are aware of the
terms and conditions of the permit in order to ensure compliance with the permit and applicable
conditions (33 CFR 326.4; 33 CFR 326).

11. You shall clearly identify the limits of all construction areas located within 100 feet of
avoided waters of the U.S. with highly visible markers (e.g. construction fencing, flagging, sit
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barriers, etc.) prior to commencement of each phase of construction activities in waters of the
U.S. You shall maintain such identification propedy until construction areas and solis have been
stabi¥zed. You are prohibited from undertaking any activity (8.g. equipment usage or materials
storage) that Impacts waters of the U.S. cutside of the permit limits.

Rationale: This condilion is necessary lo ensure the construction activities do not occur
outside of the project area, which could cause adverse impacis (o the aquatic ecosystem (33
CFR 325.4(8)(3)).

12. You shall use only clean and non-toxic fill material for thie project. The fill material
shall be free from items such as trash, debris, automotive parts, asphalt, construction materials,
concrete with exposed reinforcement bars, and soils contaminated with any toxic substance, in
toxic amounts in accordsnce with Section 307 of the Clean Water Act.

Rationale: This condition is necessary (o ensure that contaminated malerial in not placed
within waters of the U.S. (33 CFR 325.4(a)(3); 40 CFR 230).

13. All crossings of creeks, seasonal wetland swales, Intermittent or ephemeral drainage,
where the upstream or downstream portions of the feature are intended to be avoided, shall be
conducted when the project area is naturally dewatesred, or is dewatered in accordance with a
Corps approved dewatering plan. No work shall bs conducted in flowing waters.

Rationale: This condition Is necessary to minimize downstream impacts to the aquatic
environmen! from suspended sediments and turbidlty to the maximum extent practicable. (33
CFR 320.3(s), 33 CFR 320.4(d); 33 CFR 325.4(s)(3), 40 CFR 230).

{X. Public Interest Review

a. The relative extent of the public and private need for the proposed work has
been considered: The proposed Beckbone Infrastructure Project is intanded 10 mest a private
need for infrastructure assoclated with mixed-uss development.

b. The practicabliity of using reasonable alternative locations and/or methods to
accomplish the objective of the proposed structure or work has been evaluated: The
Corps has determined that there are no praclicable sitemate locations that would accomplish
the purpose of the proposed work. The Corps has also determined that there is no practicable
alternative method to accomplish the purpose of the proposed work that would have fewer direct
or indirect.impacts than the proposed project. The applicant's Amended Proposed Backbone
Infrastructure project represents the LEDPA, as described in Section ()a).

c. The extent and permanence of the beneficial and/or detrimental effects that the
proposed structures or work may have on the public and private uses which the area Is
sulted has been reviewed: The Amended Proposed Backbone infrastructure alternative would
result In the placement of fill materiat into, and the permanent loss of 13.85 acres of watars of
the U.S., including wetiands, for the construction of a backbone infrastructure In the SPA. The
loss of 13.85 acres of watars of the U.S would cause a permanent delrimental sffect. The loes
of waters of the U.S as a result of the proposed Backbone Infrastructure would be offset by the
required mitigation. The proposed backbone infrastructure, consisting of roads, utility lines, and
trails would provide a permanant beneficial effect to residents in and near the proposed projsct
site.
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X. Findings

a. The determinations made within this ROD are consistent with those made in the
August 12, 2011, ROD for the SPA.

b. The evaluation of the proposed action and alternatives was done in accordance with
all applicable iaws, executive orders, and regulations. The EIR/EIS and supporting documents
are adequatle and contain sufficient information to make a reasoned permit decision.

¢. The seleclad alternative is the applicant’'s Amended Propoasd Backbone Infrastruciure
Alternative, with appropriate and practicable miligation measures to minimize environmental
harm and potential adverse impacts of the discharges on the aqualic ecosystem and the human
environment, as identified in Section Viil. The applicant's Amended Proposed Backbone
infrasiructure Alternative, as mitigated by these conditions, is considered the environmentalty
preferred siternative under NEPA.

d. The discharge complies with the Section 404(bX 1) guidelines snd is considered the
least environmentally damaging practicable altemative, with the inclusion of appropriats and
practicable general and special conditions in the permit to minimize pollution or adverse effects
to the affected ecosystem.

e. Issuance of 8 Department of the Army permit is not contrary to the public interest, with
the inclusion of the special conditions idantifiad in Section Vil

f. The compensatory mitigation identified in the special conditions, was detarmined using

the South Pecific Division Miligation Ratio Selting Checkiist, and Is sufficlent to ensure no-nel
loss of aguatic resources functions and services for impacts to 13.65 acres of walers of the U.S.

Page 16 of 20



Permit Decislon ID: SPK-2007-02150

PREPARED BY:

N0 Glon, 5/18]4
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Rockcress at Folsom Ranch (Mangini Ranch Phase 2, Lot 10) Small Lot Vesting Tentative Subdivision Map:

Applicant's FPASP Policy Consistency Analysis

Section 4 - Land Use
The street system is based on an
Create pedestrian-oriented neighborhoods thraugh the use of a grid system of streets efficient grid system that connects the
4.1 where feasible, sidewalks, bike paths and trails. Residential neighborhoods shall be Yes project with nearby park, school, and
linked, where appropriate, to encourage pedestrian and bicycle travel. open space land uses with roadways
and sidewalks.
Residential neighborhoods shall include neighborhood focal points such as schools, [[eiprolectis pactiof siresidential
N i . neighborhood, and connects to
4.2 parks, and trails. Neighborhood parks shall be centrally located and easily accessible, Yes N
where appropriate; schools, trails, 'and parks via the
roadway and sidewalk network.
The project Is not directly adjacent to
43 Resldential neighborhoods that are directly adjacent to open space shall provide at n/a open space. Access to nearby open
least two defined points of pedestrian access into the open space area. space Is provided via the roadway and
sidewalk network.
The project contains housing types
a4 Z:::Ldr:h? \:::::Ztof housing oppartunities for residents to participate in the home- Yes ::;hlulgq::r:'i?‘;a:::;‘ei:st':g:::i;f
P i for the small lot vesting tentative
subdivision map sought.
45 All multi-family high density residential sites shall provide on-site recreational n/a The project does not propose MHD
amenities for its resldents, unless directly adjacent to a park site. residential uses.
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Rockeress at Folsom Ranch (Mangini Ranch Phase 2, Lot 10) Small Lot Vesting Tentative Subdivision Map:
Applicant's FPASP Policy Consistency Analysis

FPASP Polic Ma
E FPASP Policy Description X 2 Remarks
No. Consistent
As established by the FPASP, the total number of dwelling unlts for the Plan Area is
11,461 and the total commercial square footage is 2,788,8441. The number of units
within individual residentlal land use parcels may vary, so long as the number of .
X . s . The project does not exceed the total
dwelling units falls within the allowable density range for a particular land use
) i i number of dwelling units for the Plan
4.6 deslgnation. For purposes of CEQA compliance for discretionary projects, the Yes .
N i N Area and does not Inlcude commercial
combination of the total maximum number of residential units and commerclal square Lses
footage analyzed in the Folsom Plan Area Specific Plan Environmental ’
Report/Environmental Impact Statement (SCH#200092051) shall not be exceeded
without requiring further CEQA compliance.
A maximum of 937 low, medium and high density residentlal dwelling units are
allowed only in the three General Commerclal {SP-GC) parcels and the Reglonal
Commercial {SP-RC) parcel located at the intersection of East Bidwell Street and Alder The project is not located at the
4.6A Creek Parkway. No more and no less than 377 high density residential dwelling units nfa Intersection of East Bidwell Street and
on a minimum of 15.7 acres shall be provided on these parcels. Other than the SP-RC Alder Creek Parkway.
and three SP-GC parcels specifically identified herein, this policy 4.6A shall not apply to
any other Plan Area SP-RC or SP-GC parcels.
The proposed transfer of 35 MLD
t units fi |
Transfer of dwelling units is permitted between residential parcels, or the residential g;;etlg‘:::':; :a:celzt:in; (?7?:; P;:;ce
component of SP-RC and SP-GC parcels, as long as 1) the maximum density within -
. , ) (+14du), and 155 (+14du) will not
4.7 each land use designation Is not exceeded, unless the land use designatlon is revised Yes i
| . ) exceed the maximum density
by a specific plan amendment, and 2) the total number of Plan Area dwelling units
A ot excesd 177461 permitted within those land use
. FEreRE S categories, nor will the overall FPASP
dwelling unit maximum be exceeded.
Th jecth eircharial st
Each new residential development shall be deslgned with a system of local streets, @ project has a heirc a.la e
] X layout to provide an efficient
4.8 collector streets, and access to an arterial road that protects the residents from Yes i . . N
circulation system consistent with the
through traffic.
Speclfic Plan.

April, 2020
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Rockcress at Folsom Ranch (Mangini Ranch Phase 2, Lot 10) Small Lot Vesting Tentative Subdivision Map:
Applicant's FPASP Policy Consistency Analysis

FPASP Policy . . Map
FPASP Policy Description X Remarks
No. Consistent
Subdlvisions of 200 dwellings units or more not immediately adjacent to a
neighborhood or community park are encouraged to develop one or more local parks
& v .p . . ? 2 The project includes 118 dwelling
as needed to provide convenient resident access to chlldren’s plan areas, plcnic areas ) X
4.9 ) - nfa units. Therefore the policy does not
and unprogrammed open turf area. If provided, these local parks shall be maintained anply to the project
by a landscape and lighting district or homeowner’s assoclation and shall not receive PRy project.
or provide substitute park land dedication credit for parks required by the FPASP.
Commerclal Policies
The mixed-use town center should contain unique retail, entertainment and service- Tr!e s I [aiRass e
4.10 o i X n/a mixed-use development, Therefore the
based establishments, as well as public gathering spaces.
policy does not appiy to the project.
/
a11 The mixed-use neighborhood center should contain retail and service-based A :-:;;r?::t d:::lson?r::r::?:‘:r:::re the
' establishments that are intended to serve the immediate area in which it Is located. . P ) .
policy does not apply to the project.
The Project does not propose any
442 Commercial and office areas should be accessible via public transit routes, where T commercial development. Therefore
: feasible. the policy does not apply to the
project.
The Project does not propose any
4.43 The Plan Area land use plan should include commercial, light industrial/office park and a commercial development. Therefore
' |public/quasipublic land uses in order to create employment. the palicy does not apply to the
project.
The Project does not propose any
2.14 The transfer of commercial intensity is permitted as provided in Section 13.3 - nia commerical development. Therefore
: Administrative Procedures. the policy does not apply to the
project.
Open Space Palicies
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