To ensure that Westbound U.S. 50 operates at an acceptable LOS
between Hazel Avenue and Sunrise Boulevard, an auxiliary lane must be
constructed. This improvement was recommended in the Traffic
Operations Analysis Report for the U.S. 50 Auxiliary Lane Project and
included in the proposed Rancho Cordova Parkway interchange project.

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

performed prior to
approval of the first
subdivision map to
determine during
which project
phase the
improvement
should be built.

Sacramento County Department
of Transportation

53-41 3A.15-1w Participate in Fair Share Funding of Improvements to Reduce Impacts | Before project City of Folsom Public Works
(FPASP on U.S. 50 Eastbound/Folsom Boulevard Ramp Merge (Freeway build out. A Department and Sacramento
EIR/EIS) Merge 4). phasing analysis County Department of

‘ To ensure that Eastbound U.S. 50 operates at an acceptable LOS at the should be Transportation
Folsom Boulevard merge, an auxiliary lane from the Folsom Boulevard performed prior to
merge to the Prairie City Road diverge must be constructed. This approval of the first
improvement was recommended in the Traffic Operations Analysis subd1v1_51on map 1o
Report for the U.S. 50 Auxiliary Lane Project. This improvement is detv'srmme'durmg
included in the proposed 50 Corridor Mobility Fee Program. The which project
applicant shall pay its proportionate share of funding of improvements to | Phase the
the agency responsible for improvements, based on a program established | Improvement
| by that agency to reduce the impacts to the U.S. 50 Eastbound/Folsom should be built.
Boulevard Ramp Merge (Freeway Merge 4).

53-42 3A.15-1x Participate in Fair Share Funding of Improvements to Reduce Impacts | Before project City of Folsom Public Works
(FPASP on U.S. 50 Eastbound/Prairie City Road Diverge (Freeway Diverge 5). build out. A Department and Sacramento
EIR/EIS) To ensure that Eastbound U.S. 50 operates at an acceptable LOS at the phasing analysis County Department of

Prairie City Road off-ramp diverge, an auxiliary lane from the Folsom should be Transportation
Boulevard merge must be constructed. This improvement was performed prior to

recommended in the Traffic Operations Analysis Report for the U.S. 50 approval of the first

Auxiliary Lane Project. This auxiliary lane improvement is included in subdivision map to

the proposed 50 Corridor Mobility Fee Program. The applicant shall pay | determine during

its proportionate share of funding of improvements, as may be which project

determined by a nexus study or other appropriate and reliable mechanism | phase the

paid for by applicant, to reduce the impacts to the U.S. 50 improvement

Eastbound/Prairie City Road diverge (Freeway Diverge 5).

should be built.
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| 53-43 3A.15-1y Participate in Fair Share Funding of Improvements to Reduce Impacts | Before project City of Folsom Public Works
| | (FPASP on U.S. 50 Eastbound/Prairie City Road Direct Merge (Freeway Merge | build out. A Department
EIR/EIS) 6). phasing analysis
| | To ensure that Eastbound U.S. 50 operates at an acceptable LOS at the shouldbe
| Prairie City Road onramp direct merge, an auxiliary lane to the East performed prior to
Bidwell Street — Scott Road diverge must be constructed. This auxiliary | approval of the first
lane improvement is included in the proposed 50 Corridor Mobility Fee subdivision map to
Program. The applicant shall pay its proportionate share of funding of determine during
improvements, as may be determined by a nexus study or other which project
appropriate and reliable mechanism paid for by applicant, to reduce the phase the
impacts to the U.S. 50 Eastbound/Prairie City Road direct merge improvement
(Freeway Merge 6). should be built.
53-44 3A.15-1z Participate in Fair Share Funding of Improvements to Reduce Impacts | Before project City of Folsom Public Works
(FPASP on U.S. 50 Eastbound/Prairie City Road Flyover On-Ramp to Oak build out. A Department
| EIR/EIS) Avenue Parkway Off-Ramp Weave (Freeway Weave 8). phasing analysis
‘ To ensure that Eastbound U.S. 50 operates at an acceptable LOS at the should be
Prairie City Road flyover on-ramp to Oak Avenue Parkway off-ramp performed prior to
weave, an improvement acceptable to Caltrans should be implemented to appr(?vgl_ of the first
eliminate the unacceptable weaving conditions. Such an improvement subd1v1.s1on map to
may involve a “braided ramp”. detfermme_durmg
The applicant shall pay it rtionate share of funding of which project
pplicant shall pay its proportionate share of funding o
. . phase the
improvements, as may be determined by a nexus study or other ;
appropriate and reliable mechanism paid for by applicant, to reduce the I?pr?ggmin%
impacts to the U.S. 50 Eastbound / Prairie City Road flyover on-ramp to stieuldige buit
‘ Oak Avenue Parkway off-ramp weave (Freeway Weave 8).
53-45 3A.15-1aa Participate in Fair Share Funding of Improvements to Reduce Impacts | Before project City of Folsom Public Works
(FPASP on U.S. 50 Eastbound/Oak Avenue Parkway Loop Merge (Freeway build out. A Department
EIR/EIS) Merge 9). phasing analysis
To ensure that Eastbound U.S. 50 operates at an acceptable LOS at the should be )
Oak Avenue Parkway loop merge, an auxiliary lane to the East Bidwell performed prior to
' Street — Scott Road diverge must be constructed. This auxiliary lane appr(.)v.al_ of the first
improvement is included in the proposed 50 Corridor Mobility Fee SUde'_SlO“ map to
| Program. The applicant shall pay its proportionate share of funding of determine during
improvements, as may be determined by a nexus study or other which project
appropriate and reliable mechanism paid for by applicant, to reduce the phase the
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impacts to the U.S. 50 Eastbound/ Oak Avenue Parkway loop merge improvement
(Freeway Merge 9). should be built.

53-46 3A.15-1dd Participate in Fair Share Funding of Improvements to Reduce Impacts | Before project | City of Folsom Public Works
(FPASP on U.S. 50 Westbound/Empire Ranch Road Loop Ramp Merge build out. A | Department
EIR/EIS) (Freeway Merge 23). phasing analysis

To ensure that Westbound U.S. 50 operates at an acceptable LOS, the shouldbe
northbound Empire Ranch Road loop on ramp should start the westbound | Performed prior to
auxiliary lane that ends at the East Bidwell Street — Scott Road off ramp. | approval of the first
The slip on ramp from southbound Empire Ranch Road would merge into subd1v1_51on mapto |
this extended auxiliary lane. Improvements to this freeway segment must det;rmme'durmg
be implemented by Caltrans. The applicant shall pay its proportionate which project
share of funding of improvements, as may be determined by a nexus phase the

' study or other appropriate and reliable mechanism paid for by applicant, | !mprovement

| to reduce the impacts to the U.S. 50 Westbound/Empire Ranch Road loop | should be built.
ramp merge (Freeway Merge 23).

53-47 3A.15-1ee Participate in Fair Share Funding of Improvements to Reduce Impacts | Before project City of Folsom Public Works
(FPASP on U.S. 50 Westbound/Oak Avenue Parkway Loop Ramp Merge build out. A Department
EIR/EIS) (Freeway Merge 29). phasing analysis

To ensure that Westbound U.S. 50 operates at an acceptable LOS, the shouldbe
northbound Oak Avenue Parkway loop on ramp should start the performed prior to
westbound auxiliary lane that ends at the Prairie City Road off ramp. The | approval of the first
slip on ramp from southbound Oak Avenue Parkway would merge into subdivision map to
this extended auxiliary lane. Improvements to this freeway segment must | determine during
be implemented by Caltrans. The applicant shall pay its proportionate which project

| share of funding of improvements, as may be determined by a nexus phase the
study or other appropriate and reliable mechanism paid for by applicant, | !mprovement
to reduce the impacts to the U.S. 50 Westbound/Oak Avenue Parkway should be built.
loop ramp merge (Freeway Merge 29).

53-48 3A.15-1ff Participate in Fair Share Funding of Improvements to Reduce Impacts | Before project City of Folsom Public Works
| | (FPASP on U.S. 50 Westbound/Prairie City Road Loop Ramp Merge (Freeway build out. A Department and Sacramento
| | EIR/EIS) Merge 32). phasing analysis County Department of

should be Transportation

To ensure that Westbound U.S. 50 operates at an acceptable LOS at the
Prairie City Road loop ramp merge, an auxiliary lane to the Folsom
Boulevard off ramp diverge must be constructed. This auxiliary lane
improvement is included in the proposed 50 Corridor Mobility Fee
Program. The applicant shall pay its proportionate share of funding of
improvements, as may be determined by a nexus study or other

performed prior to
approval of the first
subdivision map to
determine during
which project
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appropriate and reliable mechanism paid for by applicant, to reduce the phase the
| impacts to the U.S. 50 Westbound/Prairie City Road Loop Ramp Merge | improvement
| (Freeway Merge 32). should be built.
| 53-49 | 3A.15-1gg Participate in Fair Share Funding of Improvements to Reduce Impacts | Before project City of Folsom Public Works
(FPASP on U.S. 50 Westbound/Prairie City Road Direct Ramp Merge (Freeway | build out. A Department and Sacramento
EIR/EIS) Merge 33). phasing analysis County Department of
To ensure that Westbound U.S. 50 operates at an acceptable LOS at the should be Transportation
Prairie City Road direct ramp merge, an auxiliary lane to the Folsom performed prior to
Boulevard off ramp diverge must be constructed. This auxiliary lane approval of the first
improvement is included in the proposed 50 Corridor Mobility Fee SUdeV{S‘OU map to
Program. The applicant shall pay its proportionate share of funding of det.ermme _durmg
improvements, as may be determined by a nexus study or other which project
appropriate and reliable mechanism paid for by applicant, to reduce the phase the
impacts to the U.S. 50 Westbound/Prairie City Road direct ramp merge improvement
(Freeway Merge 33). should be built.

53-50 3A.15-1hh Participate in Fair Share Funding of Improvements to Reduce Impacts | Before project City of Folsom Public Works
(FPASP on U.S. 50 Eastbound/Folsom Boulevard Diverge (Freeway Diverge build out. A Department and Sacramento
EIR/EIS) 34). phasing analysis County Department of

To ensure that Westbound U.S. 50 operates at an acceptable LOS at the shouldbe Transportation
| Folsom Boulevard Diverge, an auxiliary lane from the Prairie City Road performed prior to

loop ramp merge must be constructed. Improvements to this freeway appr(?vgl. of the first

segment must be implemented by Caltrans. This auxiliary lane subd1v1.51on map to

improvement is included in the proposed 50 Corridor Mobility Fee det.ermme.durmg

Program. The applicant shall pay its proportionate share of funding of which project

improvements, as may be determined by a nexus study or other phase the

appropriate and reliable mechanism paid for by applicant, to reduce the improvement

impacts to the U.S. 50 Eastbound / Folsom Boulevard diverge (Freeway should be built.

Diverge 34).

53-51 3A.15-1ii Participate in Fair Share Funding of Improvements to Reduce Impacts | Before project Sacramento County Department
(FPASP on U.S. 50 Westbound/Hazel Avenue Direct Ramp Merge (Freeway build out. A of Transportation and City of
EIR/EIS) Merge 38). phasing analysis Rancho Cordova Department of

To ensure that Westbound U.S. 50 operates at an acceptable LOS at the shouldbe Public Works
Hazel Avenue direct ramp merge, an auxiliary lane to the Sunrise performed prior to
Boulevard off ramp diverge must be constructed. This auxiliary lane approval of the first

improvement is included in the proposed 50 Corridor Mobility Fee
Program. The applicant shall pay its proportionate share of funding of
improvements to the agency responsible for improvements, based on a

subdivision map to
determine during
which project
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| program established by that agency to reduce the impacts to the U.S. 50 phase the
| Westbound/Hazel Avenue direct ramp merge (Freeway Merge 38). improvement
should be built.
53-52 3A.15-2a | Develop Commercial Support Services and Mixed-use Development Before approval of | City of Folsom Public Works
(FPASP | Concurrent with Housing Development and Develop and Provide improvement plans | Department
EIR/EIS) Options for Alternative Transportation Modes. for all project

The project applicant(s) for any particular discretionary development
application including commercial or mixed-use development along with
residential uses shall develop commercial and mixed-use development
concurrent with housing development, to the extent feasible in light of
market realities and other considerations, to internalize vehicle trips.
Pedestrian and bicycle facilities shall be implemented to the satisfaction
of the City Public Works Department. To further minimize impacts from
the increased demand on area roadways and intersections, the project
applicant(s) for any particular discretionary development application
involving schools or commercial centers shall develop and implement
safe and secure bicycle parking to promote alternative transportation uses
and reduce the volume of single-occupancy vehicles using area roadways
and intersections. The project applicant(s) for any particular discretionary
development application shall participate in capital improvements and
operating funds for transit service to increase the percent of travel by
transit. The project’s fair-share participation and the associated timing of
the improvements and service shall be identified in the project conditions
of approval and/or the project’s development agreement. Improvements
and service shall be coordinated, as necessary, with Folsom Stage Lines

| and Sacramento RT.

phases any
particular
discretionary
development
application that
includes residential
and commercial or
mixed-use
development. As a
condition of project
approval and/or as
a condition of the
development
agreement for all
project phases.

| 53-53 3A.15-2b Participate in the City’s Transportation System Management Fee
(FPASP Program.
EIR/EIS)

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

Concurrent with
construction for all
project phases.

City of Folsom Public Works
Department

'53-54 | 3A.15-2¢ Participate with the 50 Corridor Transportation Management
(FPASP Association.
| EIR/EIS)

The project applicant(s) for any particular discretionary development
| application shall join and participate with the 50 Corridor Transportation

Concurrent with
construction for all
project phases.

City of Folsom Public Works
Department
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| Management Association to reduce the number of single-occupant
| automobile travel on area roadways and intersections.
53-55 3A.15-3 | Pay Full Cost of Identified Improvements that Are Not Funded by the As a condition of City of Folsom Public Works
(FPASP | City’s Fee Program. project approval Department
EIR/EIS) In accordance with Measure W, the project applicant(s) for any and/or as a
particular discretionary development application shall provide fair-share | condition of the
contributions to the City’s transportation impact fee program to fully development
fund improvements only required because of the Specific Plan. agreement for all
project phases.
53-56 3A.15-4a The Applicant Shall Pay a Fair Share to Fund the Construction of Before project City of Folsom Public Works
(FPASP Improvements to the Sibley Street/Blue Ravine Road Intersection build out. A Department
EIR/EIS) (Folsom Intersection 2). phasing analysis
To ensure that the Sibley Street/Blue Ravine Road intersection operates should be )
at a LOS D with less than the Cumulative No Project delay, the performed prior to
northbound approach must be reconfigured to consist of two left-turn approval of the first
lane, two through lanes, and one dedicated right-turn lane. The applicant | Subdivision map to
shall pay its proportionate share of funding of improvements, as may be | determine during
determined by a nexus study or other appropriate and reliable mechanism | Which project
paid for by applicant, to reduce the impacts to the Sibley Street/Blue phase the
Ravine Road intersection (Folsom Intersection 2). improvement
should be built.
53-57 3A.15-4b The Applicant Shall Pay a Fair Share to Fund the Construction of Before project City of Folsom Public Works
(FPASP Improvements to the Oak Avenue Parkway/East Bidwell Street build out. A Department
EIR/EIS) Intersection (Folsom Intersection 6). phasing analysis
To ensure that the Oak Avenue Parkway/East Bidwell Street intersection | shouldbe
operates at an acceptable LOS, the eastbound (East Bidwell Street) performed prior to
approach must be reconfigured to consist of two left-turn lanes, four approval of the first
through lanes and a right-turn lane, and the westbound (East Bidwell subd1v1.51on map to
Street) approach must be reconfigured to consist of two left turn lanes, determine during
four through lanes, and a right-turn lane. It is against the City of Folsom which project
‘ policy to have eight lane roads because of the impacts to non-motorized phase the
‘ traffic and adjacent development; therefore, this improvement is Improvement
infeasible. should be built.
53-58 3A.15-4¢ The Applicant Shall Pay a Fair Share to Fund the Construction of Before project City of Folsom Public Works
' (FPASP Improvements to the East Bidwell Street/College Street Intersection build out. A Department
EIR/EIS) (Folsom Intersection 7). phasing analysis
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To ensure that the East Bidwell Street/College Street intersection should be
operates at acceptable LOS C or better, the westbound approach must be | performed prior to
reconfigured to consist of one left-turn lane, one left-through lane, and approval of the first
two dedicated right-turn lanes. The applicant shall pay its proportionate subdivision map to
share of funding of improvements, as may be determined by a nexus determine during
study or other appropriate and reliable mechanism paid for by applicant, | which project
. to reduce the impacts to the East Bidwell Street/Nesmith Court phase the
| intersection (Folsom Intersection 7). improvement
| should be built.
|-
| 53-59 | 3A.15-4d The Applicant Shall Pay a Fair Share to Fund the Construction of Before project City of Folsom Public Works
(FPASP Improvements to the East Bidwell Street/Iron Point Road Intersection build out. A Department
EIR/EIS) (Folsom Intersection 21). phasing analysis
| To ensure that the East Bidwell Street /Iron Point Road intersection should be )
operates at an acceptable LOS, the northbound approach must be performed prior to
| reconfigured to consist of two left-turn lanes, four through lanes and a approval of the first
right-turn lane, and the southbound approach must be reconfigured to subd1vx.51on map to
consist of two left-turn lanes, four through lanes and a right-turn lane. It det-ermme.durmg
is against the City of Folsom policy to have eight lane roads because of which project
the impacts to non-motorized traffic and adjacent development; therefore, phase the
this improvement is infeasible. improvement
should be built.
53-60 3A.15-4e The Applicant Shall Pay a Fair Share to Fund the Construction of Before project City of Folsom Public Works
(FPASP Improvements to the Serpa Way/ Iron Point Road Intersection (Folsom | build out. A Department
EIR/EIS) Intersection 23). phasing analysis
To improve LOS at the Serpa Way/ Iron Point Road intersection, the shouldbe
northbound approaches must be restriped to consist of one left-turn lane, performed prior to
one shared left-through lanes, and one right-turn lane. The applicant shall apprc.)v.al' of the first
pay its proportionate share of funding of improvements, as may be subd1v1-51on map to
determined by a nexus study or other appropriate and reliable mechanism det.ermme .durmg
paid for by applicant, to reduce the impacts to the Serpa Way/Iron Point | Which project
Road Intersection (Folsom Intersection 23). phase the
improvement
should be built.
53-61 3A.15-4¢ The Applicant Shall Pay a Fair Share to Fund the Construction of Before project City of Folsom Public Works
(FPASP Improvements to the Empire Ranch Road/Iron Point Road Intersection | build out. A Department
EIR/EIS) (Folsom Intersection 24). phasing analysis
should be
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To ensure that the Empire Ranch Road / Iron Point Road intersection
operates at a LOS D or better, all of the following improvements are
required: The eastbound approach must be reconfigured to consist of one
left-turn lane, two through lanes, and a right-turn lane. The westbound
approach must be reconfigured to consist of two left-turn lanes, one
through lane, and a through-right lane. The northbound approach must be
reconfigured to consist of two left-turn lanes, three through lanes, and a
right-turmn lane. The southbound approach must be reconfigured to consist
of two left-turn lanes, three through lanes, and a right-turn lane. The
applicant shall pay its proportionate share of funding of improvements, as
may be determined by a nexus study or other appropriate and reliable
mechanism paid for by applicant, to reduce the impacts to the Empire
Ranch Road / Iron Point Road Intersection Before project build out. A
phasing analysis should be performed prior to approval of the first
subdivision map to determine during which project phase the
improvement should be built. (Folsom Intersection 24).

performed prior to
approval of the first
subdivision map to
determine during
which project
phase the
improvement
should be built.

|. 53-62 | 3A.15-4g The Applicant Shall Fund and Construct Improvements to the Oak Before project City of Folsom Public Works
[ (FPASP Avenue Parkway/Easton Valley Parkway Intersection (Folsom build out. A Department
EIR/EIS) Intersection 33). phasing analysis
To ensure that the Oak Avenue Parkway/Easton Valley Parkway should be )
intersection operates at an acceptable LOS the southbound approach must performed prior to
be reconfigured to consist of two left-turn lanes, two through lanes, and | approval of the first
two right-turn lanes. The applicant shall fund and construct these subdivision map to
improvements. determine during
which project
phase the
improvement
should be built.
53-63 3A.15-4i Participate in Fair Share Funding of Improvements to Reduce Impacts | Before project Sacramento County Department
(FPASP on the Grant Line Road/White Rock Road Intersection (Sacramento build out. A of Transportation.
EIR/EIS) County Intersection 3). phasing analysis
| To ensure that the Grant Line Road/White Rock Road intersection should be
' ' operates at an acceptable LOS E or better this intersection should be performed prior to
‘ | replaced by some type of grade separated intersection or interchange. approval of the first
Improvements to this intersection are identified in the Sacramento subdivision map to
County’s Proposed General Plan. Implementation of these improvements | determine during
would assist in reducing traffic impacts on this intersection by providing | Which project
acceptable operation. Intersection improvements must be implemented by phase the
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| Sacramento County. The applicant shall pay its proportionate share of

funding of improvements to the agency responsible for improvements,
based on a program established by that agency to reduce the impacts to
the Grant Line Road/White Rock Road Intersection (Sacramento County
Intersection 3).

improvement
should be built.

53-64

3A.15-4
(FPASP
EIR/EIS)

Participate in Fair Share Funding of Improvements to Reduce Impacts
on Grant Line Road between White Rock Road and Kiefer Boulevard
(Sacramento County Roadway Segments 5-7).

To improve operation on Grant Line Road between White Rock Road
and Kiefer Boulevard, this roadway segment must be widened to six
lanes. This improvement is proposed in the Sacramento County and the
City of Rancho Cordova General Plans; however, it is not in the 2035
MTP. Improvements to this roadway segment must be implemented by
Sacramento County and the City of Rancho Cordova. The applicant shall
pay its proportionate share of funding of improvements to the agency
responsible for improvements, based on a program established by that
agency to reduce the impacts to Grant Line Road between White Rock
Road and Kiefer Boulevard (Sacramento County Roadway Segments 5-
7). The identified improvement would more than offset the impacts
specifically related to the Folsom South of U.S. 50 project on this
roadway segment.

Before project
build out. A
phasing analysis
should be
performed prior to
approval of the first
subdivision map to
determine during
which project
phase the
improvement
should be built.

Sacramento County Department
of Transportation.

53-65

3A.15-4k
(FPASP
EIR/EIS)

Participate in Fair Share Funding of Improvements to Reduce Impacts
on Grant Line Road between Kiefer Boulevard and Jackson Highway
(Sacramento County Roadway Segment §8).

To improve operation on Grant Line Road between Kiefer Boulevard
Jackson Highway, this roadway segment could be widened to six lanes.
This improvement is proposed in the Sacramento County and the City of
Rancho Cordova General Plans; however, it is not in the 2035 MTP.
Improvements to this roadway segment must be implemented by
Sacramento County and the City of Rancho Cordova. The applicant shall
pay its proportionate share of funding of improvements to the agency
responsible for improvements, based on a program established by that
agency to reduce the impacts to Grant Line Road between Kiefer
Boulevard and Jackson Highway (Sacramento County Roadway Segment
8). The identified improvement would more than offset the impacts
specifically related to the Folsom South of U.S. 50 project on this
roadway segment.

Before project
build out. A
phasing analysis
should be
performed prior to
approval of the first
subdivision map to
determine during
which project
phase the
improvement
should be built.

Sacramento County Department
of Transportation.
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| 53-66

3A.15-41
(FPASP
EIR/EIS)

Participate in Fair Share Funding of Improvements to Reduce Impacts
on Hazel Avenue between Curragh Downs Drive and U.S. 50
Westbound Ramps (Sacramento County Roadway Segments 12-13).

To improve operation on Hazel Avenue between Curragh Downs Drive
and the U.S. 50 westbound ramps, this roadway segment could be
widened to eight lanes. This improvement is inconsistent with
Sacramento County’s general plan because the county’s policy requires a
maximum roadway cross section of six lanes. Analysis shown later
indicates that improvements at the impacted intersection in this segment
can be mitigated (see Mitigation Measure 3A.15-4q). Improvements to
impacted intersections on this segment will improve operations on this
roadway segment and, therefore; mitigate this segment impact. The
applicant shall pay its proportionate share of funding of improvements to
the agency responsible for improvements, based on a program established
by that agency to reduce the impacts to Hazel Avenue between Curragh
Downs Drive and U.S. 50 Westbound Ramps (Sacramento County
Roadway Segments 12-13).

Before project
build out. A
phasing analysis
should be
performed prior to
approval of the first
subdivision map to
determine during
which project
phase the
improvement
should be built.

Sacramento County Department
of Transportation.

53-67

3A.15-4m
(FPASP
EIR/EIS)

Participate in Fair Share Funding of Improvements to Reduce Impacts
on White Rock Road between Grant Line Road and Prairie City Road
(Sacramento County Roadway Segment 22).

To improve operation on White Rock Road between Grant Line Road
and Prairie City Road, this roadway segment must be widened to six
lanes. This improvement is included in the 2035 MTP but is not included
in the Sacramento County General Plan. Improvements to this roadway
segment must be implemented by Sacramento County. The identified
improvement would more than offset the impacts specifically related to
the Folsom South of U.S. 50 project on this roadway segment. However,
because of other development in the region that would substantially
increase traffic levels, this roadway segment would continue to operate at
an unacceptable LOS F even with the capacity improvements identified
to mitigate Folsom South of U.S. 50 impacts. The applicant shall pay its
proportionate share of funding of improvements to the agency
responsible for improvements, based on a program established by that
agency to reduce the impacts to White Rock Road between Grant Line
Road and Prairie City Road (Sacramento County Roadway Segment 22).

Before project
build out. A
phasing analysis
should be
performed prior to
approval of the first
subdivision map to
determine during
which project
phase the
improvement
should be built.

Sacramento County Department
of Transportation.
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53-68 3A.15-4n Participate in Fair Share Funding of Improvements to Reduce Impacts | Before project Sacramento County Department
(FPASP on White Rock Road between Empire Ranch Road and Carson build out. A of Transportation.
EIR/EIS) Crossing Road (Sacramento County Roadway Segment 28). phasing analysis
To improve operation on White Rock Road between Empire Ranch Road | shouldbe
and Carson Crossing Road, this roadway segment must be widened to six | Performed prior to
lanes. Improvements to this roadway segment must be implemented by appr(.)v_al. of the first
Sacramento County. The applicant shall pay its proportionate share of subd1v1_51on map to
funding of improvements to the agency responsible for improvements, detfarmme‘durmg
based on a program established by that agency to reduce the impacts to which project
White Rock Road between Empire Ranch Road and Carson Crossing phase the
Road (Sacramento County Roadway Segment 28). improvement
should be built.
| 53-69 3A.15-40 Participate in Fair Share Funding of Improvements to Reduce Impacts | Before project Sacramento County Department
(FPASP on the White Rock Road/Carson Crossing Road Intersection (El build out. A of Transportation.
EIR/EIS) Dorado County 1). phasing analysis
To ensure that the White Rock Road/Carson Crossing Road intersection | shouldbe
operates at an acceptable LOS, the eastbound right turn lane must be performed prior to
converted into a separate free right turn lane, or double right. approval of the first
‘ Improvements to this intersection must be implemented by El Dorado SUdeV{SlO“ map to
County. The applicant shall pay its proportionate share of funding of dettermme'durmg
improvements to the agency responsible for improvements, based on a which project
program established by that agency to reduce the impacts to the White phase the
Rock Road/Carson Crossing Road Intersection (El Dorado County 1). improvement
should be built.
53-70 3A.15-4p Participate in Fair Share Funding of Improvements to Reduce Impacts | Before project Sacramento County Department
(FPASP on the Hazel Avenue/U.S. 50 Westbound Ramps Intersection (Caltrans | build out. A of Transportation.
EIR/EIS) Intersection 1). phasing analysis
should be

To ensure that the Hazel Avenue/U.S. 50 westbound ramps intersection
operates at an acceptable LOS, the westbound approach must be
reconfigured to consist of one dedicated left turn lane, one shared left
through lane and three dedicated right-turn lanes. Improvements to this
intersection must be implemented by Caltrans and Sacramento County.
The applicant shall pay its proportionate share of funding of
improvements to the agency responsible for improvements, based on a
program established by that agency to reduce the impacts to the Hazel
Avenue/U.S. 50 Westbound Ramps Intersection (Caltrans Intersection 1).

performed prior to
approval of the first
subdivision map to
determine during
which project
phase the
improvement
should be built.
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53-71 3A.15-4q | Participate in Fair Share Funding of Improvements to Reduce Impacts | Before project Sacramento County Department of
(FPASP on Eastbound US 50 between Zinfandel Drive and Sunrise Boulevard build out. A Transportation.
EIR/EIS) (Freeway Segment 1). phasing analysis

To ensure that Eastbound US 50 operates at an acceptable LOS between | shouldbe
Zinfandel Drive and Sunrise Boulevard, an additional eastbound lane performed prior to
could be constructed. This improvement is not consistent with the approval of the first
Concept Facility in Caltrans State Route 50 Corridor System subd1V1.51on map to
Management Plan; therefore, it is not likely to be implemented by detfermme‘durmg
Caltrans by 2030. Construction of the Capitol South East Connector, which project

| including widening White Rock Road and Grant Line Road to six lanes phase the

| with limited access, could divert some traffic from U.S. 50 and partially improvement

| mitigate the project’s impact. The applicant shall pay its proportionate should be built.
share of funding of improvements to the agency responsible for
improvements, based on a program established by that agency to reduce
the impacts to Eastbound U.S. 50 between Zinfandel Drive and Sunrise
Boulevard (Freeway Segment 1).

53-72 3A.15-4r Participate in Fair Share Funding of Improvements to Reduce Impacts | Before project Sacramento County Department
(FPASP on Eastbound US 50 between Rancho Cordova Parkway and Hazel build out. A of Transportation.
EIR/EIS) Avenue (Freeway Segment 3). phasing analysis

To ensure that Eastbound US 50 operates at an acceptable LOS between | shouldbe
Rancho Cordova Parkway and Hazel Avenue, an additional eastbound performed prior to
lane could be constructed. This improvement is not consistent with the approval of the first
Concept Facility in Caltrans State Route 50 Corridor System subdivision map to
Management Plan; therefore, it is not likely to be implemented by determine during
Caltrans by 2030. Construction of the Capitol South East Connector, which project
including widening White Rock Road and Grant Line Road to six lanes phase the

with limited access, could divert some traffic off of U.S. 50 and partially | 'mprovement
mitigate the project’s impact. The applicant shall pay its proportionate should be built.
share of funding of improvements to the agency responsible for

improvements, based on a program established by that agency to reduce

the impacts to Eastbound U.S. 50 between Rancho Cordova Parkway and

Hazel Avenue (Freeway Segment 3).

53-73 3A.15-4s Participate in Fair Share Funding of Improvements to Reduce Impacts | Before project Sacramento County Department
(FPASP on Eastbound US 50 between Folsom Boulevard and Prairie City Road | build out. A of Transportation.
EIR/EIS) (Freeway Segment 5). phasing analysis

To ensure that Eastbound US 50 operates at an acceptable LOS between | shouldbe
Folsom Boulevard and Prairie City Road, the eastbound auxiliary lane performed prior to
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should be converted to a mixed flow lane that extends to and drops at the
Oak Avenue Parkway off ramp (see mitigation measure 3A.15-4t).
Improvements to this freeway segment must be implemented by Caltrans.
This improvement is not consistent with the Concept Facility in Caltrans
State Route 50 Corridor System Management Plan; therefore, it is not
likely to be implemented by Caltrans by 2030. Construction of the
Capitol South East Connector, including widening White Rock Road and
Grant Line Road to six lanes with limited access, could divert some
traffic off of U.S. 50 and partially mitigate the project’s impact. The
applicant shall pay its proportionate share of funding of improvements, as
may be determined by a nexus study or other appropriate and reliable
mechanism paid for by applicant, to reduce the impacts to Eastbound
U.S. 50 between Folsom Boulevard and Prairie City Road (Freeway

approval of the first
subdivision map to
determine during
which project
phase the
improvement
should be built.

Segment 5).

53-74 3A.15-4t | Participate in Fair Share Funding of Improvements to Reduce Impacts | Before project Sacramento County Department
(FPASP on Eastbound US 50 between Prairie City Road and Oak Avenue build out. A of Transportation.
EIR/EIS) Parkway (Freeway Segment 6). phasing analysis

To ensure that Eastbound US 50 operates at an acceptable LOS between | shouldbe
Prairie City Road and Oak Avenue Parkway, the northbound Prairie City performed prior to
Road slip on ramp should merge with the eastbound auxiliary lane that appr(')v'al_ of the first
extends to and drops at the Oak Avenue Parkway off ramp (see subd1v1.51on map to
Mitigation Measures 3A.15-4u, v and w), and the southbound Prairie City | determine during
Road flyover on ramp should be braided over the Oak Avenue Parkway which project
off ramp and start an extended full auxiliary lane to the East Bidwell phase the
Street — Scott Road off ramp. Improvements to this freeway segment improvement
must be implemented by Caltrans. The applicant shall pay its should be built.
proportionate share of funding of improvements, as may be determined

f by a nexus study or other appropriate and reliable mechanism paid for by
applicant, to reduce the impacts to Eastbound U.S. 50 between Prairie
City Road and Oak Avenue Parkway (Freeway Segment 6).

53-75 3A.15-4u Participate in Fair Share Funding of Improvements to Reduce Impacts | Before project Sacramento County Department
(FPASP on the U.S. 50 Eastbound / Prairie City Road Slip Ramp Merge build out. A of Transportation.
EIR/EIS) (Freeway Merge 6). phasing analysis

To ensure that Eastbound US 50 operates at an acceptable LOS, the shouldbe
northbound Prairie City Road slip on ramp should start the eastbound performed prior to

auxiliary lane that extends to and drops at the Oak Avenue Parkway off
ramp (see mitigation measure 3A.15-4u, w and x), and the southbound

approval of the first
subdivision map to
determine during
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‘ Prairie City Road flyover on ramp should be braided over the Oak

Avenue Parkway off ramp and start an extended full auxiliary lane to the
East Bidwell Street — Scott Road off ramp. Improvements to this freeway
segment must be implemented by Caltrans. The applicant shall pay its
proportionate share of funding of improvements, as may be determined
by a nexus study or other appropriate and reliable mechanism paid for by
applicant, to reduce the impacts to the U.S. 50 Eastbound / Prairie City
Road slip ramp merge (Freeway Merge 6).

which project
phase the
improvement
should be built.

|. 53-76 3JA15-4v Participate in Fair Share Funding of Improvements to Reduce Impacts | Before project Sacramento County Department
(FPASP on the U.S. 50 Eastbound / Prairie City Road Flyover On Ramp to Oak | build out. A of Transportation.
EIR/EIS) Avenue Parkway Off Ramp Weave (Freeway Weave 7). phasing analysis
To ensure that Eastbound US 50 operates at an acceptable LOS, the should be
northbound Prairie City Road slip on ramp should start the eastbound performed prior to
auxiliary lane that extends to and drops at the Oak Avenue Parkway off | approval of the first
ramp (see mitigation measure 3A.15-4u, v and x), and the southbound subdivision map to
Prairie City Road flyover on ramp should be braided over the Oak det_ermme.durmg
Avenue Parkway off ramp and start an extended full auxiliary lane to the which project
East Bidwell Street — Scott Road off ramp. Improvements to this freeway phase the
| segment must be implemented by Caltrans. The applicant shall pay its improvement
proportionate share of funding of improvements, as may be determined should be built.
| by a nexus study or other appropriate and reliable mechanism paid for by
applicant, to reduce the impacts to the U.S. 50 Eastbound / Prairie City
Road Flyover On Ramp to Oak Avenue Parkway Off Ramp Weave
| (Freeway Weave 7).
53-77 3A.15-4w Participate in Fair Share Funding of Improvements to Reduce Impacts | Before project Sacramento County Department
(FPASP on U.S. 50 Eastbound / Oak Avenue Parkway Loop Ramp Merge build out. A of Transportation.
EIR/EIS) | (Freeway Merge 8). phasing analysis
should be

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

performed prior to
approval of the first
subdivision map to
determine during
which project
phase the
improvement
should be built.
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53-78 3A.15-4x Participate in Fair Share Funding of Improvements to Reduce Impacts | Before project Sacramento County Department
(FPASP on U.S. 50 Westbound / Empire Ranch Road Loop Ramp Merge build out. A of Transportation.
EIR/EIS) (Freeway Merge 27). phasing analysis
To ensure that Westbound US 50 operates at an acceptable LOS, the should be )
northbound Empire Ranch Road loop on ramp should start the westbound performed prior to
auxiliary lane that ends at the East Bidwell Street — Scott Road off ramp. | approval of the first
The slip-on ramp from southbound Empire Ranch Road slip ramp would subd1v1.51on map to
merge into this extended auxiliary lane. Improvements to this freeway determine during
segment must be implemented by Caltrans. The applicant shall pay its which project
proportionate share of funding of improvements, as may be determined phase the
by a nexus study or other appropriate and reliable mechanism paid for by | 'mprovement
applicant, to reduce the impacts to the U.S. 50 Westbound / Empire should be built.
Ranch Road loop ramp merge (Freeway Merge 27).
53-79 3A.15-4y Participate in Fair Share Funding of Improvements to Reduce Impacts | Before project Sacramento County Department
(FPASP on U.S. 50 Westbound / Prairie City Road Loop Ramp Merge (Freeway | build out. A of Transportation.
EIR/EIS) Merge 35). phasing analysis
To ensure that Westbound US 50 operates at an acceptable LOS, the shouldbe
northbound Prairie City Road loop on ramp should start the westbound performed prior to
auxiliary lane that continues beyond the Folsom Boulevard off ramp. The appr(?vgl_ of the first
slip-on ramp from southbound Prairie City Road slip ramp would merge subd1v1.51on map to
into this extended auxiliary lane. Improvements to this freeway segment det_ermme.durmg
must be implemented by Caltrans. The applicant shall pay its which project
proportionate share of funding of improvements, as may be determined phase the
by a nexus study or other appropriate and reliable mechanism paid for by | !mprovement
applicant, to reduce the impacts to the U.S. 50 Westbound / Prairie City should be built.
Road Loop Ramp Merge (Freeway Merge 35).
UTILITIES AND SERVICE SYSTEMS
53-80 3A.16-1 Submit Proof of Adequate On- and Off-Site Wastewater Conveyance Before approval of | City of Folsom Community
(FPASP Facilities and Implement On- and Off-Site Infrastructure Service final maps and Development Department and
EIR/EIS) Systems or Ensure That Adequate Financing Is Secured. issuance of City of Folsom Public Works
Before the approval of the final map and issuance of building permits for building pemits Department
all project phases, the project applicant(s) of all project phases shall for any project
submit proof to the City of Folsom that an adequate wastewater phases.
conveyance system either has been constructed or is ensured through
payment of the City’s facilities augmentation fee as described under the
Folsom Municipal Code Title 3, Chapter 3.40, “Facilities Augmentation

Fee — Folsom South Area Facilities Plan,” or other sureties to the City’s
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satisfaction. Both on-site wastewater conveyance infrastructure and off-
site force main sufficient to provide adequate service to the project shall
be in place for the amount of development identified in the tentative map
before approval of the final map and issuance of building permits for all
project phases, or their financing shall be ensured to the satisfaction of
the City.

53-81 3JA.16-3 Demonstrate Adequate SRWTP Wastewater Treatment Capacity. Before approval of | City of Folsom Community
(FPASP The project applicant(s) of all project phases shall demonstrate adequate | final maps and ‘ Development Department and
EIR/EIS) capacity at the SRWTP for new wastewater flows generated by the issuance of City of Folsom Public Works
project. This shall involve preparing a tentative map—level study and building permits Department
paying connection and capacity fees as identified by SRCSD. Approval for any project
| of the final map and issuance of building permits for all project phases phases.
| shall not be granted until the City verifies adequate SRWTP capacity is
| available for the amount of development identified in the tentative map.
53-82 3A.18-1 Submit Proof of Surface Water Supply Availability. Before approval of | City of Folsom Community
PP p
(FPASP a. Prior to approval of any small-lot tentative subdivision map subject to | final maps and Development Department and
EIR/EIS) 1ssuance of City of Folsom Public Works

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

b. Prior to recordation of each final subdivision map, or prior to City

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

building permits
for any project
phases.

Department
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53-83

3A.18-2a
(FPASP
EIR/EIS)

Submit Proof of Adequate Off-Site Water Conveyance Facilities and
Implement Off-Site Infrastructure Service System or Ensure That
Adequate Financing Is Secured.

Before the approval of the final subdivision map and issuance of building
permits for all project phases, the project applicant(s) of any particular
discretionary development application shall submit proof to the City of
Folsom that an adequate off-site water conveyance system either has been
constructed or is ensured or other sureties to the City’s satisfaction. The
off-site water conveyance infrastructure sufficient to provide adequate
service to the project shall be in place for the amount of development
identified in the tentative map before approval of the final subdivision
map and issuance of building permits for all project phases, or their
financing shall be ensured to the satisfaction of the City. A certificate of
occupancy shall not be issued for any building within the SPA until the
water conveyance infrastructure sufficient to serve such building has
been constructed and is in place.

Before approval of
final maps and
issuance of
building permits
for any project
phases.

City of Folsom Community
Development Department and
City of Folsom Public Works
Department

33-84

3A.18-2b
| (FPASP
EIR/EIS)

Demonstrate Adequate Off-Site Water Treatment Capacity (if the Off-
Site Water Treatment Plant Option is Selected).

If an off-site water treatment plant (WTP) alternative is selected (as
opposed to the on-site WTP alternative), the project applicant(s) for any
particular discretionary development application shall demonstrate
adequate capacity at the off-site WTP. This shall involve preparing a
tentative map—level study and paying connection and capacity fees as
determined by the City. Approval of the final project map shall not be
granted until the City verifies adequate water treatment capacity either is
available or is certain to be available when needed for the amount of
development identified in the tentative map before approval of the final
map and issuance of building permits for all project phases. A certificate
of occupancy shall not be issued for any building within the SPA until the
water treatment capacity sufficient to serve such building has been
constructed and is in place.

Before approval of
final maps and
issuance of
building permits
for any project
phases.

City of Folsom Community
Development Department and
City of Folsom Public Works
Department

53-85

4.4-1
(Westland/
Eagle SPA)

Conduct Environmental Awareness Training for Construction Employees.

Prior to beginning construction activities, the Project Applicant shall
employ a qualified biologist to develop and conduct environmental
awareness training for construction employees. The training shall describe
the importance of onsite biological resources, including special-status
wildlife habitats; potential nests of special-status birds; and roosting habitat

Before approval of
grading or
improvement plans
or any ground
disturbing

e e, . - |
activities, including |

City of Folsom Community
Development Department
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| for special-status bats. The biologist shall also explain the importance of other
responsibilities related to the protection of wildlife during construction such as
inspecting open trenches and looking under vehicles and machinery prior to
moving them to ensure there are no lizards, snakes, small mammals, or other
wildlife that could become trapped, injured, or killed in construction areas or
under equipment.

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

grubbing or
clearing, for any
project phase.

conditions shall be provided to each person.
53-86 4.4-7 Preconstruction Nesting Bird Survey. Before approval of | California Department of Fish and

(Westland/ The Project Applicant shall conduct a preconstruction nesting bird survey of all gradmg or Game, an_d City of Folsom
Eagle SPA) areas associated with construction activities on the project site within 14 days improvement plans | Community Development

prior to commencement of construction during the nesting season (1 February ol ground Department

through 31 August). dlSFu{'blng. )

If active nests are found, a no-disturbance buffer around the nest shall be ac;f:;étifs’;?dudmg

established. The buffer distance shall be established by a qualified flearin & for an

biologist in consultation with CDFW. The buffer shall be maintained D tg’hase y

until the fledglings are capable of flight and become independent of the project phase.

nest, to be determined by a qualified biologist. Once the young are

independent of the nest, no further measures are necessary. Pre-

construction nesting surveys are not required for construction activity

‘ outside of the nesting season.
53-87 JA5-1a Comply with the Programmatic Agreement. During all City of Folsom Community

(Westland/ The PA for the project is incorporated by reference. The PA provides a construction phases | Development Depgrtment; uUs.
Eagle SPA) management framework for identifying historic properties, determining Army Corp of Engineers;

adverse effects, and resolving those adverse effects as required under

Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act. This document is

incorporated by reference. The PA is available for public inspection and
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| review at the California Office of Historic Preservation 1725 23rd Street

Sacramento, CA 95816.

53-88 JA.5-2 | Conduct Construction Personnel Education, Conduct On-Site Monitoring If Before approval of | City of Folsom Community
(Westland/ Required, Stop Work if Cultural Resources are Discovered, Assess the grading or Development Department; U.S.
Eagle SPA) Significance of the Find, and Perform Treatment or Avoidance as Required. improvement plans | Army Corp of Engineers

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

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

» Asaresult of the work conducted for Mitigation Measures 3A.5-1a and
3A.5-1b, if the archaeologist determines that any portion of the SPA or the
off-site elements should be monitored for potential discovery of as-yet-
unknown cultural resources, the project applicant(s) of all project phases
shall implement such monitoring in the locations specified by the
archaeologist. USACE should review and approve any recommendations by
archaeologists with respect to monitoring.

»  Should any cultural resources, such as structural features, unusual amounts of
bone or shell, artifacts, or architectural remains be encountered during any
construction activities, work shall be suspended in the vicinity of the find and
the appropriate oversight agency(ies) (identified below) shall be notified
immediately. The appropriate oversight agency(ies) shall retain a qualified
archaeologist who shall conduct a field investigation of the specific site and
shall assess the significance of the find by evaluating the resource for
eligibility for listing on the CRHR and the NRHP. If the resource is eligible
for listing on the CRHR or NRHP and it would be subject to disturbance or
destruction, the actions required in Mitigation Measures 3A.5-1a and 3A.5-
1b shall be implemented. The oversight agency shall be responsible for
approval of recommended mitigation if it is determined to be feasible in light
of the approved land uses and shall implement the approved mitigation
before resuming construction activities at the archaeological site.

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

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

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

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

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

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

The project applicants shall be required to submit to the City proof of
compliance in the form of a completed training roster and copy of training
materials.

53-89

3A.5-3
(Westland/
Eagle SPA)

Suspend Ground-Disturbing Activities if Human Remains are Encountered and
Comply with California Health and Safety Code Procedures.

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

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

Upon the discovery of Native American remains, the procedures above regarding
involvement of the applicable county coroner, notification of the NAHC, and
identification of an Most Likely Descendant shall be followed. The project
applicant(s) of all project phases shall ensure that the immediate vicinity
(according to generally accepted cultural or archaeological standards and
practices) is not damaged or disturbed by further development activity until
consultation with the Most Likely Descendant has taken place. The Most Likely
Descendant shall have 48 hours after being granted access to the site to inspect
the site and make recommendations. A range of possible treatments for the
remains may be discussed: nondestructive removal and analysis, preservation in
place, relinquishment of the remains and associated items to the descendants, or
other culturally appropriate treatment. As suggested by AB 2641 (Chapter 8§63,

During all ground
disturbing
activities, for any
project phase.

Sacramento County Coroner;
Native American Heritage
Commission; City of Folsom
Community Development
Department
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Statutes of 2006), the concerned parties may extend discussions beyond the initial
48 hours to allow for the discovery of additional remains. AB 2641(e) includes a
list of site protection measures and states that the project applicant(s) shall
comply with one or more of the following requirements:

» record the site with the NAHC or the appropriate Information Center,
»  use an open-space or conservation zoning designation or easement, or
» record a reinternment document with the county.

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

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

The project applicants shall be required to submit to the City proof of
compliance in the form of a completed training roster and copy of
training materials.
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Attachment 2

Vicinity Map
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Attachment 3

Small-Lot Vesting Tentative Subdivision Map
Dated February 18, 2020
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Attachment 4

Preliminary Grading, Drainage, and Utility Plan
Dated February 18, 2020
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Attachment 5

Conceptual Front Yard Landscaping
Dated March 18, 2020
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Attachment 6

Wall and Fence Exhibit
Dated February 2020
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Attachment 7

Residential Schematic Design
Dated June 17, 2020
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Exterior Color/Materials Specifications
Dated February 19, 2020
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CEQA Exemption and Streamlining Analysis



CiTY OF FOLSOM

CEQA Exemption and Streamlining Analysis
for Rockcress at Folsom Ranch (Mangini Ranch Phase 2 Lot 10)

Application No: PN 19-388

Project Title: Rockeress at Folsom Ranch (Mangini Ranch Phase 2 Lot 10)

Lead Agency Name and Address:
City of Folsom
50 Natoma Street
Folsom, CA 95630

Contact Person and Phone Number:
Scott Johnson, AICP, Planning Manager
Community Development Department
(916) 355-7222

Steven Banks, Principal Planner
(916) 355-7385

Project Location:
16.30 acres located south of Old Ranch Way and east of East Bidwell Street
APN: A portion of 072-3670-010 (16.30 acres, Carpenter East, LLC)

Project Applicant’s/Sponsor’s Name and Address:

Carpenter East, LLC

3907 Park Drive, Suite 235
El Dorado Hills, CA 95762

General Plan Designation: MLD
Zoning: SP-MLD

Other public agencies whose approval may be required or agencies that may rely on this document for
implementing project:

California Department of Fish and Wildlife (for Section 1602 agreement)
Capital Southeast Connector Joint Powers Authority

Central Valley Regional Water Quality Control Board

Folsom-Cordova Unified School District

Sacramento Metropolitan Air Quality Management District
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I. INTRODUCTION

The Rockcress at Folsom Ranch (Mangini Ranch Phase 2, Lot 10) development proposal is located in
the Folsom Plan Area Specific Plan (FPASP). As discussed later in this document, the project is
consistent with the FPASP.

As a project that is consistent with an existing Specific Plan, the Rockcress at Folsom Ranch development
is eligible for the exemption from review under the California Environmental Quality Act' (“CEQA”)
provided in Government Code section 65457 and CEQA Guidelines? section 15182, subdivision (c), as
well as the streamlining provisions in Public Resources Code section 21083.3 and CEQA Guidelines
section 15183,

Because the Project is exempt from CEQA, the City is not required to provide the following CEQA
analysis. Nonetheless, the City provides the following checklist exploring considerations raised by
sections 15182 and 15183 to disclose the City’s substantial evidence and reasoning for determining the
project’s consistency with the Folsom Plan Area Specific Plan (“FPASP”) and eligibility for the CEQA
exemption.

II. PROJECTDESCRIPTION

A. PROIECT OVERVIEW

The Rockcress at Folsom Ranch project proposes the development of 118 single-family residential lots
(lots 1-118) on 12.86 acres and three Backbone Landscape Corridor lots (lots A, B, & C) on 1.31 acres
out of the total 16.30-acre project area.

The requested land use entitlements for the Rockcress at Folsom Ranch project are:

(1) a Vesting Tentative Small Lot Subdivision Map;

(2) aMinor Administrative Amendment - Transfer of Development Rights to designate a new
location in the Specific Plan at which these units will be built; and

(3) a Planned Development Permit Residential Architecture.

The holding capacity under existing plans and zoning for this parcel is 153 dwelling units. The 35
residential units not proposed to be built at this site (153 — 118 = 35) are the subject of the proposed
Minor Administrative Amendment — Transfer of Development Rights. No change to the overall
FPASP unit allocation, total population, will occur. The proposed project does not affect the overall
amount of non-residential development in the FPASP.
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The Project will connect to the City’s infrastructure.

The Rockcress at Folsom Ranch project is located within the Folsom Ranch Central District and is
designed to comply with the Folsom Ranch Central District Design Guidelines (approved 2015,
amended 2018).

1 California Environmental Quality Act, Pub. Resources Code, § 21000 et seq. (hereafter “CEQA”).
2 The Guidelines for the Implementation of the California Environmental Quality Act, Cal. Code Regs.,
tit. 14, § 15000 et seq. (hereafter “CEQA Guidelines” or “Guidelines”).

B. PROJECT LOCATION

The Project site consists of a 16.30-acre portion of parcel APN 072-3670-010 in the FPASP plan area that
is within the Westland Eagle Specific Plan Amendment Area, south of U.S. Highway 50 and west of
Placerville Road. The project site has been known as Mangini Ranch Phase 2 Lot 10.

The FPASP is a 3,513.4-acre comprehensively planned community that creates new development
patterns based on the principles of smart growth and transit-oriented development.

See the Rockcress at Folsom Ranch Project Narrative for the regional location of the project site. The
narrative includes maps depicting the project location and surrounding land uses.

C. EXISTING SITE CONDITIONS

Currently, the 16.30 acres of the Project site is undeveloped, but was pad-graded as part of the
Mangini Ranch Phase 2 Grading Plan.

The Specific Plan zoning for the Project site is Multi-Family Low Density (SP-MLD).

D. CONSISTENCY WITH THE FPASP

The Project is consistent with and aims to fulfill the specific policies and objectives in the Folsom Plan
Area Specific Plan. An analysis of the proposed project’s consistency with the FPASP is provided in
Exhibit 3, the Applicant’s FPASP Policy Consistency Analysis.

1. Land Use Designation and Unit Types

The proposed small lot vesting tentative subdivision map would subdivide 16.30 acres of the parcel
into 118 residential lots suited for single-family dwellings. The residential density achieved is 9.18
du/acre, which is within the range allowed for the MLD zone (range of 7-12 du/acre). The site plan
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includes 1.31 acres of Backbone Landscape Corridor on Lots A, B, & C along East Bidwell Street, Old
Ranch Way and Savannah Parkway. The site plan also includes 2.13 acres of Backbone Right-of-Way.

The vesting small lot tentative subdivision map proposes to create 118 residential lots on the parcel.
The Rockcress at Folsom Ranch project site is designated for Multi-family Low Density (SP-MLD)
land uses by the FPASP.

Rockcress at Folsom Ranch proposes to create 118 residential lots for detached single-family
dwellings. The FPASP defines the MLD residential designation to include “single family dwellings
(SF zero-lot-line and SF patio only), two-family dwellings and multi-family dwellings.” (FPASP, p. 4-
14, emphasis added) Therefore, land which is designated SP-MLD can be subdivided into residential
lots suited for single-family dwellings in conformance with the FPASP.

The single-family homes proposed by the Rockceress at Folsom Ranch Project are permitted uses as
shown on Table 4.3 of the FPASP. (See also FPASP DEIR, Table 3A.10-4.)

In summary, the proposed land uses and the density of residential uses in the small lot vesting
tentative map are consistent with the FPASP and the Westland Eagle FPASP Plan Amendment.

2. Circulation

Rockeress at Folsom Ranch includes a street pattern, which includes a connection (‘F’ Drive) to Old
Ranch Way at the north-east corner of the parcel (which aligns to the approved entry location for the
Enclave at Folsom Ranch to the north) and a connection (‘G’ Drive) to Savannah Parkway at the south-
west corner of the parcel (which aligns to the planned entry to Mangini Ranch Phase 2 Lot 7, shown as
Village 7 on the approved Mangini Ranch phase 2 Small lot Tentative Map, to the south). An interior
street grid includes three east to west “horizontal” streets (‘A,’ ‘B,” and ‘C’ Drive) and two north to
south “vertical” streets (‘D” and ‘E’ Drive), as depicted on the site plan. Two entries are provided: (a) a
north-eastern entry at ‘F’ Drive located off Old Ranch Way, and (b) a south-western entry at ‘G’ Drive
located off Savannah Parkway.

The street sections used in the Plan include the same pavement widths as specified in the FPASP and
the Folsom Municipal Code. As depicted in the Vesting Tentative Subdivision Map, City standard
residential streets are proposed for this subdivision, with attached pedestrian sidewalks and parking
located on both sides. In addition to these entry locations, pedestrian access is also provided at

three additional locations: in the northwest, northeast and southeast corners of the site (additional
pedestrian access cannot be provided in the southwest due to grading constraints).

Traffic signals are planned at the intersection of East Bidwell Street and Old Ranch Way.

Rockcress at Folsom Ranch is located on a planned Transit Corridor, as identified in the FPASP. The
Project is located south and east of the Transit Corridor. This design complements the downtown core

Rockcress at Folsom Ranch (Mangini Ranch Phase 2 Lot 10) May 2020
CEQA Exemption and Streamlining Analysis



of the FPASP land use plan and provides a compact development pattern near transit opportunities.
Every single-family dwelling will have a standard two-car garage and a typical full-length driveway,
accommodating two off-street parking spaces per unit. On-street parking is provided on both sides of
the internal streets.

The proposed project is consistent with roadway and transit master plans for the FPASP,

3. Water, Sewer, and Storm Drainage Infrastructure

Water infrastructure
Rockcress at Folsom Ranch is being served by Zone 3 water from the north via Mangini Parkway and
from the west via East Bidwell Street. The project is located within the Zone 3 pressure zone. Water

mains are provided within the perimeter streets, including Mangini Parkway and East Bidwell
Street, along project frontage in order to serve the site.

Sewer infrastructure

Rockcress at Folsom Ranch will be served by the sewer infrastructure within Old Ranch Way and
Savannah Parkway.

Storm drainage infrastructure

Rockcress at Folsom Ranch will connect to the existing storm drain infrastructure within East Bidwell
Street.

The proposed project is consistent with planned infrastructure for the FPASP.
ITI. EXEMPTION AND STREAMLININ G ANALYSIS

A. Folsom Plan Area Specific Plan

The City adopted the Folsom Plan Area Specific Plan on June 28, 2011 (Resolution No. 8863).

The City of Folsom and the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers prepared a joint environmental impact
report/environmental impact statement (“EIR/EIS” or “EIR”) for the Folsom South of U.S. Highway 50
Specific Plan Project (“FPASP”). (See FPASP EIR/EIS, SCH #2008092051). The Draft EIR/EIS (DEIR)
was released on June 28, 2010. The City certified the Final EIR/EIS (FEIR) on June 14, 2011 (Resolution
No. 8860). For each impact category requiring environmental analysis, the EIR provided two separate
analyses: one for the “Land” component of the FPASP project, and a second for the “Water”
component. (FPASP DEIR, p. 1-1 to 1-2.) The analysis in this document is largely focused on and cites
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to the “Land” sections of the FPASP EIR.

On December 7, 2012, the City certified an Addendum to the EIR for the FPASP for purposes of
analyzing an alternative water supply for the project. The revisions to the “Water” component of the
FPASP project included: (1) Leak Fixes, (2) Implementation of Metered Rates, (3) Exchange of Water
Supplies, (4) New Water Conveyance Facilities. (Water Addendum, pp. 3-1 to 3-4.) The City concluded
that, with implementation of certain mitigation measures from the FPASP EIR’s “Water” sections, the
water supply and infrastructure changes would not result in any new significant impacts, substantially
increase the severity of previously disclosed impacts or involve any of the other conditions related to
changed circumstances or new information that can require a subsequent or supplemental EIR. (See
Pub. Resources Code, § 21166; Guidelines, § 15162.) The analysis in portions of the FPASP EIR’s
“Water” sections that have not been superseded by the Water Addendum are still applicable.

The FPASP includes the Westland Eagle development, which is located in the central portion of the
FPASP flanking Scott Road and Easton Valley Parkway. Since approval of the FPASP, the Westland
Eagle development was transferred to new owners: Westland Capital Partners, Eagle Commercial
Partners, and Eagle Office Properties. The new owners subsequently evaluated the approved land use
plan and determined that many of the assumptions underlying the type and distribution of retail
commercial and residential land uses in this area of the FPASP needed to be reevaluated to respond to
current and future market conditions for retail commercial and residential development. Accordingly,
the applicants proposed an amendment to the FPASP that would significantly reduce the area of
commercial retail land use in the Westland Eagle plan area and increase the number of allowed
residential dwelling units. The City adopted an amendment to the FPASP for the Westland Eagle
Properties in June 2015 (Westland/Eagle SPA) that reduced the amount of commercial, industrial/office
park and mixed-use acreage from 451.8 acres to 302.3 acres and the potential building area from
approximately 4.5 million square feet to approximately 3.4 million square feet. The Westland/Eagle
SPA also increased the number of proposed residential dwelling units from 9,895 to 10,817.

B. Documents Incorporated by Reference

The analysis in this document incorporates by reference the following environmental documents that
have been certified or adopted by the Folsom City Council:

i.  Folsom South of U.S. Highway 50 Specific Plan Project EIR/EIS and Findings of Fact and
Statement of Overriding Considerations, certified by the Folsom City Council on June 14,
2011, a copy of which is available for viewing at the City of Folsom Planning Public Counter
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located on the 2nd floor of the City Hall Building at 50 Natoma Street in Folsom, CA (from
8:00 a.m. to 1:00 p.m. Monday through Friday).

ii. CEQA Addendum for the Folsom South of U.S. 50 Specific Plan Project- Revised Proposed
Off-site Water Facility Alternative prepared November, 2012, (“Water Addendum”),
certified by the Folsom City Council on December 11, 2012, a copy of which is available for
viewing at the City of Folsom Planning Public Counter located on the 2nd floor of the City
Hall Building at 50 Natoma Street in Folsom, CA (from 8:00 a.m. to 1:00 p.m. Monday
through Friday);

iii.  South of Highway 50 Backbone Infrastructure Project Initial Study/Mitigated Negative
Declaration (Backbone Infrastructure MND), dated December 9, 2014, adopted by the City
Council on February 24, 2015, a copy of which is available for viewing at the City of Folsom
Planning Public Counter located on the 2nd floor of the City Hall Building at 50 Natoma
Street in Folsom, CA (from 8:00 a.m. to 1:00 p.m. Monday through Friday).

iv. CEQA Addendum and Environmental Checklist for the Westland Eagle Specific Plan
Amendment, dated June 2015, (“Westland Eagle Addendum”), a copy of which is available
for viewing at the City of Folsom Planning Public Counter located on the 2nd floor of the
City Hall Building at 50 Natoma Street in Folsom, CA (from 8:00 a.m. to 1:00 p.m. Monday
through Friday).

Each of the environmental documents listed above includes mitigation measures imposed on the
FPASP and activities authorized therein and in subsequent projects to mitigate plan-level
environmental impacts, which are, therefore, applicable to the proposed project. The mitigation
measures are referenced specifically throughout this document and are incorporated by reference in the
environmental analysis. The Applicant will be required to agree, as part of the conditions of approval
for the proposed project, to comply with each of those mitigation measures.

Pursuant to Public Resources Code section 21083.3, subdivision (c), the City will make a finding at a
public hearing that the feasible mitigation measures specified in the FPASP EIR will be undertaken.

Moreover, for those mitigation measures with a financial component that apply plan-wide, the
approved Public Facilities Financing Plan and Amended and Restated Development Agreement bind
the Applicant to a fair share contribution for funding those mitigation measures.

The May 22, 2014, Record of Decision (ROD) for the Folsom South of U.S. Highway 50 Specific Plan
Project—City of Folsom Backbone Infrastructure (Exhibit 2) by the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers is
also incorporated by reference.
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All impacts from both on-site and off-site features of the Rockcress at Folsom Ranch project have been
analyzed and addressed in the CEQA analysis and other regulatory permits required for the Rockcress
at Folsom Ranch project and/or the Backbone Infrastructure project.

C. Introduction to CEQA Exemption and Streamlining Provisions

The City finds that the Rockcress at Folsom Ranch (Mangini Ranch Phase 2, Lot 10) development
proposal is consistent with the Folsom Plan Area Specific Plan (FPASP) and therefore exempt from
CEQA under Government Code section 65457 and CEQA Guidelines section 15182, subdivision (c), as a
residential project undertaken pursuant to and in conformity with a specific plan.

The City also finds that the Rockcress at Folsom Ranch project is eligible for streamlined CEQA review
provided in Public Resources Code section 21083.3, and CEQA Guidelines section 15183 for projects
consistent with a community plan, general plan, or zoning. Because the Project is exempt from CEQA,
the City is not required to provide the following streamlined CEQA analysis. Nonetheless, the City
provides the following checklist exploring considerations raised by sections 15182 and 15183 because
the checklist provides a convenient vehicle for disclosing the City’s substantial evidence and reasoning
underlying its consistency determination.

As mentioned above, the City prepared an addendum to the FPASP EIR in December 2012 for purposes
of analyzing an alternative water supply for the FPASP. Although this Water Addendum was prepared
and adopted by the City after the certification of the FPASP EIR/EIS, it would not change any of the
analysis under Public Resources Code section 21083.3 and CEQA Guidelines section 15183 because it
gave the Plan Area a more feasible and reliable water supply.

The City also prepared an addendum to the FPASP EIR in June 2015 for the purposes of analyzing the
effects of an increase in residentially-designated land and a substantial decrease in commercially-
designated land in the Westland Eagle development area. The Westland Eagle Addendum
supplemented and updated the analysis in the FPASP EIR that is relevant to the Rockcress at Folsom
Ranch Project.

The City has prepared or will be completing site-specific studies pursuant to the requirements set forth
in the mitigation measures and conditions of approval adopted for the FPASP under the FPASP EIR,
Water Addendum, and Westland Eagle Addendum for subsequent development projects. (See Exhibit
4 [Noise Assessment].) These studies support the conclusion that the Rockcress at Folsom Ranch
development proposal would not have any new significant or substantially more severe impacts
(CEQA Guidelines, § 15162), nor would it result in any new significant impacts that are peculiar to the
project or its site (CEQA Guidelines, § 15183).

1. Exemption provided by Government Code, § 65457, and CEQA Guidelines, §
15182, subdivision (c)
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Government Code section 65457 and CEQA Guidelines section 15182, subdivision (c) exempt
residential projects that are undertaken pursuant to a specific plan for which an EIR was previously
prepared if the projects are in conformity with that specific plan and the conditions described in CEQA
Guidelines section 15162 (relating to the preparation of a supplemental EIR) are not present. (Gov.
Code, § 65457, subd. (a); CEQA Guidelines, §§ 15182, subd. (c), 15162, subd. (a).)

The Applicant’s FPASP Policy Consistency Analysis, attached as Exhibit 3, provides exhaustive
analysis that supports the determination that the Project is undertaken pursuant to and in conformity

with the FPASP.

2. Streamlining provided by Public Resources Code, § 21083.3 and CEQA
Guidelines, § 15183

Public Resources Code section 21083.3 provides a streamlined CEQA process where a subdivision map
application is made for a parcel for which prior environmental review of a zoning or planning approval
was adopted. If the proposed development is consistent with that zoning or plan, any further
environmental review of the development shall be limited to effects upon the environment which are
peculiar to the parcel or to the project and which were not addressed as significant effects in the prior
EIR or which substantial new information shows will be more significant than described in the prior
EIR. Effects are not to be considered peculiar to the parcel or the project if uniformly applied
development policies or standards have been previously adopted by the city, which were found to
substantially mitigate that effect when applied to future projects.

CEQA Guidelines section 15183 provides further detail and guidance for the implementation of the
exemption set forth in Public Resources Code section 21083.3.

D. Environmental Checklist Review

The row titles of the checklist include the full range of environmental topics, as presented in Appendix
G of the CEQA Guidelines.!

1In 2019, the Governor’s Office of Planning and Research (OPR) updated the checklist in Appendix G of
the CEQA Guidelines. Though the FPASP EIR/EIS and adopted addendums analyzed the potential
impacts of the FPASP under the Appendix G checklist then in effect, this analysis includes a discussion of
the revised checklist questions, where relevant to the environmental topics discussed below, in good faith
to provide the most updated information to decision makers. (See Public Resources Code, §§ 21002.1(e),
210065; CEQA Guidelines §§ 15002(a)(1), 15003(c).) However, these areas do not constitute new
information under CEQA, nor are they required to be included in this analysis. (See Cleveland National
Forest Foundation v. San Diego Assn. of Governments (2017) 17 Cal. App.5th 413, 426 [“once in EIR is finally
approved, a court generally cannot...compel an agency to perform further environmental review if new
regulations or guidelines for evaluating the project’s impacts are adopted in the future”]; Citizens Against
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The column titles of the checklist have been modified from the Appendix G presentation to assess the
Project’s qualifications for streamlining provided by Public Resources Code section 21083.3 and CEQA
Guidelines sections 15183, as well as to evaluate whether the conditions described in Guidelines section
15162 are present.

Pursuant to Guidelines section 15162, one of the purposes of this checklist is to evaluate the categories
in terms of any “changed condition” (i.e. changed circumstances, project changes, or new information
of substantial importance) that may result in a different environmental impact significance conclusion.
If the situations described in Guidelines section 15162 are not present, then the exemption provided by
Government Code section 65457 and Guidelines section 15182 can be applied to the Project. Therefore,
the checklist does the following;: a) identifies the earlier analyses and states where they are available for
review; b) discusses whether proposed changes to the previously-analyzed program, including new
site specific operations, would involve new or substantially more severe significant impacts; c)
discusses whether new circumstances surrounding the previously-analyzed program would involve
new or substantially more severe significant impacts; d) discusses any substantially important new
information requiring new analysis; and e) describes the mitigation measures which were incorporated
or refined from the earlier document and the extent to which they address site-specific conditions for
the project. (Guidelines, § 15162, subd. (a).)

The checklist serves a second purpose. Public Resources Code section 21083.3 and its parallel Guidelines
provision, section 15183, provide for streamlined environmental review for projects consistent with the
development densities established by existing zoning, general plan, or community plan policies for
which an EIR was certified. Such projects require no further environmental review except as might be
necessary to address effects that (a) are peculiar to the project or the parcel on which the project would
be located, (b) were not analyzed as significant effects in the prior EIR, (c) are potentially significant off-
site impacts or cumulative impacts not discussed in the prior EIR, or (d) were previously identified
significant effects but are more severe than previously assumed in light of substantial new information
not known when the prior EIR was certified. If an impact is not peculiar to the parcel or to the project,
has been addressed as a significant impact in the prior EIR, or can be substantially mitigated by the
imposition of uniformly applied development policies or standards, then an additional EIR need not be
prepared for the project solely on the basis of that impact.

A “no” answer does not necessarily mean that there are no potential impacts relative to the
environmental category, but that there is no change in the condition or status of the impact since it was
analyzed and addressed with mitigation measures in the prior environmental documents approved for
the zoning action, general plan, or community plan. The environmental categories might be answered

Airport Pollution v. City of San Jose (2014) 227 Cal. App.4th 788, 808 [CEQA Guidelines enacted after an EIR
is certified are not “new information within the meaning of [Public Resources Code] section 21166,
subdivision (c)” and therefore do not trigger preparation of a subsequent EIR nor require consideration in
an addendum].)
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with a “no” in the checklist since the Rockeress at Folsom Ranch project does not introduce changes
that would result in a modification to the conclusion of the FPASP EIR.

The purpose of each column of the checklist is described below.

1. Where Impact Was Analyzed
This column provides a cross-reference to the pages of the environmental documents for the zoning
action, general plan, or community plan where information and analysis may be found relative to the
environmental issue listed under each topic.

2. Do Proposed Changes Involve New or More Severe Impacts?
Pursuant to Section 15162(a)(1) of the CEQA Guidelines, this column indicates whether the changes
represented by the proposed project will result in new significant impacts not disclosed in the prior EIR
or negative declaration or that the proposed project will result in substantial increases the severity of a
previously identified significant impact. A yes answer is only required if such new or worsened
significant impacts will require “major revisions of the previous EIR or negative declaration.” If a
“yes” answer is given, additional mitigation measures or alternatives may be needed.

3. Any New Circumstances Involving New or More Severe Impacts?
Pursuant to Section 15162(a)(2) of the CEQA Guidelines, this column indicates whether changed
circumstances affecting the proposed project will result in new significant impacts not disclosed in the
prior EIR or negative declaration or will result in substantial increases the severity of a previously
identified significant impact. A yes answer is only required if such new or worsened significant
impacts will require “major revisions of the previous EIR or negative declaration.” If a “yes” answer is
given, additional mitigation measures or alternatives may be needed.

4. Any New Information of Substantial Importance Requiring New Analysis or
Verification?

Pursuant to Section 15162(a)(3) of the CEQA Guidelines, this column indicates whether new
information “of substantial importance” is available requiring an update to the analysis of a previous
EIR to verify that the environmental conclusions and mitigations remain valid. Any such information
is only relevant if it “was not known and could not have been known with reasonable diligence at the
time of the previous EIR.” To be relevant in this context, such new information must show one or more
of the following:

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

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

(C) Mitigation measures or alternatives previously found not to be feasible would in fact be
feasible and would substantially reduce one or more significant effects of the project, but the
project proponents decline to adopt the mitigation measure or alternative; or
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(D) Mitigation measures or alternatives which are considerably different from those analyzed in
the previous EIR would substantially reduce one or more significant effects on the environment,
but the project proponents decline to adopt the mitigation measure or alternative.

This category of new information may apply to any new regulations, enacted after certification of the
prior EIR or adoption of the prior negative declaration, which might change the nature of analysis of
impacts or the specifications of a mitigation measure. If the new information shows the existence of
new significant effects or significant effects that are substantially more severe than were previously
disclosed, then new mitigation measures should be considered. If the new information shows that
previously rejected mitigation measures or alternatives are now feasible, such measures or alternatives
should be considered anew. If the new information shows the existence of mitigation measures or
alternatives that are (i) considerably different from those included in the prior EIR, (ii) able to
substantially reduce one or more significant effects, and (iii) unacceptable to the project proponents,
then such mitigation measures or alternatives should also be considered.

5. Are There Effects That Are Peculiar To The Project Or The Parcel On Which The

Project Would Be Located That Have Not Been Disclosed In A Prior EIR On The

Zoning Action, General Plan, Or Community Plan With Which the Project is

Consistent?
Pursuant to Section 15183, subdivision (b)(1), of the CEQA Guidelines, this column indicates whether
there are project-specific significant effects that are peculiar to the project or its site. Although neither
section 21083.3 nor section 15183 defines the term “effects on the environment which are peculiar to the
parcel or to the project,” a definition can be gleaned from what is now the leading case interpreting
section 21083.3, Wal-Mart Stores, Inc. v. City of Turlock (2006) 138 Cal. App.4th 273 (Wal-Mart Stores). In
that case, the court upheld the respondent city’s decision to adopt an ordinance banning discount
“superstores.” The city appropriately found that the adoption of the ordinance was wholly exempt
from CEQA review under CEQA Guidelines section 15183 as a zoning action consistent with the
general plan, where there were no project-specific impacts — of any kind - associated with the
ordinance that were peculiar to the project. The court concluded that “a physical change in the
environment will be peculiar to [a project] if that physical change belongs exclusively and especially to
the [project] or it is characteristic of only the [project].” (Id. at p. 294.) As noted by the court, this
definition “illustrate[s] how difficult it will be for a zoning amendment or other land use regulation
that does not have a physical component to have a sufficiently close connection to a physical change to
allow the physical change to be regarded as ‘peculiar to’ the zoning amendment or other land use
regulation.” (Ibid.)

A “yes” answer in the checklist indicates that the project has effects peculiar to the project relative to
the environmental category that were not discussed in the prior environmental documentation for the
zoning action, general plan or community plan. A “yes” answer will be followed by an indication of
whether the impact is “potentially significant”, “less than significant with mitigation incorporated”, or
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“less than significant”. An analysis of the determination will appear in the Discussion section
following the checklist.

6. Are There Effects Peculiar To The Project That Will Not Be Substantially
Mitigated By Application Of Uniformly Applied Development Policies Or
Standards That Have Been Previously Adopted?

Sections 21083.3 and 15183 include a separate, though complementary, means of defining the term
“effects on the environment which are peculiar to the parcel or to the project.” Subdivision (f) of
section 15183 provides as follows:

An effect of a project on the environment shall not be considered peculiar to the project
or the parcel for the purposes of this section if uniformly applied development policies
or standards have been previously adopted by the city or county with a finding that the
development policies or standards will substantially mitigate that environmental effect
when applied to future projects, unless substantial new information shows that the
policies or standards will not substantially mitigate the environmental effect. The finding
shall be based on substantial evidence which need not include an EIR.

This language explains that an agency can dispense with CEQA compliance for environmental impacts
that will be “substantially mitigated” by the uniform application of “development policies or
standards” adopted as part of, or in connection with, previous plan-level or zoning-level decisions, or
otherwise — unless “substantial new information” shows that the standards or policies will not be
effective in “substantially mitigating” the effects in question. Section 15183, subdivision (f), goes on to
add the following considerations regarding the kinds of policies and standards at issue:

Such development policies or standards need not apply throughout the entire city or county, but
can apply only within the zoning district in which the project is located, or within the area
subject to the community plan on which the lead agency is relying. Moreover, such policies or
standards need notbe part of the general plan or any community plan, but can be found within
another pertinent planning document such as a zoning ordinance. Where a city or county, in
previously adopting uniformly applied development policies or standards for imposition on
future projects, failed to make a finding as to whether such policies or standards would
substantially mitigate the effects of future projects, the decision-making body of the city or
county, prior to approving such a future project pursuant to this section, may hold a public
hearing for the purpose of considering whether, as applied to the project, such standards or
policies would substantially mitigate the effects of the project. Such a public hearing need only
be held if the city or county decides to apply the standards or policies as permitted in this
section,

Subdivision (g) provides concrete examples of “uniformly applied development policies or standards”:
(1) parking ordinances; (2) public access requirements; (3) grading ordinances; (4) hillside development
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ordinances; (5) flood plain ordinances; (6) habitat protection or conservation ordinances; (7) view
protection ordinances.

A “yes” answer in the checklist indicates that the project has effects peculiar to the project relative to the
environmental category that were not discussed in the prior environmental documentation for the
zoning action, general plan or community plan and that cannot be mitigated through application of
uniformly applied development policies or standards that have been previously adopted by the agency.
A “yes” answer will be followed by an indication of whether the impact is “potentially significant”,
“less than significant with mitigation incorporated”, or “less than significant”. An analysis of the
determination will appear in the Discussion section following the checklist.

7. Are There Effects That Were Not Analyzed As Significant Effects In A Prior EIR
On The Zoning Action, General Plan Or Community Plan With Which The
Project Is Consistent?
Pursuant to Section 15183, subdivision (b)(2) of the CEQA Guidelines, this column indicates whether
there are any effects that were not analyzed as significant effects in the prior EIR for the zoning action,
general plan, or community plan with which the project is consistent.

This provision indicates that, if the prior EIR for a general plan, community plan, or zoning action
failed to analyze a potentially significant effect then such effects must be addressed in the site-specific
CEQA analysis.

A “yes” answer in the checklist indicates that the project has effects relative to the environmental
category that were not analyzed as significant effects in the prior environmental documentation for the
zoning action, general plan or community plan. A “yes” answer will be followed by an indication of
whether the impact is “potentially significant”, “less than significant with mitigation incorporated”, or
“less than significant”. An analysis of the determination will appear in the Discussion section
following the checklist.

8. Are There Potentially Significant Off-Site Impacts and Cumulative Impacts That
Were Not Discussed In The Prior EIR Prepared For The General Plan, Community
Plan, Or Zoning Action?
Pursuant to Section 15183, subdivision (b)(3), of the CEQA Guidelines, this column indicates whether
there are any potentially significant off-site impacts and cumulative impacts that were not discussed in
the prior EIR prepared for the general plan, community plan or zoning action with which the project is
consistent.

Subdivision (j) of CEQA Guidelines section 15183 makes it clear that, where the prior EIR has
adequately discussed potentially significant offsite or cumulative impacts, the project-specific analysis
need not revisit such impacts:

This section does not affect any requirement to analyze potentially significant offsite or cumulative
impacts if those impacts were not adequately discussed in the prior EIR. If a significant offsite or
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cumulative impact was adequately discussed in the prior EIR, then this section may be used as a basis
for excluding further analysis of that offsite or cumulative impact.

This provision indicates that, if the prior EIR for a general plan, community plan, or zoning action
failed to analyze the “potentially significant offsite impacts and cumulative impacts of the [new site-
specific] project,” then such effects must be addressed in the site-specific CEQA analysis. (Pub.
Resources Code, § 21083.3, subd. (c); see also CEQA Guidelines, § 15183, subd. (j).)

A “yes” answer in the checklist indicates that the project has potentially significant off-site impacts or
cumulative impacts relative to the environmental category that were not discussed in the prior
environmental documentation for the zoning action, general plan or community plan. A “yes” answer
will be followed by an indication of whether the impact is “potentially significant”, “less than
significant with mitigation incorporated”, or “less than significant”. An analysis of the determination
will appear in the Discussion section following the checklist.

9. Are There Previously Identified Significant Effects That, As A Result Of
Substantial New Information Not Known At The Time The EIR Was Certified,
Are Now Determined To Have A More Severe Adverse Impact?
Pursuant to Section (b)(4) of the CEQA Guidelines, this column indicates whether there are previously
identified significant effects that are now determined to be more severe than previously assumed based
on substantial information not known at the time the EIR for the zoning action, general plan or
community plan was certified.

This provision indicates that, if substantial new information has arisen since preparation of the prior
EIR for a general plan, community plan, or zoning action with respect to an effect that the prior EIR
identified as significant, and the new information indicates that the adverse impact will be more severe,
then such effects must be addressed in the site-specific CEQA analysis.

A “yes” answer in the checklist indicates that the project has significant impacts relative to the
environmental category that were previously identified in the prior environmental documentation for
the zoning action, general plan or community plan but, as a result of new information not previously
known, are now determined to be more severe than previously assumed. A “yes” answer will be
followed by an indication of whether the impact is “potentially significant”, “less than significant with
mitigation incorporated”, or “less than significant”. An analysis of the determination will appear in the
Discussion section following the checklist.

10. Mitigation Measures Addressing Impacts.
Pursuant to Public Resources Code section 21083.3, this column indicates whether the prior
environmental document and/or the findings adopted by the lead agency decision-making body
provides mitigation measures to address effects in the related impact category. In some cases, the
mitigation measures have already been implemented. A “yes” response will be provided in either
instance. If “NA” is indicated, this Environmental Review concludes that the impact does not occur
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with this project and therefore no mitigations are needed.

Subdivision (c) of Public Resources Code section 21083.3 further limits the partial exemption for
projects consistent with general plans, community plans, and zoning by providing that:

[A]l] public agencies with authority to mitigate the significant effects shall undertake or
require the undertaking of any feasible mitigation measures specified in the prior [EIR]
relevant to a significant effect which the project will have on the environment or, if not,
then the provisions of this section shall have no application to that effect. The lead
agency shall make a finding, at a public hearing, as to whether those mitigation
measures will be undertaken.

(Pub. Resources Code, § 21083.3, subd. (c).) Accordingly, to avoid having to address a previously
identified significant effect in a site-specific CEQA document, a lead agency must “undertake or
require the undertaking of any feasible mitigation measures specified in the prior [EIR] relevant to a
significant effect which the project will have on the environment.” (Pub. Resources Code, § 21083.3,
subd. (c).) Thus, the mere fact that a prior EIR has analyzed certain significant cumulative or off-site
effects does not mean that site-specific CEQA analysis can proceed as though such effects do not exist.
Rather, in order to take advantage of the streamlining provisions of section 21083.3, a lead agency must
commit itself to carry out all relevant feasible mitigation measures adopted in connection with the
general plan, community plan, or zoning action for which the prior EIR was prepared. This
commitment must be expressed as a finding adopted at a public hearing. (See Gentry v. City of Murrieta
(1995) 36 Cal.App.4th 1359, 1408 [court rejected respondent city’s argument that it had complied with
this requirement because it made a finding at the time of project approval “that the Project complied
with all “applicable’ laws”; such a finding “was not the equivalent of a finding that the mitigation
measures in the [pertinent] Plan EIR were actually being undertaken”].)
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E. Chicklist and Discussion

1. AESTHETICS

Whece Impact Was Do Proposed Any New Any New Are There Effects Are There Bffects Are There Eifects | Are There Polentially | Are There Previnasly | Prior Environmental
Analyzed in Prior Changes Involve Cirammstances Information of That Are Peculiar To | That Are Pecullar To That Were Not Significant OH-Slte Identified Sigrdfiant Document’s
R i New Significant Involving New Substantial The Project Or The | The Praject That Will Aralyzed As Impacts And Effects Thel, AvA | Mitigation Measures
b Decuments Impaxcts or Impacts P Parced On Which The | Not Effectsln | Cumulative Impacts | ResullOf Substantial | Addressing Imparts.
Issue Substantisily Mare | Substantially More Requiring New Project Would Be Mitigaied By A Prior IR On The Which Were Not New Informatian
Area Severe Impacts? Severs Impacis? Analysis or Locaked That Have Application Of Zaning Action, Discusaed In The Not Known AL The
Verifiation? Not Been Disclosed Uniformly Applied General 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, Community Determined To Have
Genenal Plan, Or Have Been FProfect Is Consistent? Plan Or Zoning A More Severe
Community Plan | Previously Adopied? Actlon? Adverse Impact?
With Which the
Proiect Ia Cansisten1?
1. Asstheticn. FPASP Dratt KIR
Would the Prodect | pp.3A1-110-34
a. Havea PP-3A.1-2410-25 No No No No No No No No MM3A,1-1
substantial adverse
effect on a scenic
vista?
b Substantially Pp-3A.1-26 027 No No No No No No No No No feaslble MM
damage scenic
resources,
including but not
linited to, trees,
rock outcroppings,
and historic
buildings within a
state scenlc
highway?
¢ (previous) pp.3A 1-77 10-30 No No No No No No Neo No MM3A1-1
Substantally 3A74
degrade the 3A14
exlating visual
character or quality
of the site and its
surroundings?
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Environmental
Issue Area

Where Impact Was
Analyzed In Priar
Environmental

Do Proposed Changes
Involve New

Signdficant Impects or

Any New
Clraumstances
Involving New

Severe [mpacts?

Impacts or

Any New Information
of Substantial
Impartance Requiring
New Analysis or

Severe lmpacts?

Are There Effects That
Are Paculiar To The
Project Or The Parcal
On Which The Project
[Would Be Located Thal
Have Nol Been
Disciosed In a Prior BIR
On The Zoning Action,
General Plan, Or
Community Plan With
Which the Project is
Consisient?

Are There Effects That
Are Pecullar To The
Project That Will Not
Be Substantially
Mitigaed By
Appliatian Of
Uniformly Applied
Developmenl Palicles
Or Sandards That
Have Been Previously
Adopied?

Aro There Etfecs That
Were Not Aralyzed As
Significant Effects [n A
Priar EIR On The
Zaning Action, Cenera)
Plan Or Community
Plan With Which The
Project ls Cansistent?

Are There Potentially

Are There Previously

Oft-Site
Tmpects And
Cumulative Inpsct
Which Were Not
Discussed In The Prior
EIR Prepared For The
General Plan,
Cammunity Plan Or
Zonlng Action?

EBffects That, As A
Result Of Substantial
M informitlen Not
Known At The Tne

The EIR Was Certified
Are Now Determined
To Have A Mare Severy|

Adverse lmpect?

1. Aesthetics. Would
the Project

}_musromm
PP.3A 11 to-3¢

& (revised) In non-
urbanized areas,
substantislly
degrade the
character or quality
of public views of
the site and its
surroundings?
{Public views are
those Lhat are
experienced from
publlcly accessible
vanlage point). If
the project is in an
urbanized ares,
would the project
conffict with
applicable zoning
and other
regulations
governing scenic
quality?

pp-3A.1-27 1030

No

No

No

MM3A 1

3A.14

d_ Create a new
source of
substantial light or
glare which would
adversely affect
day or nighttime
views in the area?

pp.3A.1-31 1033

No

No

MM3A.1-5
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Where Impact Was Uo Propased Any New Any New Are There Effects Are There Eftects Are There Effects | Are There Potentially | Are There Previously | Prior Envirormentat
Aralyzed in Prior Changes Involve Clrcumstances Informatian of That Are Pecultar To | That Are Fecullar To Thal Were Not Signlficant Oft-Site Identified Significa Deocurent’s
- 0 ! New Signifiant Invalving New Substantial The Project Or The | The Project That Will Analyzad As tmpacts And Effects Thal AsA | Mitigation Maasures
Dowments Tmpacts or Impaxts or P Parael On Which The | Not Bfesin | O Impacts | ResultOf Substantial | Addressing Impacts.
Issue More ly More iring New Project Would Be Mitigatrd By A Prior IR On The Which Were Not New Information
Area Severe Impacts? S!vu!l.mpx(ﬂ Analysks or Lacated That Have Appication Of Zaning Action, Discussed In The Not Known At The
Verifiation? Not Bren Disclosed Unllormly Applied Genernl Flan Or Prior EIR Prepured Time The EIR Was
In a Priar IR On The | Development Policies | Community Plan For The Genezal Cestified, Are Now
Zaning Adtion, Or Standards That With Which The Flan, Cammunity Determined To Have
General Plan, Or Have Been Project Is Consisient? Plan Or Zoning A More Severe
CommunityFlan | Previcusly Adopted? Action? Adverse lmpact?
With Which the
Prolect is Consisient?
1 Agsthatics, FPASF Draft EIR
Wunld the pp-3A1-1to-34
Discusalon:
The FPASF EIR tuded that impl of the mitigati in the EIR would reduce all except the following aesthellc and visua) impacts to less than significant levels: Impact 3A.1-1 (Substantial Adverse Effect pn a Scenic

Vista); Impact 3A.1-2 (Damage to Scenic Resources Within a Dslgului Scenic Corridor); Impact IA.1-4 (Temporary, Short-Term Degradation of Visual Characier for Developed Projeci Land Uses During Construction); Impact 3A.1-6 (New
Skyglow Effects); and impacts fram Lhe ofi-slte Improvements construcied in areas under Lhe jurisdiction of El Dorado and Sacramento Counties (Impacis 3A.14 and 3A.1-5), (FEIR, pp. 1-15 to 1-19; DEIR, p. 3A.1-34.) The pages indicated In
the table above contain the relevant analysis of the potential Impacts.

Additlonally, the 2012 Water Addendum includes a short dlscuslon of how the changes to the water facilitles aspects of the FPASP project would have Lhe same or less impacts to aesthetic resources when compared Lo Lhe FPASP project as
analyzed in Lhe 2011 EIR after imp ion of Lhe fol MM 3B.1-2a, MM 38.1-Zb, MM 38.1-32, and MM 38.1-3b. (Water Addendum, p 3-5)TheZO‘lSWeihndhgleAddemiumlbnindMsndJmmmd}ww
project amendments would have menmmredn:edlmpndsﬂomﬂmmmwhnltmmrd lo the FPASP project as analyzed in the 2011 EIR wilh imp ion of the followl from the FPASP EIR: MM 3A.1-
1, MM3 A 14, MM 3A.1-5 (Westland Esgle Addendum, pp. 4.1-43)

Sea Exhibi 3 for discussion of the Rockcress at Folsom Ranch project’s consiseency with landscaping polides in the FPASP that may be relevant to aesthetic and visual impacts. (Exh. 3, p. 32.) See Exhibit 1 (the Folsom Ranch Central Distric
Design Guideli: for more of the design guidelines and landscape design guidelines that apply lo the Project. (Exh. 1, pp. 15-94.)

Mitigation Messures:
« MM3A
s MM3AI-4
+ MM3A1S5
+ MM3A74
« MM3BIl-2a
» MM3B.1-2b
« MM3B.1-3a
« MM3B.1-3b

Conclusion:

Witk fmpl tation of the abive mitiga 1e identified in the FPASP EIR, Water A and Wes Fagle Ad, Toockeress ot Febsom Ranch would not have any new significant ar substantially more severe aesthetic
irmprcis (Guidwlings, § 15162}, nor would i result in any new significant impacts that are peoutiar to the profect o it site (Guldelines, § 15163).

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



2. AGRICULTURE AND FOREST RESOURCES

Where lovpact Was Do Proposed Any New Any New Are There Effecls Are There Eftects Are There Effacts Are There Potentlally | Are There Previously | Prior Environmental
Analyzed in Prior Changes Invalve Circumstances Information of That Are Peculiar Ta | That Are Peculisr To ‘That Were Not Signifiant Off-Site Identified Significant Document’s
Envi al New Involving New Substantial The Project Or The | The Project That Will Analyzed As Impacts And Effeds Thay, AsA | Mitgation Measures
Documents. Tmpacts ar Signtfiamt Impacts Impartance Parcel On Which The | Not i Effectsin | Ci Impa Result OF Addressing Impacts.
Issue Substantially Mote | or Substantially Mote |  Requiring New Project Would Be Mitigated By APriorEROnThe | Which Were Not New Information
Area Severe Impacts? Severe lmpucts? Analysis or Located That Have Application Of Zonlng Action, DiscussedInThe | Not Known At The
Veifiation? Not Been Disclosed Unlformly Applied General Plan Or Prior B(R Prepared Time The EIR Was
InaPrar IR On The | Devalopment Polickes Communlty Plan For The General Certified, Are Now
Zaning Actian, Or Standarda Thal With Which The Plan, Community Determined To Have
General Plan, Or Have Been Project Is Conaistenl? Ptan Or Zoning A Mare Severe
Community Plan | Previously Adopted? Actian? Adverse Impact?
With Which the
Prolect |y Consisien{?
2, Agriculture. FPASP Draft BIR
Would the project: | pp.3A.10-1 to48
a. Convert Prime p-3A.10-29 Ne No No No No No No No None required
Farmland, Unique
Farmland, or
Farmland of
Statewide
Importance
(Farmland), as
shown on the maps
prepared pursuant
to the Farmland
Mapping and
Moniloting
Program of the
Callfornis
Resources Agency,
tonon-agricultural
use?
b. Conllict with PP-3A.10-41 to 43 No No No No No No No No No feasible MM
exlsting zoning for
agricultural use, or
2 Willlamson Act
contract?
c Not applicable. No Na No No No No No No None required
Confllct with Criterion was not
existing zoning pari of Appendix G
for, or cause when EIR/ELS was
rezoning of, forest certified.
Iand (as defined In
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Envirc 1

Where Impact Was
Analyzed In Prior

Do Proposed Changes
Involve New

Issue Area

Impacis or
Substantially More
Severe Impacts?

Any New
Circuratanges
Tnvolving New

Significmt Impacts or
More

Any New Information
of Substantial
Importance Requiring
New Analysis or

Severe Impacts?

Are There Effecty That
Are Peauliar To The
Project Or The Parcel
On Which The Project
Would Be Loaried Thai
Have Not Been
Disclosed In a Prior BIR
On The Zoning Action,
General Plan, Or
Cammunity Plan With
Which the Project is
Congistent?

Are There Efects That
Are Pecullar To The
Project That Will Not
Be Substantially
Mitigated By
Apphication Of
Uniformly Applied
Development Policles
Or Standards Thal
Have Been
Adopted?

Are There Bffects That
Were Not Analyzed As
Signlficani BffectsIn A
Prior EIR On The
Zeming Action, General
Plan Or Commutnity
Plan With Which The
Project s Cansistent?

Are There Pokentislly
Signifiant Off-Site
[mpacts And
Cumulstive Impacts
Which Were Not
Discussed In The Priar
EIR Prepared For The

Commurunity Flan Or
Zoning Action?

Are There Previously
Identified Sgnificant
Effects That, As A
Resuit Of Substantial
New Information Not
Known At The Time
The EIR Was Certlfied,
Are Now Determined
(To Have A Mare Severr)
Adverse lmpact?

Prior Environmental
Doaumant’s

Mitigatian Measures
Addremtng Inpacts.

. Agricultury,
(Weuld the project:

FPASPF Draft EIR
PP.3A.10-1 to 49

Public Resources
Code section

section S1104(g)7

d. Result
Ln the loss of forest
land or conversion
of forest land o
non-forest use?

Not addregsed.
Criterlon was not
part of Appendix G
when EIR/EIS was
certifiad.

No

Nane required

e. Involve other
changes in the
existing
environment
which, due to their
Jocstion or nature,
could result in
comversian of
Farmland, to non-
agricultural use?

p.3A.1029

No

No

No

None required
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