17. UTILITIES

Where Impact Was Do Proposed. Any New Any New Are There Elrects Are There Effects Are There Effects Are There Poientislly | Are There Previously | Prior Enviranmendal
Analyzed in Pror Changes Involve Clraumstances of That Are Peculiar To | That Are Pecullar To ‘That Were Nol Signlficant Off-Site Tdentified Sigrdficant Doqument’s
Er tal New Involving New Substaniial The Project Or The Thee Project That Will Analyzed As Impacts And Effects That, Ag A Mitigation Measures
Documents, Impacts or Significant Impacts Irmportance Parcel On Which The | Not i EfeesTn | C) tmpects | ResultOf Impacts.
Issue Area More | orSub ly More New Project Wauld Be Mitigated By APrir EIROnThe | Which Were Not New Informatian
Severe Impacts? Severe Impacts? Analysis or Locsted That Have Application Of Zoring Action, Discussed In The Not Known At The
Verlfiation? Not Been Disclosed Urdfarmly Applied General Plan Or Prior EIR Prepared Time The EIR Was
In a Prior EIR On The | Development Palicies Community Plan For The General Cextified, Are Now
Zaning Actian, Or Standards That With Wich The Plan, Comununity | Determined To Have
Genernl Plan, O Have Been Projfect ls Consistent? Plan Or Zaning A More Severe
Flan Previously Adopted? Action? Adverse Impact?
With Which the
Project ks Consistent?
17. Utilftles and FPASP Draft EIR
Service Systems. pp-3A16-1t0o43
Would tha Project
a Bxceed Pp-3A 16-1310-28 No No No No No No No No MM3aa.16-1
wastewater 3A.16-3
treatment 3A164
requlrements of 3A.165
Lhe applicable
Reglonal Water
Quality Control
Board?
b. Require or Same aa (a) above No No No No No No No No Same as (a) above
result in the
construction of
new water or
‘wastewater
tregtment fadlities
or expansion of
existing facilities,
the constructian of
which could cause
signlficant
environmental
effects?
c Requueorresult | pp.3A9-28 to-43 No No No No No No No No
In the construction
of new storm water | Alsosee generally
N s I
or of
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Where Impact Was Do Proposed Any New Any New Are There Effechs Are There Effects Are There Effects | Are Th i Are There Previs Priar
Analyzed in Prlor Changes Involve Clreumstances of Thal Are Peculiar To | Thal Are Pecullar To That Were Not Significant Off-Stte Identifird SigreGcart Document’s
. 1 i 1 New Involving New Substantial The Project Or The | The Project That Will Analyzed As Impacts And Effects That, AsA | Mitigation Messures
e Documents. Impacis o Significant Impacts Impartance Parcel On Which The | Not Be EffectoIn | Cumulative Imp Result Of ddressing Lmpacts.
Issue Area Substsnitially Moee | or Substantially More Requiring New Project Would Be Mitigated By A Prioc EIR On The Which Were Not New Information
Severe Impacts? Severe Impacts? Analysis or Located That Have Application Of Zaning Actlen, Discussed In The Not Known At The
Verlfiaation? Not Been Disclosed | Untformly Applied General Flan Or Prior EIR Prepared | Time The EIR Was
Ina Prior EIR On The | Development Potides |  Community Plan For The General Certified, Are Now
Zoning Actian, Or Standards That Wiih Which The Plan, Community Determired To Have
General Plan, OF Have Been Project Is Consistent? Plan Or Zoning A More Severe
Comumunify Plan | Previously Adopted? Action? Adverse Impact?
With Which Lhe
Prolect it Conelsbent?
17. Utllitles and FPASP Draft IR
Bervice Systems. PP-3A.16-1 o 43
Would the Profect:
the conatruction of
which could cause
slgnificant
environmental
effects?
d. Havesuffident Water Addendum, No No No No No No Neo No
water supplies pp-2-11041
avallable toserve
the project from See genenally
exditing DEIR, pp. 3A.187
entitlements and to-53
Tesources, or are
tew or expanded
enildements
needed?
e Resultina Same a5 (a) above No No No No No No No No Same as (a) above
determination by
the wastewater
treatment provider
which serves or
may serve the
project that it hag
adequale apadty
1o serve the
project’s projected
demand In
addition to the
provider’s existing
Creekstone Phase 1 (Mangini Ranch Phase 1 Lot 10)
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Where Lmpact Was Do Proposed Any New Any New Are There Effects Are There Btfects AreThere Effects | Are There fally | AreThere dy | Prioc
Analyzed in Prior Changes [nvolve Circumstances Information of That Are Peculiar To | That Are Pecullar To That Were Not Significant Off-Giie | Identified t Document’s
Brwi, | New Involving New Substantial The Project Or The | The Project That Wiil Analyzed As Impadts And Effects That, AsA | Mitigation Measures
Do Tmp, Im, tmportance Parcel On WhichThe | Not Be i Effecsin | C ive Lmpacts | Result Of Substantial | Addressing Impacts,
Issue Area Substantially More | or Substantially More Requiring New Project Would Be Mitgated By A Prior EIR On The Which Were Not New Information
Severe [mpacts? Severe Impacts? Analysis ot Located That Have Application Of Zoning Actian, Discussed In The Not Known At The
Verificatian? Not Boen Disclossd | Unlformly Applied General Plan Or Prioc ER Prepared | Time The EIR Was
InaPrior EIROn The | Development Polides Cammanity Plan For The General Centified, Are Now
Zoming Action, Or Standards That With Which The Plan, Cammunity | Determined To Have
Geneval Plan, Or Have Been Project ks Cansistent? Plan Or Zoning A Mare Severe
Community Plan | Previgusly Adopted? Action? Adverse Impaci?
With Which the
Project is Consisteni?
17, Ulilities and FPASP Drat EIR
Sarvice Systems. Pp. 3A161 043
Would the Project
f. Beservedbya Pp.3A.16-28 10-32 No No No No No No No No Nome required
landfill with
suffictent
permitted capacily
toaccommodate
the project’s solid
waste dispesal
needs?
g Comply with pp. 3A.16-28 lo-32 No No No No No No No No None required
federal, state, and
local statutes and
regulalions relaled
to solid waste?
Creekstone Phase 1 (Mangini Ranch Phase 1 Lot 10}
December, 2019
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Where [mpact Was Do Proposed Any New Any New Are There Effects Are There Effects Are There Effects Are There Potentislly | Are There Previously | Priar Environmental
Analyzed in Prior Chamges involve Clrcumstances Information of That Are Pecubiar To | That Are Peculiar To That Were Not Significami Off-Site Identified Sgnificant Document’s
R tal New Sigr Involving New Substantial The Project Or The | The Project That Wil Analyzed As Impacts And EffectsThat, AsA | Mirigatlon Massures
Documents, Impacts or Significanl lmpacts Importance Parcel On Which The | Not Be Substantially | Significani Effects In | Cumulative Impacts | Result Of Substantial | Addressing Impacts
Issue Area Substantially More | ar Substantially More |  Requiring New Project Would Be Mitigated By APrior EIROnThe |  Which Were Not New Information
Severe lovpcts? Severe [mpacts? Analysis or Located That Have Application Of Zewiing Action, Discussed In The Not Known Al The
Verificaiion? Not Been Disclased Undformly Applled General Plan Or Prior EIR Prepared Time The EIR Was
fn.a Prior EROn The | Devedopment Polides |  Commmnity Plan For The General Certified, Are Now
Zoning Action, Or Standards That With Which The Plan, Cammunity Determined To Have
General Plan, Or Have Been Project s Canslstent? | Plan Or Zoning A Mote Severe
Community Plen | Previcuely Adopied? Actlon? Adverse Impact?
With Which the
Proect b Conslctnt?
17, Utllitiss and FPASP Draft EIR
Service Systems. PP. IA16-1 to 43
Would the Project:
Discusalon:
The FPASP EIR Juded that i ion of the in the EIR would reduce all excepl Lhe followlng uillities mrpacts 10 less than significant levels: impacts that resull from Increased demand for SRWTP failitles and
that are related to air quality Impacts identified in the 2020 Master Plan EIR (Impact 3A 16-3); and [mpacts d wilh imp plant facilitles for which feaalble mitigation may not be available to reduce impacis to a

less-than-significant level (Impacts 3A.16-4, 3A.16-5). (FEIR, pp. 1-177 to 1-182; DEIR, p. 3A.16-43.) The pages indicated in Lhe table abwemnlzm the relevani analysls of the potenilal impacts.

In the Utilities and Service Systems chapter, the DEIR also addresses energy impacts, dting Appendix F of the CEQA Guidelines. See Impact 3A.16-9 (Electricity Demand and Infrastructure, pp. 3A.16-33 to -36); Impact 3A.16-9 (Natural Gas,
PP. 3A.16-36 to -39); Impact 3A.16-10 (Telecommunications, pp. 3A-16-39 to -40); Impact 3A.16-11 (Cable TV, pp. 3A.16-4010 -41); Impact 3A.16-12 (Increased Energy Demand, pp. 3A.16-41 to -43)

Addltionally, the 2012 Water Addendum includes a shm discussion of how the changes to the water fadlliles aspects of Lha FPASP praject would have the same or less impacts to ulilitiey and service systems when compared to the FPASP

project as analyzed in the 2011 EIR after i of the MM 38.16-3a, MM 3B.16-3b. (Water Addendum, p. 3-17.) The 2015 Westland Eagle Addendum alm includes a discussion of how project
amendments would have the same ar reduced impacts to utilities and sxvu! systems when compared lo the FPASP project as analyzed in the 2011 EIR with i ion of Lhe following from the FPASP EIRMM
3A.16-1, MM 3A_16-3, MM 3A_164, MM 3A.16-5, MM 3A.18-1, MM 3A 18-2a, MM 3A.18-2b. (Westland Eagle Addendum, pp. 491-4.95.)

See Exhibit 3 for discussion of the Creekstone Phase 1 pm,ectsul\sslumy with utllities, water effidency, and energy efficiency policies In the FPASP that may be relevant to utilities and service systems Impacts. (Exh. 3, pp. 27-29,33) All  of

the permaneny, offsite water and storm drainage i are i with and were included in pre-existing City plans - such as tha Backbone Infrastruciure Project - that have been considered in the FPASP EIR, 2012 Water
Addendum, and/or 2015 Bagle A
Mitdgation Messurea:
« MM3A6-1
« MM3A.16-3
« MM3A164
« MMDJA165
« MM3B.16-3a
= MM3B.16-3b
Conclusion:

Creekotone Phase 1 (Mangini Ranch Phase 1 Lot 10}
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Where Lmpact Way Do Proposed Any New Any New Are There Etfects Are Theve Etfects Are There Gifects Are Thite Fawnfially | Are There Previously | Priar Envirmnemental
Analyzed in Prior Changes Invalve Circurmstances Indormation of That Are Peculiar To | That Are Pecullar To That Were Not Significant Off-Sire Tdentified Significant Docurment’s
Environmental New nvolving New Substantial ‘The Project Or The | The Project That Will Aralyzed As Impects And Effects That, As A Mldgation Measures
Oacuments. Impactsor Significant Impacts Importance Parcel On Which The | Not gnificant Bcis In | € ive Impacts | Result Of Substantial | Addreming mpacts.
Issue Area bstantially More | or More Profect Would Be Mitigated By A Prior ER On The Which Were Not New Information
Severe Impacts? Severe Impacts? Analysis o Located That Have Appiiestion Of Zoning Action, Discussed In The Not Known At The
Verification? Not Been Disclosed Uniformly Applied General Plan Or Prior E[R Prepared Time The BIR Was
Ia Prior BROnThe | Development Polldes Community Plsn Far The General Certified, Are Now
Zoning Action, Or Standards That With Which The Plan, Communlly Determired To Have
Genezal Plan, Or Have Been Projed Is Consisterit? Plan Or Zoning A More Severe
Communlty Plan Previousty Adopted? Action? Adverse Impact?
With Which the
Proleci ks Consisieni?
17. Utilittes and FPASP Draft EIR
Service Systems. Pp-3A.161 t043
Would the Project:
With imp} don of the above mitig; Identified in the FPASP ETR, Water A and Eagle A Creel Phase 1 would not have any new significant or subslantally more severe ulllities and
service syabems Impacts (Guldelines, § 15162). nor would [t result in any new significant impacts that are peculiar Lo the profect ot its site (Guidelines, § 15183).
Creeketone Phase 1 (Mangini Ranch Phase 1 Lot 10)
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18. MANDATORY FINDINGS OF SIGNIFICANCE

‘Where Impacl Was Do Proposed Any New Any New Are There Effects Are There Elfects Are There Elfecls Are There Potentially | Are There Previously | Prior Environmental
Analyzed In Prior Changes Involve Clrcumstances Information of Thal A Pecullar To | That Are Pecullar To That Were Nol Signifiant Off-Site | ldentified Significant Doaument's
Environmental New Signil Invalving New Substantlal The Project Or The The Project That Will Analyzed As Impacis And Effects That, As A Mitigation Measyres
Documents Impacts or Slgndficant Impacts or tmportance Pareel O Which The | Not Effeastn | C q Result Of dressing Impacts.
Issue Area More ially More g New Project Would Be Mitigaved By A Prior EIRQn The Which Were Not New Information
Severe Impacts? Severe Lmpacts? is o Located That Have Application Of Zoning Actton, Discussed In The Not Known At The
Verification? Not Been Disclosed Uniformly Applied Genera) Plan Or Prior EIR Prepared Time The EIR Was:
In & Prior EIR On The | Development Policies Community Plan For The General Certified, Are Now
Zoning Actlan, Or Standards That With Which The Plan, Communlty Determined To Have
General Plan, Or Have Been Project Is Cansistent? Plan Or Zoning A Mare Severe
Community Pl | Previously Adoped? Action? Adverse lmpact?
With Which the
Prolect ks Canslsient?
18. Mendatory
Hndingsof
Sigrificnce.
a. Doesthe project | See Folsom South No No No No No No No Ne nfa
have the potendial | of US. Highway 50
to degrade the Specific Plan
quality of the ProjecsCEQA
environment, Findings of Fact
b dall and of
reduce the habitat Overriding
of a fish or wildlife | Considerations, pp.
specles, causea 45-316
fish or wildlife
population to drop
below self-
sustaining levels,
threaten to
eliminate a plant or
animal comumunlty,
substantially
reduce Lhe number
«or restricl the range
af an endangered,
rare or threatened
spedies, or
ellminate
important
examples of the
Creekstone Phase 1 (Mangini Ranch Phase 1 Lot 10)
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Wheve Impact Was Do Proposed Any New Any New Are There Effects Are There Effects Are There Effects Are There Potentially | Are There Previously | Priar Environmenial
Analyzed in Prior Changes Involve Clrcumslances Information of That Are Peculiar To | That Are Pecullar To Thal Were Nol Significant OfF-Site Identified Significant Document’s
T tal New Involving New Substantial ‘The Protect Or The The Project That Wil Analyzed As Impacts And Effects That, As A Mitigation Measures
= . Documents. Impacts ar Significant Impacts o importance Parcel On Which The | Not Be EffectsIn | Cumuladve Im Result Of Substantial | Addreasing Impacts.
Issue Area Substantially More | Substantially More Recquiring New Project Would Be Midgated By APrioc EIROnThe |  Which Were Not New Information
Severe Impacts? Severe tmpadis? Analysis or Located That Have Application Of Action, Disaussed In The Not Known Al The
Verification? Nol Been Disclosed Unliformly Applied General Plan Or Prior EIR Prepared Time The EIR Was
In a Prior ER On The | Development Palices Community Plan For The General Certificd, Are Now
Zoning Action, Or Standards That With Which The Plan, Cammunity Determined To Have
General Plan, Or Have Been Project 1s Cansistent? Plan Or Zoning A More Severe
Community Plan Previously Adopled? Adion? Adverse Impact?
With Which the
Proiect is Consistent?
18, Mandstory
Findings of
major periods of
California history
or prehistory?
b. Does the project Folsom South of No No No No No No No No na
have impacts that U.S. Highway 50
areindividually Spedfic Plan
limited, bug Project’s CEQA
cumulatively Findings of Fact
i ) and of
(c y Overriding
Iderabl Consi PP.
means that the 316-345
incremenial effects
of a project are
considerable when
view in connectlon
with the effects of
past projects, the
effects of other
currenl projects,
and the effects of
probable future
projects)?
Creekstone Phase 1 (Mangini Hanch hase 1 Lot 10)
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Where Impact Was. Do Proposed Any New Any New Are [here Eftects Are There Effects Are There Effects | Are There Posentially | Are There Previously | Prior Bnvironmental
Analyzed in Prioc Changes Involve Circumstanaes Information of Thal Are Pecullar To | Thal Are Peculiar To That Weve Not Signifiant Off-Sike | Tdewitified Significant Dowument's
Environmental il Nerw Signil Involving New Substantlal The Project Or The | The Project That Will Analyred As Impacts And Effects That, As A Mitgation Measures
Documents. Impacts or Significant Lmpacts or Importance Parcel On Which The | Not ignificant Effects In | € pacts | Result Of dd Impacts
Issuc Area Substantially Mare | Substantially Mare Requiring New Project Would Be Mitigated By APrdorEROnThe |  Which Were Not New Information
Severe Impacts? Severe Impacts? Analyals or Localed That Have Applaatian Of Zonlng Action, Dincussed In The Not Known Al The
Verificrian? Not Been Disclosed Unifermly Applled Gereeral Plan Or Prior EIR Prepared Tune The ETR Was
InaPrior EIROn The | Development Policles Community Plan For The General Certified, Are Now
Zomlng Action, Or Standards That With Which The Plan, Community Determined To Have
General Plan, Or Have Been Project Is Cansisten(? Plan Or Zoning A More Severe
Community Plan | Previously Adopled? Action? Adverse Tmpact?
Wilh Which the
Pralect s Consistent?
18, Méhdaiory
Pindinga of
P
¢ Doen the project Folsom South of No No No No Ne No No No na
have U.S. Highway 50
environumnental Specific Plan
effects which will Profect’s CEQA
cause substantial Findings of Facl
adverse effects on and Statement of
humsan beings, Overriding
either direcly or Considerations, pp
| indirectly? 45-316
Discusaion:
The City finds that:
(a) impacis on the environment under a wide range of toplcs, indudj detail regarding on-sile bi and their habjtats, were analyzed and disclosed in the FPASP EIR;
(b) cumulative impacts were analyzed for each impact topic throughout the FPASP EIR; and
(¢) adverse impacts on humans were included and analyzed where relevant as part of the environmental impact analysis of all required topics under CEQA in the FPASP EIR (e.g. air quality, hazards, noise, elc)
Mltigation Measures:
Sew those listed in sections .1 (Aesthetics) 1o B.17 (Utilities) above.
Creekstone Phase 1 {Mangini flanch Fhase 1 Lot 100
CEQA Exemption and Streanilming Analyais December, 2019
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F. Conclusion

As indicated above, the City finds that the Creekstone Phase 1 Project is exempt from CEQA
under Government Code section 65457 and Guidelines section 15182, subdivision (c).

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

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

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

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

Creekstone Phase 1 (Mangini Ranch Phase 1 Lot 10)
CEQA Exemption and Streamlining Analysis December, 2019
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Exhibit 1
Folsom Ranch Central District Design Guidelines
(See Attachment 16)



Exhibit 2
ROD for Folsom South of U.S. Highway 50
Specific Plan Project



Exhibit C

DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY
U.S. ARMY ENGINEER DISTRICT, SACRAMENTO
CORPS OF ENGINEERS
1325 J STREET
SACRAMENTO, CALIFORNIA 095814-2922

RECORD OF DECISION

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

PROJECT NAME: Folsom South of U.S. Highway 80 Specific Plan Project - City of
Folsom Backbone Infrastructure

| have reviewed and evaluated, in light of the overall public interest, the documents and factors
concerming the permit application for the City of Folsom Backbone Infrastructure Project, as waell
as the stated views of interested agencies and the public. in doing so, | have considered the
possibie consequences of the proposed action in accordance with regulations published in 33
Code of Federal Ragulations (CFR) Parts 320 through 332 and 40 CFR Part 230.

An Environmental Impact Report/Environmental Impact Statement (EIR/EIS) was prepared by
the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, Sacramento District (Corps) and the City of Folsom (City) for
the Folsom South of U.S. Highway 50 Spedific Plan Area (SPA) for compliance with the National
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) and the Callfornia Environmantal Quality Act (CEQA). The
EIR/EIS evaiuated the environmental impacts of the proposed SPA, as weli as 5 on-site, and 11
off-sits water supply altematives. A Notice of Availability of the Orafl EIR/EIS was published in
the Federal Register on July 2, 2010 (Federal Register, Vol. 75, No. 127, 38500). Each of the §
on-site alternalives included the Original Backbone Infrastructure Altemative as described in
Section lil.a.2 below. A public notice for the Draft EIR/EIS was issuad on July 9, 2010. A publlc
meeting was heid with the City of Folsom on August 2, 2010 at the Folsom Community Center.
During the Draft EIR/EIS public review period, 79 comment letters were recsived.

In May 2011 the Final EIR/E!IS was released by the Corps and the City. A Natice of Availabikity
was published in the Federal Regisier on May 26, 2011 (Federal Register, Vol. 76, no. 102,
30878). A public notice announcing the Final EIR/EIS was issued May 26, 2011.

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

This document is a ROD specifically for the backbons infrastructure portion of the SPA as
described In the EIR/EIS, and addresses only those impacis associated with the construction of
the on-site and off-site infrastructure within and adjacent to the SPA. Impacts fo waters of the
U.S. would be further avoided and minimized as a resuit of the Amended Proposed Backbone



Permit Declsion D: SPK-2007-02159

Infrastructure Alternative (as described in Section ill.a.3 below), and there is no substantial
change in environmental impacts that warrant the praparation of a supplemental Environmental
Assessment or EIS. Separate RODs or supplemental decision documents will be compileted in
the future for the 9 properties proposed for development within the SPA. The Originally
Proposed Backbone Infrastructure Alternative involves the discherge of fill material into 14.97
acres of on-site and off-gite waters of the U.S. As such, a Depariment of the Army permil under
the Regulatory Program Is required.

I. Background: See Seciion | of the August 12, 2011, ROD for a complete background of the
SPA, including the proposed Backbane infrastructure Project.

l. Project Purpose and Need

a. Purpose: Construct on-site and off-site backbone infrastructure, consisting of roads,
utility lines, and watsr supply infrastructure, to serve the future needs of a large-scale, mixed-
use devalopment on the SPA,

b. Need: Sacramento County has besn undergoing continuous growth, and increased
housing needs have been idenlifled within eastem Sacramento County. In addition, the City of
Folsom is near build-out within ite existing kmits and believes that additional lands for its future
growth would be required. In accordance with the planned growth in south-eastern Sacramento
County, developers purchased property in the Folsom Sphere of Influence area, and the City of
Folsom signed an MOU with the Sacramento LAFCo for future devslopment of the proposed
project area, 10 mest identified and expecied housing demands. Backbone Infrastructure (e.g.
roads, trails, weter and sewer infrastructure, and storm drain infrastruclure) is needed to
accommodate the mixed-use development with the SPA.

(. Alternatives: A reasonable range of alternatives were considered in the EIR/EIS for both
land-use and watar-supply, including backbone infrastructure. The August 12, 2011, ROD for
the SPA evalualed the practicability of the on-sits alternatives (or the SPA, but did not make any
decisions regerding the backbone infrastructure. On September 9, 2012, the spplicant
submitied Aitematives Information for 6 backbone infrastructure altematives, which could further
refine the Originally Proposed Backbone Infrastructure Alternalive as analyzed in the EIR/EIS
by avolding and minimizing waters of the U.S. The applcant's Aternatives Information also
serves (0 provide Information necessary to determine compliance with the U.S. Environmental
Protection Agency's Section 404(b)(1) Guidelines (Guidslines). These altematives ware not
evaluated in the EIR/ELS or ROD for the SPA. Any one of the applicant’s aiternatives for the
backbone infrastructure, except for one, appesr to be practicable based on cost, logistics, and
existing technology. However, four of the six alternatives wouid result in avoidance of less than
1/3 acre of walers of the U.S. In order to maximize the avoidance of waters of the U.S. and to
determine which combination of thase aiternatives is practicable, the 8 aitematives provided by
the applicant have been combined into 4 alternatives, based on location and maximizing
avoidance of waters of the U.S. and include: the Amended Proposed Backbone Infrastructure
Aitermative (Easton Valley Parkway (West) and Scott Road Alternative); Easton Valley Parkway
(East) and Empire Ranch Road Akemative; Streel "A* and Oak Avenue Alternalive; and Easton
Valley Parkway (West), Easton Valley Parkway (East), Scott Road, Empire Ranch Road, Street
‘A" and Oak Avenue Alternative. The following backbone altematives are being evaluaied for
compliance with the Guidelines.

a. Alternatives Consldered:
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1. Alternative 1: No Action Alternative: This allemative would result in no impacts
lo waters of the U.S. as a result of the construction of on-site and off-site infrastructure. This
allemnative would be accomplished through the construction of bridges over all waters of the
U.S. for roads and fralls, and directional drilling beneath all waters of the U.S. for the installation
of utliity ines. Bacausa of the location of (he waters of the U.S. within the proposed Backbone
Infrastructure area, a minimum of 30 additional bridges would need to be constructed o fulfill
this alternative. The Corps has determined that this alternative is not practicable, due to the cost
for the canstruction of additional bridges and directional drilling for utility lines.

2. Alternative 2: Original Proposed Backbone Infrastructure Alternative: This
altarnative was analyzed in the EIR/EIS and would aliow for phased implementation of the SPA
to serve the comprehansive needs of the sntire plan area in a segmented, phased manner. The
proposad Backbone Infrastructure project includes major roads and trails, water and sewer
infrastructure, and storm drain infrastructure. Because of the uncertainty of adjacent
develiopment, this allernative incorporates the phased implementation of the proposed
backbone infrasiructure. The impacts for each specific phase would be delermined prior to
initiation of construction activities in waters of the U.S. This alternalive wouid result in impacts to
14.97 acres of waters of the U.S., including 12.62 acres on-site and 2.349 acres off-site.

Roads: This altemative would include major circulation roads that would serve the
entire SPA and region.

Pedestrian/Bicycle Trails: This slternalive would include a netwark of Class | and Il
bicycle trails that would provide connectivity to trails in Sacramento and El Dorado Counties. A
multi-use trall system would provide pedestrian and bicycle linkage throughout the SPA area.
The proposed trails would typically consist of 8- to 12-foot wide paved trails. Only those trails
accurring within open space aress have been incorporated within the proposed Backbone
infrastructure application. Proposed trails located within specific project areas (e.g. the
Carpenter Ranch or Folsom South site) have been incorporated into those applications.

Sanitary Sewer: This alternative includes main sanitary sewer sysiem planned for the
SPA, those sewers located in major roadways as well as separate sewer lines and off-site
connections under Highway 50.

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

Water Supply: This altemative would include the canstruction of water lines and a
water treatment plant, which would be located In the southwest portion of the SPA.

According to information submittad by the applicant, this altemative would result in
construction costs of approximately $15,781,000.

3. Alternative 3: Amended Proposed Backbone Infrastructure Alternative
(Easton Valley Parkway (West) and Scott Road Alternative): This aiternative would
incorporate the majority of the fastures of Akernative 2, but would result in additional avoidance
of waters of the U.S. through the realignment of the proposed Easton Valley Parkway on the
Carpenter Ranch site an the western side of the SPA, and realignment of the existing Scott
Road on the Folsom South Site, and wauld avoid impacts to an additional 1.06 acres of a

Page 3 of 20



Permit Decision ID: SPK-2007-02159

seasonal wetland located north of the proposed Easton Valley Parkway, and 0.26 acres of
intermittent drainage on the Folsam South site. Realignment of Easton Valley Parkway (West)
would result in the loss of 2.20 acres of developable land proposed on the Carpenter Ranch
site, and realignmant of Scott Road would result in the loss of 1,50 scres of developable land
proposed on the Folsom South Site. This altemative would be accomplished through the
construction of slops embankmenis and two retaining walls along the proposed Easlon Valley
Parkway (West), and shifting the centerline of the existing Scott Road 80-feet to the east 30 the
proposaed adge of pavement matches the axisting edge of pavement, replacemsnt of existing
undarsized culverts, and the construction of a large retaining wall. Similar as Alternative 2,
because of the uncertainty of adjecent development, this alternative incorporates tha phased
implementation of the proposed backbone infrasiructure. The impacts for each specific phase
waould be determined prior to initiation of canstruction activities in waters of the U.S. Based on
information submitted by the applicant, this alternative would result in additional construction
costs of $1,264,000 (approximately 7.9% greater than the Original Proposed Backbone
Infrastructure Projact). ‘

4. Alternative 4: Easton Valley Parkway (East) and Empire Ranch Road
Alternative: This alternative would incorporate the majority of the features of Altemnative 2, but
would result in additional avoidance of waters of the U.S. through the realignment of the
proposad Easton Valley Parkway on the Folsom South site, snd realignment of the proposed
Empire Ranch Road site, on the Folsom Heights property, on the eastem side of the SPA, and
would result in the avoidance of an additional 0.0.21 acre of seep, vernal pool, and intermittent
drainage on the south side of the proposed Easton Valley Parkway, and 0.07 acre of seasonal
wetland to the sast of the proposed Empire Ranch Road. This altemative would result in the
loss of 0.40 acres of developable land proposed on tha Folsom South aite. Realignment of
Easton Valley Parkway (East) would be accomplished through adjusting the horizontal and
vertical alignment of Easton Valley Parkway, and constructing a retaining wall and slope
embankmants near the wetland feature, and realignment of the proposed Empire Ranch Road
would accur through the construction of a retaining wall. Basad on information submitted by the
applicant, this aiternative would result in additional construction costs of up to $750,000
(approximately 4.75% greater than the Original Proposed Backbone Infrastruciure Project).

5. Alternative 5: Strest A" and Oak Avenue Alternative: This siternative would
Incorporate the majority of the (eatures of Alternative 2, but would resull in additional avoldancs
of waters of the U.S. through the realignment of the proposed Street A" on tha northern border
of the proposed Sacramento Country Dsy School site, in the south-westemn partion of the SPA,
and realignment of the proposed Oak Avenue located near the eastern boundary of the
proposed Folsom 560 site, in the south-western portion of the SPA. This altemative would avoid
an additional 0.07 acre of seasonal wetland and intermitient drainage south of the proposed
Street “A" and 0.78 acre of seasonal wetland swales west of the proposed Oak Avenue. This
alternative would result in the loss 1.10 acres of developable land proposed on the Folsom
South and Sacramento Country Day School sites, and the loss of 36.7 acres of developable
land proposed cn the Folsom 560 site. Realignment of Street "A" would avoid portions of a
seasonal wetland swale and intenmittent drainage through the construclion a retaining wall,
which would impact a portion of the intermittent drainage, and reslignment of Oak Avenue to the
east involve the conatruction of a bridge and an additional water quality detention basin.. Based
on information submitted by the applicant, this alternative would result in additional construction
costs of $5,830,000 (approximately 36.9% greater than the Original Proposed Backbone
infrastructure Project).
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6. Alternative 6: Easton Valley Parkway (West), Scott Road, Easton Valley
Parkway (East), Empire Ranch Road, Street (A) and Oak Avenue Alternative: Thie
alternative is a combination of all of the altemative described in lli{e)(3) - (5) above, and would
avoid an additional 2.45 acres of waters of the U.S. over the Original Proposed Backbone
Infrastructure Altemative through realignment of six existing and proposed roads throughout the
SPA. This alternative would result in the loss of 41.9 acres of devalopment proposed on the
Folsom South, Carpenter Ranch, Sacramentc Country Day School, and Folsom 580 sites. This
alternative would resuit in additional construction costs of approximately $7,834,000°
(approximately 40.8% greater than the Original Proposed Backbone Infrastructure Project).

b. Detsrmination of Practicable Alternatives: The Corps has determined that
Alternatives 1, 5, and 6 are not practicable due to the costs associated with the construciion of
additional bridges, directional driliing of utility lines, and the construction of an additional storm
water quality detention basin. In addition, the Corps has determined that altematives 2, 3, and 4
meet the purpose and need of the proposed action, and are practicable based on costs,
logistics, and existing technology.

¢. Environmentally Preferred Alternative: The environmentslly preferred
alternative is Alternative 3, the Amended Backbone Infrastructure Altemative, which consists of
the original proposed project, with the incorporation of avoldance of waters of the U.S. included
in the Easton Vailey Parkway (West) Alternative and the Scoti Road Altemative. This
alternative would result in fawer impacts (o aquatic resources than practicable altematives 2 and
4, Impacts to watars of the U.S. from the environmentally prelerred altemative would be as
follows;

On-Site Waters Off-Site ‘ Total Waters

Wellands/Walers Waters (ac)

Wellands/MWalers (ac) | (ag)
Vemal Pool 0.624 - 0.318 0.840
Seasonal Wetland 1.231 0.061 1202
Seasonal Wetland Swale 4930 . 0065 = 4085
Seop < | o617 0000 . 0617
Marsh o | 0017 7140 [ 1487
Cresk/Channel - 1181 | 0428 | 1.607
Intermittent Drainage 1.484 0.044 1.538
Oitch o 0.356 0.007 0363
Pond 0.852 0 0.852
Total: ) 11.302 2.349 13.651

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

a. Public Notice Comments

1. U.S. Environmental Protection Agsncy (EPA): On March 11, 2013, EPA
provided the comments via emai on the February 12, 2013, public notice for the proposed
Backbone Infrastructure, Carpenter Ranch, and Folsom South Projects. EPA's comments
relatad to development of each of the 3 projects in the public notice, and the entire SPA, but
were not related to specifically the proposed Backbone Infrastructure Projact being evaluated in
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this ROD. EPA expressed concems about the “challenges the applicants face in finding
appropriate kinds and quantities of wetland habitat to offset the nearly 30 acres of impact.” EPA
stated that they believe that there is a lack of sultable compensatory mitigation avaliable for
impacts in the SPA. EPA also expressed concern thal there is “inadequate inventory [of aquatic
resources) in existing banks to meet the demands” of all of the projects currently proposed
within eastemn Sacramento County (e.9. SunCreek, Cordova Hills, Mather Specific Plan). In
addition, EPA expressed their bellef that a mitigation ratio of 1:1 in California is Inadequate, and
after applying the Corps mitigation ratio setting checkiist, they bskeve that the ratio would be
‘well over 1:1.° EPA also stated that i is unacceptabie to offget the loss of the types of walars
on the SPA site with “distinctively different” waters types such aa those found at the Cosumnes
River Mitigation Bank. EPA's comments further stated that while it “might be reasonable to
offset some of the project impacts (e.g. some of the “riverine wetlands”), the resources at the
Cosumnes River mitigation bank are functionally and siructurally different from the low gradient
graasiand habitats of the Foisom area.”

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

(a) EPA expressad concern that the applicants and the City of Folsom have not
shown a need for the proposed project in light of changes in regional housing markets, and
recommended that ihe Corps more thoroughly examine the basis for the City of Folsom's
predictions regarding poputation growth and development needs.

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

{c) EPA stated that project-leve! aiternatives may be inconsistent with the
programmatic nalure of the EIR/EIS in that “more avoidance and minimization may be
necessary at the project leve! to make a finding that the proposed project is the LEDPA." In
addition, EPA expressed concern thal “once the larger avoldance and minimization steps have
been taken through the NEPA process, the scape of change that could occur at the project level
may be (imited.” EPA also continued to express the abjection they raised in the Draft EIR/E!S,
slating that the cost criteria used within the Draft EIR/EIS to eliminate some altemnatives for the
Carpenter Ranch site were inappropniate.

(d) EPA stated that, given the information provided in the Final EIR/EIS, thet it
hes nol yet been deamonstrated that additionsl avoidance and minimization is impracticable, and
until the detenmination of the LEDPA is made, discussion of compensatory mitigation is
premature, EPA further commented that the Final EIR/EIS was deficient in that it did not contain
a discussion of the compeling needs on mitigation bank credits in the reglon. EPA expressed
the beliaf that the South Sacramenta County Habitat Conservation Plan (SSHCP) would require
as many, If not more, of the credits thal are available at the approved mitigation banks in the
area, EPA asserted that the statement within the Final EIR/E|S that ample credits are available
to compensate for the impacts of the proposed project, without taking into account additional
fulure demand is not adequate. In additicn, EPA commenied that the proposed mitigation ratio
of 1:1 s inadequate, citing studies that have found that there are few mitigation projects with
constructed vernal poois that compare favorably to nalural plant communities. Thersfors, EPA
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stated that a compensatory mitigation ralio of greater than 1.1 is needed o realistically offsat
losses and meet the no-net-loss of functions threshold. EPA also ssserted that several of the
listed mitigation banks ere located far from the project area and out of the immediate watershed,
and many of the available credits are out-of-kind.

Corps Response: With regards to EPA’s comments regarding sullable compensatory
mitigstion for impacts associated with the proposed project, the applicant has offered o
compensate for impacts 1o waters of the U.S. through the purchase of credits from the
Cosumnes River Floodplain Mitigation Bank for impacts to seasonal wetlands, seasonal wettand
swales, seeps, marshes, creeks, intermittent drainages, ditches, and ponds, and through the
purchase of credits from the Toad Hill Ranch mitigation bank for impacls io vemal pools. Both
Cosumnes River Floodplain Mitigation Bank and Toad Hill Ranch conlain the proposed project
on-site and off-site infrastructure within their service area. In order to determine the approptiate
amount of compensatory mitigation required, the Corps has utilized the South Pacific Division
Mitigation Ratio Setting Checklist for each type of water proposed to be impacted, which is
located in Appendix A.

We concur with the EPA's comment that in some cases compensatory mitigation would be
oul-of-kind, particularly for impacted seeps, ditches, and ponds. In accordance with 33 CFR
332.3(b)(86), the Corps has determined that on-site, in-kind mitigation is not practicable or is
unlikely 1o compensate for the proposed impacts. The purchase of floodplain mosaic credits to
compensate for impacts to jurisdictional ditches and ponds would result in conversian from
relatively common water type to a rarer water type, and is therefore appropriate. In addition,
because seeps cannot be replaced through permittes responsible consiruction or mitigation
bank purchase, the Corps has determined that it is appropriale (o allow out-of-kind
compensatory mitigation through the purchase of floodplain mosaic credils at an increased ratio.
The Corps has determined that in-kind compensatory mitigation can occur for saasonal
wetlands, seasonal welland swales, marshes, creek, and intermitient drainage impacts with the
purchase of fioodptain mosaic and floodplain riparian credits at the Cosumnes Floodplain
Mitigation Bank, and for vemal pools at the Toad Hill Ranch Mitigation Bank. Because the
proposed on-site and off-site Backbone Infrastructure would occur within two different 8-digit
HUC watershed, different mitigation retios ware determined for the watsrs of the U.S, within
sach of theae watersheds.

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

8. To compensate for the logs of jurisdictional ditches, ponds, and marshes, the applicant
would be required to purchase floodplain mosaic re-establishment credits from the Cosumnes
Floodpialn Mitigation Bank at a ratio of 1:1.

b. Creeks/channeis and intermittent drainages:

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

2. To compensate for the loss of creeke/channels and intermittent drainages localed
in the Upper Cosumnes River 8-digit HUC watershed (18040013), the applicant would be
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required to purchase floodplain riparian re-establishment credits from the Cosumnes Floodplain
Mitigation Bank at a ratio of 1:1

c. Seasonal wetlands and seasonal wetland swales:

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

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

d. Seeps

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

2. To compensate for the oss of seeps located in the Upper Cosumnes River 8-digit
HUC watershed, the applicant would be required to purchase floodplain mosaic re-
eslablishment credits from the Cosumnes Floodpiain Mitigation Bank at a ratio of 3:1

e. To compensats for the loss of vernal pools, the applicant would be required purchase
vermnal poot creation credits from the Toad Hill Mitigation Bank at a ratic of 1:1

Based on the above mitigation ratios, the applicant would be required to purchase the
following credits to compensale for impacls associated with the propossd Backbone
infrastructure Project:

Credil Type

Vemnal Pool 0840 0.840 | ___Vernal Pool | Toad Hill _
SeasonalWelland = 1282 = 1.668 , __ Floodplain Mosaic | Cosumnes
g::T:n" Wetland b 4985 | 6.319 Floodplain Mosaic Cosumnes
Seep . 0617 | 2432 | Fioodplain Mosaic | __ Cosumnes
Marsh - 1.457 1.464 __Floodplain Mosaic | Cosumnes
Creek/Channel 1610 | 3178 | Floodplain Riparian | Cosumnes
L L | 1538 | 207 Floodplain Riparian |  Cosumnes
Drainage i S M osiesveisiamburl B Etintutidend
| Ditch ., 0363 | 0363 Floodplain Mosaic Cosumnes
Pond Floodplain Mosaic Cosumnes

Page 8 of 20



Permit Decision ID: SPK-2007-02159

Based on an April 24, 2014, review of the Regulatory In-Lieu Fee and Bank information
Tracking System (RIBITS), the Cosumnes Floodpiain Mitigation Bank has 113.98 avallable
floodplain mosaic credits, and 19.485 available floodplain riparian credits, and the Toad HI{
Ranch Mitigation Bank has 8,97 available vernal pool establishment credits. Therefore, the
Corps has determined tha! the impacts of the proposed Backbone |nfrastructure permit can be
appropriately mitigated through the purchase of mitigation bank credits as described above, and
that both the Cosumnes River Floodplain Mitigation Bank and the Toad Hill Ranch Mitigation
Bank have sufficient credits available lo compensate for these Impacts.

In response to EPA's comment (a) on the Final EIR/ELS, based on future growth
projections, the City of Folsom and the applicant have determined that there is a need for
housing and commercial development within south-eastern Sacramento County. In addition, on
January 18, 2012, the Local Agency Formation Commission (LAFCo), approved the application
by the City of Folsom to annex the proposed SPA area into the City of Folsom. In addition, the
certification of the EIR and approval of the Specific Plan and zoning enlitiements by the City of
Folsom indicate a future need for residential and commercial uses in the SPA. EPA has not
provided information 10 indicate that there Is nat a future need for development in south-easlem
Sacramento County. Therefore, based on available information, the Corps has determined that
there s a need for residential and commercial development within south-eastern Sacramento
County in order to meet future growth projections.

In response to EPA’s comment (b) on the Final EIR/EIS, the project under consideration is
not the residential and commerclal development evaluated in the EIR/EIS, but is the proposed
backbone infrastructure to support these proposed developments. The backbone infrastructurs
was included as part of each of the devalopment altematives evaluated in the EIR/EIS. As
stated above, the Comps has determined that the No Action Alternative for the backbone
infrastructure, which is the same as the No USACE Pemit Alternative evaluated in the EIR/EIS,
is not practicable, due to the number of bridges that would be required, and the directional
driling required for the installation of utility lines. With regards to the Resource impact
Minimization Altemative evaluated in the EIR/EIS, the backbone infrastructure assoclated with
this alternative would result in the same impacts to waters of the U.S. as the Originally
Proposed Backbone Infrastructure Atternative. The currently proposed Backbone Infrastructure
Project would resull in fewer impacts to waters of the U.S. than the backbone infrastructure
would for the Resource impact Minimization Alternative evaluated in the EIR/EIS, as the
Resource Impact Minimization Alternative included the same impacts to waters of the U.S. for
backhone Infrastructure as the Originally Proposad Backbone Infrastructure Alternative,

With regards to EPA’'s comment (c) on the Final EIR/EIS, the applicant has incorporated
additional avoidance of waters as a result of additional evaluation of alternatives. The Corps has
detarmined that while these additional altematives were not evaluated in the EIR/EIS, they still
fall within the reasonable range of alternatives evaluated In the EIR/EIS, and do not represent
an increase in environmental impacts beyond those addrassad In the EIR/EIS. Therefore, a
supplermaental dacision document is not required to analyze these effects. EPA's comment
regarding the proposed Carpenter Ranch site is noted, and will be addressed within the ROD or
supplemental decision document for thal project.

With regards to EPA's comment (d) on the Final EIR/EIS, we concur with EPA’s statement
that at the time tha Final EIR/E!S was published, the applicant’s for the SPA had not
demonstrated that additional avoidance and minimization is impracticable, and therefore
discussions of compensatory mitigation were premature. The February 12, 2013, Public Notice
for the proposed Backbhone Infrastructure project included altematives Information prepared by
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the applicant for review and approval by EPA. EPA did not provide any specific comments
regarding this alternatives information. With regards to EPA’s comment that the Final EIR/EIS
is deficiant in thal It did not discuss competing needs on mitigation bank credits in the region, as
stated above, sufficient compensatory mitigation credits are aveliable at the Cosumnes River
Mitigation Bank and Toad Miil Ranch Mitigation bank to compensate for impacts of the proposed
project on waters of the U.S. We acknowiedge that if all proposed actions in the region are
approved, there are not sufficient credits available at the existing mitigation banks. However, it
is not our responsibliity to ensure that sufficient credits are avallable for all projects that are
currently proposed, nor is It feasible for us to make this determination, as there may be
additional mitigation banks approved in the future, and we do not yet know whether al! proposed
projects would be approved or what the required compensatory mitigation would be for those
projects. |f there are nol sufficient credits available for future projects that are permitted within
the region, the applicant for those projects would need to either propose and have approved
permiltee-responsible compensatory mitigation, or would not be able to commence construction
until sufficient credits are available.

2. Ms, Karri Smith, President, K.A. Smith Consulting, Inc; Sandy, Utah: On
February 13, 2013, Ms. Smith commented that “(f}llling aimost 30 acres of wetlands in the year
2013 is absurd ragardless of how good a compensatory mitigation plan is.” In addition, Ms.
Smith stated that "simple purchase of mitigation credits from wetland mitigation banka is onty
making mitigation bank developers and residentialindustrial developers rich while the wildiife
continues to lose critical habitat necessary to sustain their continued survival.” Ms. Smith also
provided her belief that only a smail percentage of weitand mitigation projects are succeasful in
the long-term, especially following the 5-year monitoring program required as pant of a 404
permit. Finally, Ms. Smith commented that "vernal pool sensitive and endangered species and
migratory birds need their natural habitat in their original areas of historic flyways and other
areas to be presarved for their continued survival ®

Corps Response: Ms. Smith's comment objecting to the placemant of fill material into “aimost
30 acres of wetiands,” is noted In accordance with the Section 404(b)(1) Guidelines, no permit
will be issued for a project unless it is shown to be the least anvironmentally damaging
practicabie alternative. With regards to Ms. Smith's comment regarding wetland mitigation
projects, both the Cosumnes Floodplain Mitigation Bank and the Toad Hill Mitigation Bank have
gone through the mitigation bank review process required under 33 CFR Part 332, which
included extansive review by the Interagency Review Team, requirements for short-term and
long-term monitoring, and requirements for financial assurances to ensure success. Therefore,
(he Corps has determined that there is a likelihcod that the established and re-established
habitat on these sites will be successful, and that the use of these banks |s appropriate for
compensatory mitigation for the proposed Backbone Infrastruciure project.

V. Consideration of Applicable Laws and Policles

a. National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA): The EIR/EIS was compieted to evaiuate
a reasonable range of land-use (including backbone infrastructure) and water-supply
altemnatives and the cumulative impacts associated with nine projects in the SPA. Each of the
land use alternatives included the Originally Proposed Backbone Infrastructure Altemative, as
describad In Section {11.8.2 above. The Corps followed the NEPA process, including noticing
and timeline requirements, to produce a document that disclosas to the public the probable
impacts of the Proposed Action, taking into accouni mitigation. The EIR/EIS was used in the
preparation of this ROD for the on-sile and off-site Backbone Infrastructure project.
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b. Section 401 of the Clean Watar Act Section 401 of the CWA: A Seclion 401 Water
Quality Certification (WQC) was issued by the Central Valley Regional Wates Quality Control
Board on October 18, 2013, for the proposed Backbone Indrastructure project. The WQC will be
a oonditlon of the permit.

c. Endangered Species Act of 1973: On Dacember €, 2010, we initiated consultation
with the United States Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) for potential impacts of the proposed
projeci on the Federaky-listed vernal pool fairy shrimp (Branchinecta lynchi), vernal pool tadpole
shrimp (Lepidurus packardt), conservancy fairy shrimp (Branchinecta conservatio), Valley
elderberry longhom beetle (Desmocerus californicus dimorphus), Sacramento Orcutl grass
(Orcuttia viscids), and Siander Orcutt grass (Orcuttia tenuls). USFWS determined in the April 2,
2014, Biological Opinion (BO, File Number 81420-2010-F-0620-1) that habitat for conservancy
fairy shrimp, Sacramento Orcutt grass, and Slender Orcutt grass does not occur in the on-site or
off-site infrastructure area, and authorized the take of 0.294 acres of habitat for vemnal pool fairy
shrimp and vernal pool tadpole shrimp, and &ix alderberry shrubs. A special condition will be
added to the permit, requiring compliance with the issued BO.

d. Fish and Wildlife Coordination Act: The Corps has worked with the USFWS on (he
proposed project, including meastings 1o obtain input. During EIR/EIS preparation, the Corps
requasted USFWS be a cooperating agency. Although it declined, the USFWS reviewed the
draft of the EIR/EIS and provided comments.

e. Magnuson-Stevens Fishery Conservation and Management Act (Magnuson-
Stevens Act): The proposed project is in compliance with the Magnuson-Stevens Act. The
proposed project and other land-use and waler-supply allernalives would not result in any
impacts to essentlal fish habitat.

f. Sectlon 108 of the National Historlc Preservation Act: The Corps has consulted
with the State Historic Preservation Officer (SHPO) and the Advisory Council on Hisloric
Preservation (ACHP). Through consultation with the SHPO, a Programmatic Agreement (PA)
between the Corps and the California Office of Historic Preservation was prepared and was
axecuted on July 6, 2011. in addition, on Oclober 3, 2013, an amended PA was executed by the
Corps and SHPO. A special condition will be added to the permit, requiring compliance with the
PA.

@- Section 178(C) of the Ciean Air Act (CAA) General Conformity Rule Review: The
proposed actlon has been analyzed for conformity applicability pursuant to regulations
implementing Section 176(c) of the Ciean Air Act. The Corps has detsrmined that direcl
emigsions from the proposad activilies that require a DA parmit will not exceed de minimis
levals of a criteria pollutant or ils precursors and are exempted by 40 CFR 93.153. Any later
indirect emissions are generally not within the Corps’ continuing program responsibility and
generally cannot be praciicably controlled by the Corps. For these reasons, a conformily
determination {s not required for this action.

h. Executive Order 11998 (Floodpiain Management): The area along Alder Creek
which flows through the SPA has been identified by the California Department of Water
Resources as lying within a 100-year floodpltain. While the proposed mixed-use development
would avold the 100-year ficodpiain of Alder Creek, there is some backbone infrastructure that
would nesd to be located wilhin the floodplain, particularly roads and bridges. As explained in
Seclion 3A.9 of the Draft EIR/EIS, these impacts would be reduced (o less-than-significent,
provided Mitigation Measure 3A.9-2 is implemented. The proposed Backbone Infrastructure
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projact would result in minimal impacts to the floodplaln of Alder Creek, and has been approved
by the City of Folsom.

i. Executive Order 13178 (Consultation with indian Tribes, Alaska Natives, and
Native Hawalians): During the development of the PA, and the amended PA, the Corps has
consulted with the two (ribes thal may have an interest in the area, the Shingle Springs Band of
Miwok Indians, and the United Aubum Indian Community. Both tribes are concurring parties on
the PA, and, per the PA, will be consulted during the development of any Memoranda of
Agresment (MOAs) required for individual compliance with Secticn 108 of the NHPA.

j. Environmental Justice (Title VI of the Civil Rights Act and Executive Order
12898): No low-income or minority popuiations are identified within or adjacent to the SPA or
within or adjacent to any of the proposed water-supply altematives. The proposed action is not
expected {0 negatively impact any communily, and therefore is not expected o cause
disproportionately high and adverse impacts to minosity or low-income communities.

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

The EIR/EIS included 8 number of mitigation measures to reduce or offset impacts that fall
outside of the Corps responsibllity and generally cannot be practicably controlled by the Corps,
like traffic, air quality, and noise. Many of the miligation measures are requirements of the local
tand use agency (City of Folsom) and were addressed In the EIR/EIS for compliance with CEQA
and would be approved through grading end construction pemmits by the City of Folsom. As
such, enforcement of these mitigalion measures is the responaibility of the City of Folsom and
not the Corps.

The Corps requires mitigation measures to reduce or offset impacts to waters of the U.S.
as special conditions of each DA permi issued. These special conditions are identified in
Section VIII, and take into account mitigation measures 3A.3-1a, 3A_.3-1b, 3B.3-1a, 3B.3-1b and
3B.3-1c¢, as described in Chapters 3A.3 and 3B8.3 of the Draft EIR/EIS, and aiso include
additional conditions that avoid, minimize and compensate for impacts to waters of the U.S. and
those that ensure compliance with Section 7 of the Endangered Species Act and Section 106 of
the National Historic Preservation Act.

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

Based on the discussion in Section |l are there available, practicable altematives having less
adverse impact on the aquatic acosystem and without other significant adverse environmental
consaquences that do not involve discharges into "waters of the U.S." or at other localions
within these waters? Yes __ No _X

if the projact is In a special aquatic site and is not water dependent, has the applicant clearly
demonstrated that there are no practicable alternalive sites available? Yes X No_

will the discharge:
Violate state water quality standards? Yes ___ No _X
Violate toxic effluent standards under Section 307 of the Clean Water Act? Yes _ No _X
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Jeopardize sndangered or threataned spacias or their critical habitat? Yes ___ No_X_

Violate standards set by the Depariment of Commerce to protect marine sanctuaries?
Yes __ No X

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

(X) based on the above information, the material is not a carrier of contaminants.

( ) the levels of contaminants are substantially simiiar at the extraction and disposal sites
and the discharge is not likely to result in degradation of the disposal site and poliutants will not
be iransportad to less contaminated areas.

( ) acceptable constraints are avallable and will be implemented (o reduce contamination to
acceptabie lavels within the disposal site and prevent conlaminants from bsing transported
beyond the boundaries of the disposal site.

Will the discharge contribute to significant degradation of “waters of the U.S." through adverse
impacts to:

Human health or welfare, through pollution of municipal water supplies, fish, shellish,
wildiife and/or special squalic sites? Yes __ No )X

Life stages of aqualic life and/or wildlife? Yes ___ No _X_

Diversity, productivity, and stsbility of the aqualic ife and other wildilfe? Or wildlife habitat
or loss of the capacity of wallards to assimilate nutrients, purify water or reduce wave enargy?

Yes _ No_X
Recreational, aesthetic and economic values? Yes _ No_X

Wil all appropriate and practicable steps bs taken to minimize adverse impacts of the discharge
on the aquatic scosysiem? Does the proposal inckide satisfectory compensaltory mitigation for
losses of aquatic resources? Yes _X No __

VIiil. Special Conditions

The following special conditions will be included in the permit to ensure the project is not
contrary fo the public interest and complies with the 404 (b)(1) Guidelines and other applicable

laws:

1. Prior o the inittation of construction activities in waters of the U.S. associated with
sach phase of construction of the backbone infrastructure, you shall submit to the Cormps, for
review and approval, a plan-view drawing of the work proposed to be conducted within that
phase, and cross-section view drawings of all crossings of waters of the U.S., as well as pre-
construction color pholographs of the upstream and downsiream area of each crossing. The
compass angle and location of aach photograph shall be identified on the plan-view drawing. In
addition, you shall include a description of any deviations (including changes in phasing
sequence or boundaries of phases) from the authorized work, including the amount and type of
walers that wouki be impacted, and the amaunt and type of compensatory mitigation that would
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be required. You shall ensure that the description provided inciudas information regarding any
temporary impacis to waters of the U.S.

Rationale: This condition is necassary to ensure compliance with the permit and
applicable conditions and io ensure that no changes have accumred to the proposed project prior
to each phasa.. (33 USC 1344(aj, 33 USC 401 at. seq., 33 CFR 320.4(r)(1), 33 CFR
325.4(a)(3), 33 CFR 326).

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

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

b. Creeks/channels and intermittent drainages:

(1) To compensate for the loss of creeks/channels and intermittent drainages
located in the Lower American River 8-digit hydrologic unit code (HUC) watershed (018020111),
you shall purchase floodplain riparian re-establishment credits from the Cosumnes Floodpiain

Mitigation Bank at a ratio of 2:1.

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

¢. Seasonal wetiands and seasonal wetland swales:

(1) To compensate for the [oss of seasonal wetlaris and seasonal wetland
swales located in the Lowsr American River 8-digit HUC watershed, you shall purchase
floodplain mosalc re-establishment credits from the Cosumnes Floodplain Mitigation Bank at a
retio of 1.3:1

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

d. Seeps

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

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

digit HUC watershed, you shail purchase floodplain mosaic re-establishment credits from the
Cosumnes Floodpiain Miligation Bank at a ratio of 3:1
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e. To compensate for the loss of vemal pools, you shail purchase vernal pool
creation credits from the Toad Hill Mitigation Bank at a ratio of 1:1

Rationale: This special condition is necessary (o ensure compensatory mitigation for the
uhavoidable losses of walers of tha U.S. due to the construction of the proposed project. (33
CFR 320.4(r)(1); 33 CFR 325.4(a)(3; 33 CFR 332).

3. You shall ensure that impacts associated with all crossings of Alder Creek are
lemporary in nature and do not result in the permanent loss of waters in Alder Cresk. You shall
design road crossings of Alder Creek to maintain tha pre-construction bankfull width of the
creek, as well as accommodate reasonably foreseeable wildlife passage and expected high
flows. This shall be accomplished by (1) employing bridge designs that span Alder Creek; (2)
utilizing pier or pite supported structures; (3) ultilzing large bottomless cuiverts that do not
impact the natural stream bed: and/or (4) ulilizing a large box culvert which spans the width of
Alder Creek, and Is installed beneath the natural bad of Alder Creek. For the installation of any
proposed box culverts in Alder Creek, you shall restora the natural streambed to ensure that
substrate and streamfiow conditions epproximate original channel conditions, in accordance
with Special Condition 3. All crossings of waters of the U.S., including Alder Creek, shall be
reviewed and approved by the Corps prior to initiation of construction activities in waters of the
U.S., as identified In Special Condition 1.

Ratianale: This specisl condition is necessary to ensure minimization of impacts lo Alder
Creek, and fto ensure that the functions of the aqualic environment are protected. In addition,
this condition ensures that the Corps is provided specific information regarding crossings of all
walers of the U.S. prior to the initiation of consiruction activities.. (33 CFR 320.4(r)(1); 33 CFR
325.4(a)(3; 33 CFR 332, 40 CFR 230).

4. Within 30 days foliowing completion of each crossing of Alder Creek, you shall restore
areas of the creek temporarily impacted, as well as ali disturbed adjacent upland areas, to pre-
project contours and conditions. |n order to ensure compllance with this condition, you shall:

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

(1) A description of and drawings showing the exisling contours (elevation) and
existing vegelation of each crossing of Alder Creek and the adjacent upland areas. This
information shall also inciude site photographs taken upstream and downstream of sach
temporary impac! area.

(2) The mathods used to restore Alder Creek and the adjacent upland at sach
crossing o the original contour and condition, as well as a plan for the re-vegelation of the site
following construction activities, if applicable.

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

temporary Impact ares to ensure success of the restoration. Monitoring shall be conducted for a
minimum of three growing seasons afier completion of restoration activities. The plan shali be
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presented in the format of the Sacramento District's Habitat Mitigation and Monitoring Proposal
Guldelines, dated December 30, 2004, or appropriate updates.

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

¢. Submit to the Corps a Monitoring Report by October 1 of each year of the required
monitoring period. This report shall be submitted in the format shown on the enclosed Contents
of Monitoring Reports. Reports may be submitted in hard copy or electronically.

Rationale: This special condition is necessary to ensure successful restoration of aif
temporary impacts authorized (33 CFR 320.4(r)(1}), 33 CFR 325.4(s)(3), 33 CFR 332, 40 CFR
230).

5. You shall ensure that trenching aclivities in waters of the U.S. assoclated with the
Instaltation of ulllity lines does not resuit in the draining of any water of the U.S., including
wstlands. This may be accomplished through the use of clay blocks, bentonite, or other suitable
material (as approved by the Corps) (o seal the trench. For utility tine trenches, during
consiruction, you shall remove and slockpile, separately, the top 6 — 12 inches of topeoil.
Following installation of the utiity line(s), you shall replace the stockpiled topsoil on top and
seed the area with native vegetation. All utility lines In waters of the U.S. shall be reviewed and
approved by the Corps prior to inltlation of construction activities in waters of the U.S., as
Identifled In Special Condition 1.

Rationale: This special condltion is necessary to ensure minimization of impacts due to
trenching for ihe installation of uthity lines, and fo ensure restoration of these areas (33 CFR
320.4(r)(1); 33 CFR 325.4(a)(3; 33 CFR 332, 40 CFR 230).

8. Prior ta initigtlon any phase of construction activities within waters of the U.S., you
shall employ construction best management practices (BMPs) within 50-feet of all on-site and
off-site waters of the U.S. to be avoided. Methods shall include the use of appropriate
measures {0 intsrcept and capture sediment prior to entering waters of the U.S., as well as
erosion control measures along the perimeter of ail work areas to prevent the displacement of
fil material. All BMPs shall be in place prior to initiation of any conatruction activities (or prior to
the initiation of each phase of the project) and shall remain until construction activities are
completed. You shall maintain eroaion control methods until akl on-site solls are stabiized. You
shall submit a description of and pholo-documentation of your BMPs to our office with
Information required in Special Condition 1,

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

7. You shall Implement the attached Programmatic Agreement (PA), antitied First
Amended Programmatic Agreement Between the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers and the
California Office of Historic Preservation Regarding the Folsom Plan Area Specific Plan,
Sacrameanto County, California, and signed by these entities, in its entirety. The Corps has been
designated the lead federal agency responsible for implementing and anforcing the PA as
signed. If you fail to comply with the implementation and associated enforcement of the PA the

Page 16 of 20



Permit Decision 1D: SPK-2007-02158

Corps may determine (hat you are out of compliance with the conditions of the Department of
the Army permit and suspend the pemmit. Suspension may resutl In modification ot revocation of
the authorized wark.

Rationale: This condition Is necessary (o ensure compliance with Section 106 of the
National Historic Preservation Act (16 USC 470, 33 CFR 320.3(g), 33 CFR 326.2(b){3); 33 CFR
325, Appendix C; 36 CFR 800).

8. This Corps permit does not authorize you to take an endangered species, in particular
vernal pool falry shrimp (Branchinecta lynchi), vemal pool tadpole shrimp (Lepidurus packardi),
and valley elderberry longhorn beetle {Desmocerus californicus dimorphus). In order to legally
take a listed specles, you must have separate authorization under the Endangered Species Act
(8.9., an Endangered Species Act Saction 10 permit, or a Biclogical Opinion under Endangered
Species Act Section 7, with "incidental take" provisions with which you must comply). The
enclosed Fish and Wildlife Service Biological Opinion (Number 81420-2010-F-0620-1, dated
April 2, 2014), contains mandatory terms and conditions to implement the reasonable and
prudent measures that are associated with "incidental take" thet is also specified in the
Biological Opinion. Your authorizalion under this Corps pemmit is conditional upon your
complignce with all of the mandatory terms and conditions associated with "incidantal take" of
the attached Biological Opinion, which terms and conditions are incorporated by reference in
this permit. Failure to comply with the terms and conditions associated with incidental take of
the Biolagical Opinion, where a take of the listad specias occurs, would constitute an
unauthorized take, and it would also constitute non-compliance with your Corps permit. The U,
S. Fish and Wildlife Service is the appropriate authority to determine compliance with the terms
and conditions of its/their Biologicat Opinion, and with the Endangered Species Act. You must
comply with all conditions of this Biolagical Opinion, including those ascribed to the Corps.

Rationale: This condition is necessery to ensure complience wih Section 7 of the
Endangered Species Act (16 USC 1631 at seq; 50 CFR 402; 33 CFR 320.4(j)(4); 33 CFR
325.2(b)(5); 33 CFR 326.4{a)(1)).

8. You shall notify the Corps of the start and completion dates for each phase of the
authorized work within 10 calendar days prior to the Initlation of construction activities within
waters of the U.S,, and 10 calendsr days following completion of construction activitles.

Rationale: This condltion is necessary to assist the Corps in scheduling complience
inspections to ensure comphance with the permit and applicable conditions {33 CFR 325.4; 33
CFR 326).

10. You are responsible for all work authorized herein and ensuring that all contractors
and workers are made aware and adhere to the terms and conditions of this permit
authorization. You shall ensure that a hard copy of the permit authorization and associated
drawings are available for quick reference at the projact site until all construction activities are

compileted.

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

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

Rationals: This condition is necessary fo ensure the construction activities do not occur
outside of the project area, which could cause adverse impacts (o the aquatic ecosystem (33
CFR 325.4(a)(3)).

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

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

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

Rationale: This condition is necessary to minimize downstream Impacts to the aquatic
environment from suspended sediments and turbidity to the maximum extent practicable. (33
CFR 320.3(s), 33 CFR 320.4(d); 33 CFR 325.4(s)(3). 40 CFR 230).

IX. Public Interest Review

a. Tha relative extent of the public and private need for the proposed work has
been considered: The proposed Backbona Infrastructure Project is intended to meet a private
need for infrastructure assoclated with mixed-usa development.

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

€. The extent and permanence of the beneficial and/or detrimental effects that the
proposed structures or work may have on the public and private uses which the area is
sulted has been reviewed: The Amended Proposed Backbone Infrastructure alternative would
result in the placement of fill material into, and the permanent loss of 13.65 acres of waters of
the U.S., including wetlands, for the construction of a backbone infrastructure in the SPA. The
loss of 13.85 acres of waters of the U.S would cause a permanent detrimental effect. The loas
of waters of the U.S as a result of the proposed Backbone Infrastructure would be oftset by the
required mitigation. The proposed backbone infrestructure, consisting of roads, utility lines, and
tralls would provide a permanent beneficial effect to residents in and near the proposed project
site.
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X. Findings

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

b. The evaluation of the proposed action and alternalives was done in accordance with
gll applicable laws, executive orders, and regulations. The EIR/EIS and supporting documents
are adequate and contain sufficient information lo make a reasoned permit decision.

¢. The selected alternative ie the applicant's Amended Propasad Backbone Infrastruciure
Alternative, with appropriate and practicable miligation measures 1o minimize environmental
harm and potential adverse impacts of the discharges on the aquatic ecosystem and the human
environment, as identified in Section Vill. The applicant's Amended Proposed Backbone
Infrastruciure Altemative, as mitigated by thess conditions, is considered the environmentalty
praferred siternative under NEPA.

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

e. Issuance of a Department of the Army permit Is not contrary to the public interest, with
the inclusion of the special conditions identified in Section VIIl.

{. The compensatory mitigation identified in the special conditions, was determined using

the South Pacific Division Mitigation Ratio Selting Chacklist, and Is sufficient to ensure no-net
loss of aquatic resources functions and services for impacts to 13.65 acres of waters of the U.S.
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Creekstone Phase 1 (Mangini Ranch Phase 1, Lot 10) Small Lot Vesting Tentative Subdivision Map:
Applicant's FPASP Policy Consistency Analysis

FPASP Policy . _ Map
FPASP Policy Description i Remarks
No. Consistent
Section 4 - Land Use
The street system is based on an
Create pedestrian-oriented neighborhoods through the use of a grid system of streets efficient grid system that connects the
4.1 where feasible, sidewalks, hike paths and trails. Residential neighborhoods shall be Yes project with nearby park, school, and
linked, where appropriate, to encourage pedestrian and bicycle travel. open space land uses with roadways
and sidewalks.
Th jecti idential
Residential neighborhoods shall include neighborhood focal points such as schools, 'eproject is part of a residentia
| ) R K neighborhood, and connects to
4.2 parks, and trails. Neighborhood parks shall be centrally located and easily accessible, Yes i )
where aporopriate schoals, trails, and parks via the
pprop : roadway and sidewalk network.
The project is not directly adjacent to
Residential neighborhoods that are directly adjacent to open space shail provide at open space. Access to nearby open
4.3 ; ) . nfa . . ]
least two defined points of pedestrian access into the open space area. space is provided via the roadway and
sidewalk network.
The project contains housing types
i . within the allowable density range of
i . . . . he h §
44 :rov::hia \:Ta‘ral:ekt:tuf housing opportunities for residents to participate in the home; -— the MLD zoning, which Is the zoning
wn P : for the small lot vesting tentative
subdivision map sought.
45 All multi-family high density residential sites shall provide on-site recreational nfa The project does not propose MHD
i amenities for its residents, unless directly adjacent to a park site. residential uses.
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Creekstone Phase 1 (Mangini Ranch Phase 1, Lot 10) Small Lot Vesting Tentative Subdivision Map:
Applicant's FPASP Policy Consistency Analysis

FPASP Policy

. L= Map
FPASP Policy Description )
No. Consistent

4.6

As established by the FPASP, the total number of dwelling units for the Plan Area is
11,461 and the total commercial square footage Is 2,788,8441. The number of units
within individual residential fand use parcels may vary, so long as the number of]
dwelling units falls within the allowable density range for a particular (and use
designation. For purposes of CEQA compliance for discretionary projects, the
combination of the tatal maximum number of residentlal units and commercial square
footage analyzed in the Folsom Plan Area Specific Plan Environmental
Report/Environmental Impact Statement (SCH#200092051) shall not be exceeded
without requiring further CEQA compllance.

Yes

The project does not exceed the total
number of dwelling units for the Plan
Area and does not inlcude commercial
uses.

4.6A

A maximum of 937 low, medium and high density residential dwelling units are|
allowed only in the three General Commercial (SP-GC) parcels and the Regional
Commercial {SP-RC) parcel located at the intersection of East Bidwell Street and Alder
Creek Parkway. No more and no less than 377 high density residential dwelling units
on a minimum of 15.7 acres shall be provided on these parcels. Other than the SP-RC
and three SP-GC parcels specifically identified herein, this policy 4.6A shall not apply to
any other Plan Area SP-RC or SP-GC parcels.

n/a

The project is not located at the
intersection of East Bidwell Street and
Alder Creek Parkway.

4.7

Transfer of dwelling units is permitted between residential parcels, or the residential
companent of SP-RC and SP-GC parcels, as long as 1) the maximum density within
each land use designation is not exceeded, unless the land use designation is revised
by a specific plan amendment, and 2) the total number of Plan Area dwelling units
does not exceed 11,461.

Yes

The proposed transfer of 15 SFHD
development units from FPASP Parcel
143 to FPASP Parcels 24 (+6du) and
173 (+9du) will not exceed the
maximum density (7.0 units per acre
for Parcel 24; 7.0-12.0 unlts per acre
for Parcel 173) permitted within those
land use categories, nor will the overal|
FPASP dwelling unit maximum be
exceeded,
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FPASP Policy

Creekstone Phase 1 (Mangini Ranch Phase 1, Lot 10) Smalil Lot Vesting Tentative Subdivision Map:

Applicant’'s FPASP Policy Consistency Analysis

FPASP Policy Description

\E]s]

Remarks

No. Consistent
R . has a hei 5
Each new residential development shall be designed with a system of local streets, Lhi::‘:lec:o\:fie ::Zcﬁhi:ir:nltstreet
4.8 collector streets, and access to an arterial road that protects the residents from Yes v ,° P X
¥ circulation system consistent with the
through traffic.
Specific Plan.
Subdivisions of 200 dwellings units or more not immedlately adjacent to a
neighborhood or community park are encol d to develop one ore local parks
4 i un! V.P : 'e e ? orm . parks| The project includes 71 dwelling units.
as needed to provide convenient resident access to children’s plan areas, picnic areas
4.9 n/a Therefore the policy does not apply to
and unprogrammed open turf area. If provided, these local parks shall be maintained |
- R . R the project.
by a landscape and lighting district or homeowner’s association and shall not receive
or provide substitute park land dedication credit for parks required by the FPASP.
Commercial Policies
The Proj
The mixed-use town center should contain unigue retall, entertainment and service- I'!e fojactidoesinotiptopose Any
== based establishments, as well as public gathering spaces. L Wi L R LTIl
! P g B 5P : palicy does not apply to the project.
The Project does not propose an
The mixed-use neighborhood center should contain retall and service-based . ! prop Y
4.11 X i N . X T n/a mixed-use development. Therefore the
establishments that are intended to serve the immediate area in which it is located. R
policy does not apply to the project.
The Project does not propose any
412 Commercial and office areas should be accessible via public transit routes, where i commercial development. Therefore
: feasible. the policy does not apply to the
project.
The Project does not propose any
413 The Plan Area land use plan should include commerclal, light industrial/office park and n/a commercial development. Therefore
’ public/quasipublic land uses in order to create employment. the policy does not apply to the
project.

December, 2019
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FPASP Policy

No,

Creekstone Phase 1 (Mangini Ranch Phase 1, Lot 10) Small Lot Vesting Tentative Subdivision Map:

Applicant's FPASP Policy Consistency Analysis

FPASP Policy Description

Map
Consistent

EGEN

The Project does not propose any
a.14 The transfer of commerclal intensity Is permitted as provided in Section 13.3 - n/a commerical development. Therefore
. Administrative Procedures. the policy does not apply to the
project.
Open Space Policles
a15 Thirty percent (30%) of the Plan Area shall be preserved and maintained as natural Yes The project will not reduce the amount
) open space, consistent with Article 7.08.C of the Folsom City Charter. of preserved natural open space.
Thie project does nat include open
The open space land use designation shall provide for the permanent protection of Prajes e R
4.16 nfa space land uses. Therefore the policy
preserved wetlands. .
does not apply to the project.
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Creekstone Phase 1 (Mangini Ranch Phase 1, Lot 10) Small Lot Vesting Tentative Subdivision Map:

Applicant’s FPASP Policy Consistency Analysis

Parks Policies
Land shall be reserved for parks as shown in Figure 4.3 — Specific Plan Land Use
Deslgnatlons and Table 4.2 — Land Use Summary. On future tentative subdivision maps
or planned development applications, park sites shall be within 1/8 of a mile of the No park sites are proposed, and no
417 locations shown in Figure 4.3 — Specific Plan Land Use Designations. Park sites adjacent i proposed park sites will be altered by
: to school sites should remain adjacent to schools to provide for joint use the project. Therefore the policy does
opportunities with the Folsom-Cordova Unified School District. Park sites adjacent to not apply to the project.
open space shall remain adjacent to open space to provide staging areas and access
points to the open space for the public.
418 Sufficient land shall be dedicated for parks to meet the City of Folsom requirement| Yes The project does not reduce the land
: (General Plan Policy 35.8) of 5-acres of parks for every 1,000 residents. to be dedicated for parks.
Parks shall be located throughout the Plan Area and linked to residentlal
i h i , bi d tralls, iate. D ] .
nelghbor oods v.la sidewalks, bike paths and trails wh'ere.approprlat'e uring t!le Adjacent parks will be accessible by all
4.19 review of tentative maps or planned development applications, the city shall verify Yes residents in the project via sidewalks
that parks are provided In the appropriate locations and that they are accessible to prol '
resident via sidewalks, bike paths and tralls.
T roject |
Elementary school sites shall be co-located with parks to encourage joint-use of parks e e does ek propos_e school o
4.20 g n/a park uses. Therefore the policy does
where feasible.
not apply to the project.

December, 2019
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FPASP Policy

No.

Creekstone Phase 1 (Mangini Ranch Phase 1, Lot 10) Small Lot Vesting Tentative Subdivision Map:
Applicant's FPASP Policy Consistency Analysis

FPASP Policy Description

Public/Quasi-Public Policies

Map
Consistent

ERETS

4.21

Land shall be reserved for public services and facilities, as required by the City of|
Folsom. Public services and facllities sites shall be in the general locations as shown in
Figure 4.3 - Specific Plan Land Use Designations.

Yes

The infrastructure needed to serve the
Project area is consistent with the
adopted Specific Plan and the updated
infrastructure plans.

4.22

Land shall be reserved for schools as required by the City of Folsom and the Folsom
Cordova Unified School District in accordance with state law. School sites shall be in
the general locations shown in Figure 4.3 — Specific Plan Land Use Designations and
have comparable acreages as established in Table 4.2 - Land Use Summary.

Yes

The project would not alter the
location of proposed school sites.

4.23

Elementary school sites shall be co-located with parks to encourage joint-use of parks.

n/a

The project does not propose school or
park uses. Therefore the policy does
not apply to the project.

4.24

All Public/Quasi-Public sites shown in Figure 4.3 — Specific Plan Land Use Designations
may be relocated or abandoned as a minor administrative modification of the FPASP.
The land use deslgnation of the vacated site or sites will revert to the lowest density
adjacent residentlal land use. In no event shall the maximum number of Plan Area
dwelling units exceed 11,461 and the total commercial building area exceed 2,788,884
square feet2. For purposes of CEQA compliance for discretionary projects, the
combination of the total maximum number of residential units and commercial square
footage analyzed in the Folsom Plan Area Specific Plan Environmental Impact
Report/Environmental Impact Statement {SCH#200809205) shall not be exceeded
without requiring further CEQA compliance.

Yes

The project would not alter the
locatlon of proposed public/quasi-
public sites.

December, 2019
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Creekstone Phase 1 {Mangini Ranch Phase 1, Lot 10) Small Lot Vesting Tentative Subdivision Map:
Applicant's FPASP Policy Consistency Analysis

FPASP Policy Map

No. FPASP Policy Description Coneintent Remarks
Section 5 - Housing Strategies
City of Folsom General Plan Housing Element Policies Incorporated in the FPASP
This policy directs the City In Its
decision-making and planning
H1A4 The city shall ensure that sufficient land is designated and zoned in a range of il processes. The project proposes
residential densities to accommodate the city’s regional share of housing. residential land uses that comply with
the existing zoning and land use
designation at the project site.
This policy directs the City in its
decision-making and planning
H1.2 The city shall endeavor to designate future sites for higher density housing near transit i processes. The project proposes
stops, commercial services, and schools where appropriate and feasible. residential land uses that comply with
the existing zoning and land use
designation at the project site.
This policy directs the City in its
decision-making and planning
H13 The city shall encourage home builders to develop their projects on multi-family 5/ processes. The project proposes a
designated land at the high end of the applicable density range. density of 9.84 units per acre, which is
within the appilicable range of 7-12
units per acre.
This policy directs the City In its
H1.4 The City shall support and facilitate the development of second units on single-family alls decision-making and planning
designated and zoned parcels. processes. The project site is zoned
MLD.
This policy directs the City In its
The city shall ensure that new development pays its fair share in financing public decision-making and planning
H-1.8 facilities and services and pursues financial assistance techniques to reduce the cost n/a processes. The project will comply with
impact on the production of affordable housing. all mitigation measures in the FPASP
EIR and Addendums. See MMRP.

Exhibit 3
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Creekstone Phase 1 (Mangini Ranch Phase 1, Lot 10) Small Lot Vesting Tentative Subdivision Map:
Applicant's FPASP Policy Consistency Analysis

FPASP Policy Map

FPASP Policy Description Remarks

No. Consistent

H The city shall strive to create additional opportunities for mixed-use and transit Th's, policy dlrlects LG '_n =
-1.8 i n/a decision-making and planning
oriented development.
processes.
This policy directs the City in its decision-
The clty shall encourage residentlal projects affordable to a mix of household incomes making and planning processes. The
H-3.1 and disperse affordable housing projects throughout the city to achieve a balance of n/a Project proposes residential development
housing In all neighborhoods and communities. within the overall mix of household
Incomes,
The city shall continue to use federal and state subsidies, as well as inclusionaty
housing in-lieu fees, affordable housing impact fees on non-residential development, This policy directs the City in its decision-
H-3.2 and other fees collected into the Housing Trust Fund in a cost-efficient manner to n/a making and planning processes. The
meet the needs of lower-income households, including extremely low-income Project proposes residential development.
households.
The city shall continue to make density bonuses available to affordable and senior This policy directs the City in its decision-
H-3.3 housing projects, consistent with State law and Chapter 17.102 of the Folsom nfa making and planning pracesses. The
Municipal Code. Project does not seek a density bonus.
This policy directs the City in its
Where appropriate, the city shall use development agreements to assist housing declsion-making ar?d pl.a nmng
H-3.4 developers in complying with city affordable housing goals. n/a processes. The Project s subject to the
Amended and Revised Development
Agreement.
This policy directs the City in its
. declslon-making and planning
s e e e ™| o e ot o e
Amended and Restated Development
Agreement.
This policy directs the City in its
The city shall encourage housing for seniors and persons with disabllitles to be located decislon-making and planning
H-5.2 near public transportation, shopping, medical, and other essential services and nfa processes. The project does not
facilities. propose housing for seniors or persons
with disabilities.

December, 2019
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Creekstone Phase 1 (Mangini Ranch Phase 1, Lot 10) Small Lot Vesting Tentative Subdivision Map:
Applicant's FPASP Policy Consistency Analysis

FPASP Policy . - Map
FPASP Policy Description y Remarks
No. Consistent
This policy directs the City in its
The city shall encourage private efforts to remove physical barrlers and improve decision-making and planning
H-54 accessibility for housing units and residential neighborhoods to meet the needs of n/fa processes. The Project complies with
person with disabilities. the Folsom Ranch, Central District
Design Guidelines and City standards
for residential neigborhoods.
The city shall continue to provide zoning to accommadate future need for facillties to Thls, ollcy d":eds the(City |.n .
H-5.7 . N n/a decision-making and planning
serve city residents in need of emergency shelter.
processes.
This policy directs the City in its
H-5.10 The city shall encourage developers to include spaces in proposed buildings or sites on n/a decision-making and planning
’ which child care facilities could be developed or leased by a child care operator. processes. The Project does not
propose non-residential uses.
Ist ement of falr housing laws by providing information
The city shall assist in .the.enforc .I U |-ng \ Y p gi |‘ This policy directs the City In its
and referrals to organizations that can receive and investigate fair housing allegations, n R K
H-8.2 R i | . X ) . n/a decision-making and planning
monitor compliance with fair housing laws, and refer possible violations to enforcing -
agencies. P )
This policy directs the City in it
The city shall continue to implement state energy-efficient standards to new (g AL |.n s
H-7.1 n/a decision-making and planning
resldential development.
processes.
This policy dire Cityini
The city shall include energy conservation guidelines as part of the development |s' o Ir_ e .n e
H-7.2 nfa decislon-making and planning
standards for the speclfic plan area.
praocesses.
This policy dir he City in its
The city shall reduce residential cooling needs associated with the urban heat island Isipelicyldirects the Gty .n )
H-7.3 nfa decislon-making and planning
effect.
processes.
This policy directs the City in its
The city shall promote an increase in the energy efficiency of new and exlsting housing 'SD vl R B |‘n '
H-7.4 . ! nfa decision-making and planning
beyond minimum state requirements.
pracesses.
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FPASP Policy

Creekstone Phase 1 {Mangini Ranch Phase 1, Lot 10) Small Lot Vesting Tentative Subdivision Map:
Applicant's FPASP Policy Consistency Analysis

FPASP Policy Description

LY ET)
Consistent

Remarks

This policy directs the City in Its

throughout the entire Plan Area at buildout,

H-7.5 The city shall encourage the increased use of renewable energy. nfa decision-making and planning
processes.
This policy directs the City in its
The clty shall encourage “smart growth” that accommodates higher density residential decision-making and planning
H-7.6 uses near transit, bicycle and pedestrian friendly areas of the city that encourage and n/a processes. Both East Bidwell Street
facilitate the conservation of resources by reducing the need for automaoblle use. and Mangini Parkway are part of the
FPASP transit corridor.
Section 7 - Circulation
Circulation Policies
Grid layout is provided connecting the
The roadway network in the Plan Area shall be organized in a grid-like pattern of future residents of the project to
71 streets and blocks, except where topography and natural features make it infeasible, Yes adjacent school, park, open space, and
for the majority of the Plan Area in order to create neighborhoods that encourage commercial uses. Both East Bidwell
walking, biking, public transit and other alternative mades of transportation. Street and Mangini Parkway are part
of the FPASP transit corridor.
Circulation within the Plan Area shall be ADA accessible and minimize barriers to The Project complies with the Folsom
7.2 access by pedestrians, the disabled, seniors and bicyclists. Physical barriers such as Yes Ranch, Central District Design
walls, berms, and landscaping that separate resldentlal and nonresidential uses and Guidelines and City standards for
impede bicycle or pedestrian access or circulation shall be minimized. residential neigborhoods.
The Plan Area shall apply for permanent membership in the 50 Corridor TMA. Funding The Project does not effect the Plan
7.3 to be provided by a Community Facilities District or other non-revocable funding n/a Area's permanent membership in the
mechanism. S0 Corridor TMA.
The applicable Level of Service under
Submit a General Plan Amendment to the city to modify General Plan Policy 17.17 the General Plan is 'D.' The streets are
7.4 regarding Traffic Level of Service ‘C’. This level of service may not be achieved n/a designed to meet traffic requirements

and are consistent with the Specific
Plan.
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FPASP Policy
\[eH

Creekstone Phase 1 (Mangini Ranch Phase 1, Lot 10) Small Lot Vesting Tentative Subdivision Map:
Applicant's FPASP Policy Consistency Analysis '

FPASP Policy Description

Roadwuoy Classification Policies

Map
Consistent

Remarks

A framework of arterial and collector roadways shall be developed that accommodate

Project street layout is consistent with
the Specific Plan. Both East Bidwell

o East Bidwell Street from White Rock Road to U.S. Highway 50.

= Rowberry Road (including the over-crossing of U.S. Highway 50).
The timing, extent of improvements and interim improvements shall be predicated on
the extent and type of development proposed for the above referenced parcels

7.5 Plan Area traffic while accommodating through-trafflc demands to adjoining ci n/a
g g J g city / Street and Mangini Parkway are part
areas, N .
of the FPASP transit corridor.
E i St i
Major and minor arterlals, collectors, and minor collectors shall be provided with ast Bidwell Street and M?ngml
i . i ) Parkway have separated sidewalks
7.6 sidewalks that safely separate pedestrians from vehicular traffic and class Il bicycle Yes .
from the street to enhance pedestrian
lanes that encourage transpartation choices within the Plan Area. design
Traffic calming measures shall be utilized, where appropriate, to minimize
neighborhood cut-through traffic and excessive speeds in residential neighborhoods.
Roundabouts and traffic clrcles shall be considered on low volume nelghborhood The street system has been designed
7.7 streets as an alternative to four-way stops or where traffic signals will be required at Yes to discourage traffic through the
project build-out. Traffic calming features included in the City of Folsom’s neighborhood.
Neighborhood Traffic Management Program Guidelines (NTMP) may also be utilized in
the Plan Area.
X i The streets are designed t
Roadway Improvements shall be constructed to coincide with the demands of new X . € cleslg ° meet,
23 development, as required to satisfy city minimum level of service standards. e " R reapiementand|afEfeopsisient
<lop ' q ¥ i with the Speclfic Plan.
Public Transit Policies
Concurrent with development of the SP-RC and SP-GC parcels located at the
intersection of East Bidwell Street and Alder Creek Parkway, the following roadway|
improvements will be constructed: The project is not located at the
7.8A e Alder Creek Parkway from Prairie Clty Road to East Bidwell Street. ol intersection of East Bidwell Street and

Alder Creek Parkway. Therefore the
policy does not apply to the project.
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Creekstone Phase 1 (Mangini Ranch Phase 1, Lot 10) Small Lot Vesting Tentative Subdivision Map:
Applicant's FPASP Policy Consistency Analysis

FPASP Policy

FPASP Policy D ipti
No. olicy Description

Public transportation opportunities to, from, and within the Plan Area shall be
coordinated with the City Public Works Transit Division and the Sacramento Regional
Transit District (RT). Regional and local fixed and circulator bus routes through the
7.9 Plan Area shall be an integral part of the overall circulation network to guarantee
public transportatlon service to major destinatlons for empioyment, shopping, public
Institutions, multi-family housing and other land uses llkely to attract public transit
use.

Map
Consistent

Remarks

The project is consistent with the
Yes adopted Specific Plan, which addresses
public transportation opportunities.

Consistent with the most recent update of the RT master plan and the Plan Area
Master Transit Plan, a transit corridor shall be provided through the Plan Area for
7.10 future regional ‘Hi-Bus’ service (refer to Figure 7.29 and the FPASP Transit Master
Plan). Sufficient right-of-way shall be dedicated for the transit corridor as described in
Sectlon 7.3 and Figures 7.2, 7.3, 7.14 & 7.15.

The project is consistent with the
Yes adopted Speclfic Plan, which addresses
public transportation opportunities.

Future transit bus stops and associated amenities shall be placed at key locations in

The project is consistent with the

September 2005. The update shall include the Plan Area.

7.11 Yi d ific Pi hich
the Plan Area according to the recommendation of the FPASP Transit Master Plan. e ? o;?ted SEcifig .an, whic ac!d'resses
public transportation opportunities.
The project is consistent with th
Provide interim park-and-ride facilities for public transit use as shawn in the FPASP ok . L
7.12 N Yes adopted Specific Plan, which addresses
Transit Master Plan. ) -
public transportation opportunities.
The City of Folsom shall participate with the El Dorado County Transportation This policy directs the City in its
743 Commission in an update of the “Folsorn El Dorado Corridor Transit Strategy Final i decision-making and planning
" Report dated December 2005. The update shall include the Plan Area and Sacramento processes. Therefore the policy does
County. not apply to the project.
- This polley directs the City in its
The City of Folsom shall participate with the Sacramento Area Council of Government| de«:slsli’onzra:(rin an: I::nllr:l'
7.14 in a revislon of the City of Folsom Short-Range Translt Plan Update Final Report, dated n/a 8 P &

processes. Therefore the policy does
not apply to the project.

The Sacramento Regional Transit District (RT) “A Guide to Transit Orlented
7.15 Development (TOD)” shall be used as a design guidellne for subsequent project level
|approvals for all projects along the Plan Area transit corridor.

The guideline was used in the preparation
Yes of the Specific Plan. The project s
consistent with the Specific Plan.
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Creekstone Phase 1 (Mangini Ranch Phase 1, Lot 10) Small Lot Vesting Tentative Subdivision Map:
Applicant's FPASP Policy Consistency Analysis

FPASP Policy . L Map
FPASP Policy Description 1 REGENRS
No. Consistent
Sidewalks, Trails and Bikeway Policies
A system of sidewalks, tralls, and bikeways shall internally link all land uses and
connect to all existing or planned external street and trail facilities contiguous with the
Plan Area to provide safe routes of travel for pedestrians and bicyclists as depicted in The project includes sidewalks that are
7.16 Figure 7.32 and as indicated on the applicable roadway sectlons. Pedestrlan and Yes consistent with the adopted Specific
bicycle facilities shall be designed in accordance with City design standards, including Plan and City standards.
the latest version of the Bikeway Master Plan, the FPASP and the FPASP Community
Design Guidelines.
747 Public accessibility to open space and scenic areas within the Plan Area shall be Yes Access to nearby open space areas is
provided via roadway, sidewalks, trall and bikeway connectlons, where appropriate. provided via roadway and sidewalks.
East Bidwell Street and Mangini
7.18 Traffic calming measures and signage shall be used to enhance the safety of sidewalk, Yes Parkway have separated sidewalks
trail and bikeway crossings of arterial and collector streets. from the street to enhance pedestrian
design.
Class | bike path and trail crossings of Alder Creek and intermittent drainages channels| Alder Creek is not located in this
7.19 shall be minimized and located and designed to cause the least amount of disturbance| n/a phase. Therefore the policy does not
to the creek environment. apply to the project.
The proposed project connects to the
separated sidewalk along Mangini
7.20 Per state and federal programs, safe routes to schools shall be identified and signed. Yes Parkway, which serves as the Safe
Route to School. Signage shall be
Identified in the improvements plans.
The project is adjacent to East Bidwell
All Plan Area land uses shall be located within approximately 1/2 mile of a Class | bike Strt.eet ar'\d Mangini Parsz-fy, b
7.21 path or a Class Il bike lane. Yes which will be developed with class Il
bike lanes as part of the planned
Bicycle network.
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FPASP Policy

Creekstone Phase 1 {Mangini Ranch Phase 1, Lot 10) Small Lot Vesting Tentative Subdivision Map:

Applicant's FPASP Policy Consistency Analysis

Map

FPASP Policy Descriptio R 3
No. ey Pt Consistent RUEILE
Site deslgn and building placement shall minimize barriers to pedestrian access and The Project com?lle_s ithikheiRsison
. . N . . Ranch, Central District Deslgn
interconnectivity. Physical barriers such as walls, berms, landscaping and slopes e i
) . X g Guidelines and City standards for
7.22 between residential and non-residential land uses that unnecessarily impede blicycle or n/a R ) | i
. . i residential neighborhoods. Design
pedestrian circulation shall be minimized. Clearly marked shaded paths shall be X X I
. R . Review approval is not being sought at
provided through commercial and mixed use parking lots. .
this time.
The project proposes detached single-
Adequate short and long term bicycle parking shall be provided for all Plan Area land family residential uses. The units
7.23 uses (except for single-family and single-family high density residential uses) as n/a include driveways and two-car
specified in Table A.14. garages, which provide adequate
bicycle parking for the use type.
Section 8 - Open Space
The project does not include open
8.1 Open Space areas shall be created throughout the entirety of the Plan Area. nfa space uses. Therefore the policy does
not apply to the project.
Create a preserve apen space zone that will include all of the preserved wetlands and The project does not include open
8.2 required buffers that are under the jurisdiction of the U.S. Army Corp of Engineers nfa space uses. Therefore the policy does
{USACE). not apply to the project.
Create a passive Gpen space Zone that may contain imited recreation uses and The project does not include open
8.3 facilities, storm water quallty detention basins, water quality structures, wetland and n/a space uses. Therefore the policy does
tree mitigation areas and limited public utilities. not apply to the project.
The project does not include school or
8.4 Where feasible, locate schaols and parks adjacent or near to open space. n/a park uses. Therefore the policy does
not apply to the project.
Open space areas shall incorporate sensitive Plan Area natural resources, including oak X
i ) - The project does not include open
a5 woodlands, Alder Creek and its tributaries, hillside areas, cultural resources, and s space uses. Therefore the policy does
' tributaries of Carson, Buffalo and Coyote Creeks within the boundaries of the Plan P ) i policy
Area not apply to the project.
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FPASP Policy

No.

Creekstone Phase 1 (Mangini Ranch Phase 1, Lot 10) Small Lot Vesting Tentative Subdivision Map:

Applicant's FPASP Policy Consistency Analysis

FPASP Policy Description

Open space Improvements shall comply with City of Folsom General Plan Policy 27.1
and the Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA) standards.

Map
Consistent

n/a

Remarks

The project does not include open
space uses. Therefore the policy does
not apply to the project.

8.7

Natural parkways, thirty-feet (30') in width or larger, shall be considered part of the
required thirty percent (30%) Plan Area natural open space provided the following
minlmum criteria is met:

8.7a: They include a paved path or trail.

8.7.b: They have the abillty to be utilized for tree mitigation ptantings or other
appropriate mitigation measures and;

8.7.c: They are planted primarily with California central valley and foothills native
plants as described in the most current edition of River-Friendly Landscape Guidelines.

n/a

No natural parkways are proposed in
the project area. Therefore the pollcy
does not apply to the project.

Locate Class | bicycle paths and paved and unpaved trails throughout the open space.

n/a

The project does not Include open
space uses. Therefore the policy does
not apply to the project.

8.9

Carefully site infrastructure, including roads, wastewater and water facilities,
trailheads, equestrian trails and the like to minimize impact to the oak woodlands,
Alder Creek and its tributaries, hillside areas, cultural resources and intermittent
tributaries of Carson, Buffalo and Coyote Creeks within the boundaries of the Plan
Area.

Yes

No cultural resources identified to be
preserved, oak woodlands/trees, or
hillsides are present in the project.
The project has been designed to
avoid the wetland areas to the extent
feasible.

8.10

Provide the opportunity for educational programs that highlight the value of the
varlous natural features of the Plan Area.

nfa

The project does not include open
space uses. Therefore the policy does
not apply to the project.

8.11

All open space improvements, including erosion control planting and landscaping,
within the 200-year flood plain shall be designed to withstand inundation during a 200-|
year flood event.

n/a

The project does not include open
space uses. Therefore the policy does
not apply to the project.

8.12

All open space improvements, including erosion control planting and landscaping
adjacent to Alder Creek and Its tributarles shall be consistent with Section 10.2.6 -

Alder Creek & Floadplain Protection.

n/a

Alder Creek is not located in this
phase. Therefore the policy does not
apply to the project.
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Creekstone Phase 1 (Mangini Ranch Phase 1, Lot 10) Small Lot Vesting Tentative Subdivision Map:
Applicant's FPASP Policy Consistency Analysis

FPASP Policy Map

FPASP Policy Description ) Remarks
No, Consistent
The FASP Open Space Management Plan shall describe the ownership, funding, and The project does yot propase.upen
8.13 " n/a space uses, Therefore the palicy does
maintenance of open space areas.
not apply to the project.
The FPASP Community Design Guidelines shall include recommendations for the The document submilted to the City
8.14 design of natural parkways and other passive open space recreation facllities, storm n/a contains this information. Therefore
|water quallty detention basins, water quality structures, wetland and tree mitigation the policy does not apply to the
areas, and public utilities, project.
All entitlernents within the FPASP shall be reviewed to ensure that thirty percent (30%) The project does not reduce the
8.15 of the Plan Area is maintained as natural open space to preserve oak woodlands and Yes amount of open space in the Plan
sensitive habitat areas. Area,
Section 9 - Parks
i . . ’ The project's sidewalks are consistent
x|l Fromle v s Y oy T MO P ANy e comece et
network in the Specific Plan.
Park designs shall accommodate a varlety of active and passive recreational facilities The project does not propose park
9.2 and activities that meet the needs of Plan Area residents of all ages, abilities and nfa uses. Therefore the policy does not
special interest groups, including the disabled. apply to the project.
Neighborhood parks shall feature active recreational uses as a priority and provide The project does not propose park
9.3 field lighting for nighttime sports uses and other activities as deemed appropriate by| nfa uses. Therefore the policy does not
the City of Folsom Parks and Recreation Department. apply to the project.
The sports facilities listed in Table 9.1 are suggested facilities for inclusion in The project does not propose park
9.4 community, neighborhood and local parks. The City may amend Table 9.1 as City, n/a uses. Therefore the policy does not
needs change without amending the FPASP. apply to the project.
All park master plans shall include a lighting plan and all park lighting fixtures shall be The projectCoes nat pr_opose park
9.5 i X n/a uses. Therefore the policy does not
shielded and energy efficient. .
apply to the project.
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Creekstone Phase 1 (Mangini Ranch Phase 1, Lot 10) Small Lot Vesting Tentative Subdivision Map:
Applicant's FPASP Policy Consistency Analysis

FPASP Policy ) N Map
FPASP Policy Description , Remarks
No. Consistent
Parks shall be designed and landscaped to provide shade, easy maintenance, water
. X . The project does not propose park
efficiency, and to accommodate a varlety of recreational uses. Park improvements will .
9.6 ) . n/a uses. Therefore the policy does not
comply with Folsom Municipal Code Chapter 13.26 Water Conservation and all Loty to the proiect
applicable mitigations measures set forth in the FPASP EIR/EIS. PRV project.
Th ject d
Park furniture and structures shall be selected based on durability, vandal resistance € project does not pr:opose Bk
L and long term maintenance, as approved by the City. UL s ROy dgesTo
J ' PP v ) apply to the project.
T d
Public art is encouraged in parks where approprlate and feasible in compliance with he project does not pl'.opose park
9.8 i n/a uses. Therefore the policy does not
the City’s Arts and Culture Master Plan.
apply to the project.
Easements and designated open space shall not be credited as parkland acreage. The proje Therefore the policy does
9.9 These areas may be used for park activities, but not to satisfy Quimby park land nfa not apply to the project.ct does not
dedication requirements. propose park uses.
Placement of stand alone cell towers or antennae in parks in strongly discouraged. Cell towers are not proposed with this
9.10 Cell towers or antennae are permitted to be located on sports fleld lighting poles with n/a application. Therefore the policy does
a use permit. not apply to the project.
All parks shall be sited and designed with special attention to safety and visibility. Park
designs shall follow the use restrictions as outlined in the Folsom Municipal Code The project does not propose park
9.11 Chapter 9.68: Use of Park Facilities. The Parks and Recreation Commission shall n/a uses, Therefore the policy does not
review all park master development plans and make recommendations to the City apply to the project.
Council for approval.
This policy affects the City and does
9.12 A Parks Master Plan shall be prepared for the Plan Area. n/a [SIPOIEYS C, = thelGitya
not apply to Individual developers.
If the existing slope of a park site shown on Figure 9.1 exceeds five percent, the site|
shall be rough graded by owner/developer/bullder dedicating the park land in The project does not propose park
9.13 accordance with grading plans approved by the City of Folsom Parks and Recreation n/a uses. Therefore the policy does not
Department. The cost to grade sltes may be credited against park impact fees subject apply to the project.
to city approval.
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Creekstone Phase 1 (Mangini Ranch Phase 1, Lot 10) Small Lot Vesting Tentative Subdivision Map:
Applicant's FPASP Policy Consistency Analysis

Map

FPASP Policy Description : Remarks
Consistent

FPASP Policy

No.

Th
Park land dedications are net areas in acres and exclude easements, wetlands, public e
9.14 n/a uses, Therefore the policy does not
rights-of-way and steep slopes or structures.
apply to the project.
Section 10 - Resource Management & Sustainable Design
Wetland Policies
101 Delineated wetlands shall be preserved to the greatest extent possible within open Yes Wetland permit has been issued for
: space areas and corridors, or otherwise provided for in protected areas. the project.
10.2 Where preservation Is not feaslble, mitigation measures shall be carrled out as| Yes Wetland permit has been Issued for
) speclfied in the FPASP EIR/EIS. the project.

Exhibit 3
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FPASP Policy

Creekstone Phase 1 (Mangini Ranch Phase 1, Lot 10) Small Lot Vesting Tentative Subdivision Map:
Applicant's FPASP Policy Consistency Analysis

FPASP Policy Description

Water quality certification based on Section 401 of the Clean Water Act shall be
obtained before issuance of the Section 404 permit.

Map
Consistent

Yes

Remarks

A water quality certlfication was
issued.

10.4

Construction, maintenance, and monitoring of compensation wetlands shall be in
accordance with requirements of the USACE, pursuant to the issuance of a Section 404
permit. Compensation wetlands may consist of one of the following:

10.4a: Constructed wetlands within designated open space areas or corridors in the
Plan Area;

10.4b: Wetland credits purchased from a mitigatlon bank; and /or;

10.4c: The purchase of land at an off-site location to preserve or construct mitigation
wetlands.

To ensure successful compensation wetlands, wetland feasibllity studies shall be
carried out in conjunction with request for permits from regulatory agencies prior to
any constructlon.

Yes

|Wetland permit has been issued for

the project.

As part of the Section 404 permitting process, the project applicants shall prepare a

wetland mitigation and monitoring plan (MMP). The pian shall include detailed|

information on the habitats present within the preservation and mitigation areas, the
long-term management and monitoring of these habitats, legal protection for the
preservation and mitigation areas (e.g., conservation easement, declaration of
restrictions), and funding mechanism information (e.g., endowment). The plan shall
Identify participation within mitigation banks.

Yes

Wetland permit has been issued for
the project.

Maintenance and monitoring of all compensation wetlands, whether constructed or
purchased, shall be carried out by an approved monitoring agency or organlzation, and
shall be In accordance with all federal, state, and local regulations. Monitoring shall
continue for a minimum of 5 years from completion of mitigation or until performance
standards have been met, whichever is longer

Yes

Wetland permit has been issued for
the project.

December, 2019
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FPASP Palicy

No.

Creekstone Phase 1 (Mangini Ranch Phase 1, Lot 10) Small Lot Vesting Tentative Subdivision Map:

Applicant's FPASP Policy Consistency Analysis

FPASP Policy Description

\WET:]
Consistent

Remarks

ial stat i

Special status vernal pool invertebrates shall be protected as required by State and . N? sDe,c al sta us. .

R i identified in the project area and any
10.7 federal regulatory agencies. Where protection is not feaslble, vernal pool Yes .
. . R impacts to offsite areas are covered by

Invertebrates shall be mitigated per the wetland mitigation and monltoring plan. o

the Biological Oplinion.
Wildlife Policies
The Project wilt comply with mitigation
measures in the FPASP EIR and
bl i i habi i , shall b ired
10.8 Tricolared blackbird nesting colony habitat, if any, shall be protected as required by Yes Westland/Eagle SPA Addendum,

State and federal regulatory agencles. ! ) R
including conducting preconstruction
surveys. See MMRP.

It is the applicant's understanding that
10.9 A Swainson’s Hawk mitigation pian shall be prepared to avoid loss of nesting areas if vas the City will soon approve a Swainson's
: applicable. Hawk Mitigation Plan. The project will
comply with all relevant mitigation
measures in this plan.
The Project will comply with mitigation
measures in the FPASP EIR and
. . . . l
1030 [Anncidentl take permi sl e oained 1o avld mpacis on e Vally EGEISNY | yeg | westan/agle SPA Addendu. e
onghorn B ! B urred. MMRP. No Valley Elderberry Longhorn
Beetle (VELB) were identified on the
proposed project site.
The Project will comply with mitigation
10.11 Special-status bat roosts shall be protected as required by State and federal regulatory Ner measures in the FPASP EIR and
* agencies. Westland/Eagle 5PA Addendum,
Including conducting preconstruction
surveys. See MMRP,
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Creekstone Phase 1 (Mangini Ranch Phase 1, Lot 10) Small Lot Vesting Tentative Subdivision Map:
Applicant's FPASP Policy Consistency Analysis

FPASP Policy Map

FPASP Policy Description Remarks

No. Consistent

This policy appiies to the Sacramento-Yolo

The Sacramento-Yolo Mosquito and Vector Control District will provide year-round y y
Masquito and Vector Control Distret.

10.12 i i i i i
0. aosquno and vlector control in accordance with state regulations and its Mosquito n/a Therefore the pollcy does not apply to the
anagement Plan. Iproject.

Dak Woodlands & Isolated Oak Tree Policies

The proposed project does not have
10.13 Preserve and protect in perpetuity approximately 399-acres of existing oak woodlands. nfa any oak woodlands or oak tree canopy
to be preserved. Therefore the policy
does not apply to the project.

The proposed project does not have
any oak woodlands or oak tree canopy
to be preserved. Therefore the policy
does not apply to the project.

The details of ownership, long term maintenance and monitoring of the preserved and
10.14 mitigated oak woodlands and Isolated oak tree canopy shall be specified In the FPASP n/a
Open Space Management Plan approved concurrently with the FPASP.

Exhibit 3
December, 2019 21



Creekstone Phase 1 {(Mangini Ranch Phase 1, Lot 10) Small Lot Vesting Tentative Subdivision Map:
Applicant's FPASP Policy Consistency Analysis

FPASP Policy Map

FPASP Policy Description Remarks

No. Consistent

Oak trees included in residential and non-residential development parcel impacted
oak woodlands are encouraged to be preserved wherever practical, provided
preservation does not;

a) Cause a reduction in the number of lots or a significant reduction in the size of
residential lots.

b) Requlre mass grading that ellminates level pads or requires specialized TS s I et ot

foundations.
10.15 & any oak woodlands or oak tree canopy
' ¢) Require the use of retaining wall or extended earthen slopes greater than 4 feet In to be preserved. Therefore the pollcy
height, as measured from the bottom of the footing to the top of the retaining wall. does not apply to the project.

d) Require the preservation of any trees certified by an arborist to be dead or in poor
or hazardous or non-correctable condition or trees the pose a safety risk to the public.

e) Cost more to preserve the tree than to mitigate for its loss, based on the Isolated
Oak Tree Mitigation requirements listed below.

Isolated oak trees in residential and non-residential development parcels shall be
rated according to the following natlonal rating system developed by the American
Society of Consulting Arborists (ASCA):

Tanre 10.1
ASCA Tree RATING SysTEM The proposed project does not have
10.16 RATING J RarinG No. | Raring Descrurmion /A any oak woodlands or oak tree canopy
Excellent 5 No problem(s) to be preserved. Therefore the policy
Good ' 4 No apparenc problen(s) does not apply to the project.
Fair 3 Minor problem(s) I
[ __I’cmr | Z M_ajur problem(s)
Hazarduus or non-correctable | | Extreme problem(s)
Dead 0 Dead
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Creekstone Phase 1 (Mangini Ranch Phase 1, Lot 10) Small Lot Vesting Tentative Subdivision Map:
Applicant's FPASP Policy Consistency Analysis

FPASP Policy

Map

FPASP Policy D ipti
No. olicy Lescription Comeisian: Remarks
As part of any small lot tentative subdivision map application submittal, prepare and X
: s 4 R Ly . Lk The proposed project does not have
submit a site map, a tree preservation program and arborist’s report and both a
Lo any oak woodlands or oak tree canopy
10.17 canopy survey of oak trees in the development parcel as well as a survey of individual n/a .

. R to be preserved. Therefore the policy
free standing oak trees. The surveys will show trees to be preserved and trees to be does not aely to the project
removed consistent with the requirements of FMC Chapter 12.16. PRl project.

For small lot tentative subdivision parcels that contain oak trees, a pre-application and
conceptual project review Is required to ensure that every reasonable and practical
3 pro} Ml . " . . B The proposed small lot tentative
effort has been made by the applicant to preserve oak trees. At a minimum, the .
. . N N subdivision does not contain oak trees.
10.18 submittal shall consist of a completed application form, the site map, the tree n/a R
. L., . . Therefore the policy does not apply to
preservation program, the arborist's report, an aerial photograph of the project site, the project
the oak tree surveys, and a conceptual site plan and grading plan showing road and lot project.
layouts and oak trees to be preserved or removed.
Minor administrative modifications to the FPASP development standards, including
but not limited to reduced parking requirements, reduced landscape requirement, The proposed project does not have
10.19 reduced front and rear yard building setbacks, modifled drainage requirements, n/a any oak woodlands or oak tree canopy
' increased building heights; and variations in lot area, width, depth and site coverage to be preserved. Therefore the policy
are permitted as part of the Design Review approval process in order to preserve does not apply to the project.
additional oak trees within development parcels.
i l, thei
When oak tree‘s are proposed for prefervatlon l[\ a d'evelopment parcel, ensure their T et e v
protection during and after construction as outlined in FMC Chapter 12.16 — Tree
. " . R . . any oak woodlands or oak tree canopy
10.20 Preservation. Once an individual residence or commercial building has recelved an n/a )
) . . to be preserved. Therefore the policy
pccupancy permit, preserved trees on the property are subject to the requirements of .
i does not apply to the project.
FMC Chapter 12.16 - Tree Preservation.

December, 2019
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FPASP Policy

No.

Creekstone Phase 1 (Mangini Ranch Phase 1, Lot 10) Small Lot Vesting Tentative Subdivision Map:
Applicant's FPASP Policy Consistency Analysis

FPASP Policy Description

Cultural Resources Policles

Map
Consistent

Remarks

10.21

The following shall be prepared prior to extensive grading or excavation:

10.21a: Existing archeological reports relevant to the Plan Area shall be reviewed by a
qualifled archaeologist.

10.21b: Areas found to contain or likely to contain archaeological resources shall be

10.21c: An Archaeologlcal Resources Report shall be prepared, as appropriate.

10.21d: Copies of all records shall be submitted to the appropriate information center
in the California Historical Resource Information System (CHRIS).

Yes

The proposed project has completed
the archaeological surveys and reports
described here and they have been
submitted to the California Historical
Resource Information System {CHRIS).

10.22

Publicly accessible tralls and facilities In open space areas shall be located so as to
ensure the integrity and preservation of historical and cultural resources as specified in
the FPASP Community Design Guidelines and the Open Space Management Plan.

n/a

The project does not propose open
space uses. Therefore the pollcy does
not apply to the project.

10.23

Views toward cultural resources from publicly accessible trails and facilities shall be
protected, where appropriate.

n/a

The project does not propose publicly
accessible trials or facillties. Therefore
the policy does not apply to the
project.

10.24

Interpretive displays near cultural resources shall be unobtrusive and compatible with
the visual form of the resources.

n/a

There are no cultural resources that
require displays on the project site.
Therefore the policy does not apply to
the project.

Water Quality

Policies

10.25

Natural drainage courses within the Plan Area along Alder, Carson, Coyote, and Buffalo
Creeks and their tributaries shall be preserved as required by state and federal
regulatory agencies and incorporated Into the overall storm water drainage systemt.

Yes

The proposed project is consistent
with the drainage master plan,
including the preservation measures
for the referenced drainage features
and waterways.

10.26

Trails located within open space corridors and areas shall be designed to include sail
erosion control measures to minimize sedimentation of nearby creeks and maintain
the natural state of drainage courses.

The project does not propose trials.
Therefore the policy does not apply to
the project.
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FPASP Policy

No.

Creekstone Phase 1 (Mangini Ranch Phase 1, Lot 10) Small Lot Vesting Tentative Subdivision Map:

Applicant's FPASP Policy Consistency Analysis

FPASP Policy Description

Public recreational facilities (e.g., plcnlc areas and trails) located within open space

Map
Consistent

Remarks

The project does not propose open

Alder Creek where it is technically suitable can be used instead of mechanical
stablllzation.

10.27 corridors or areas shall be subject to urban storm water best management practices, n/a space uses. Therefore the policy does
as defined in Section 10.3 - Sustalnable Design. not apply to the project.
Best management practices shall be incorporated Into construction practices to
minimlize the transfer of water borne particulates and pollutants Into the storm water The described BMPs will be
10.28 drainage system in conformance with FMC Chapters 8.70 — Stormwater Management Yes incorporated in the notes section for
& Discharge Control and 14.29 — Grading as well as current NPDES permit the final improvement plans for the
requirements and State Water Resources Control Board’s Construction General Permit proposed project.
requirements.
10.29 All mitigation specified in the FPASP EIR/EIS shall be implemented. Yes !VIItlgatIon Rl
implemented.
Preference shall be glven to biotechnical or non-structural alternatives, over . - .
. i . . N - Project will include measures in
10.30 alternatives involving revetments, bank regrading or installation of stream training Yes |
improvement plans.
structures.
Alder Creek & Floodplain Protection Policies
10.31 Alder Creek shall be preserved in its natural state, to the extent feasible, to maintain i The proposed project does not impact
the riparian and wetland habitat adjacent to the creek. Alder Creek. Therefore the policy does
not apply to the project.
All improvements and maintenance activity, including creek bank stabilization, The proposed project does not impact
10.32 adjacent to Alder Creek shall comply with the Clean Water Act Section 404 permits and nfa Alder Creek. Therefore the policy does
the Central Valley Flood Protection Act of 2008 (SB 5). not apply to the project.
Bank stabilization and other erosion control measure shall have a natural appearance,
X i K . , . L The proposed proect does not impact
1033 wherever feasible. The use of biotechnical stabilization methods is required within “nfa Inder Creek Therefare the pollcy does

not apply to the project.

December, 2019
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FPASP Policy

No.

Creekstone Phase 1 (Mangini Ranch Phase 1, Lot 10) Small Lot Vesting Tentative Subdivision Map:

Applicant's FPASP Policy Consistency Analysis

FPASP Policy Description

New drainage outfalls within or near Alder Creek, or improvements to exlsting outfalls,
shall be designed and constructed utilizing low impact development (LID) practices in
conformance with the most current National Pollutant Discharge Elimination {(NPDE)
regulations. Consistent with these practices, storm water collection shall be
decentralized, its quality improved and its peak flow contained in detentlon facilities
that wlll slowly release it back into the creek drainage outfalls and Improvements shall
be unobtrusive and natural in appearance (refer to Section 12.6 - Stormwater).

Map
Consistent

n/fa

Remarks

The proposed project does not impact
Alder Creek. Therefore the policy does
not apply to the project.

10.35

All Plan Area development projects shall avoid encraaching on the Alder Creek 200-
year flood plain to ensure that no adverse alterations to the creek or the floodplain
occur where practical. However, in the event encroachment is unavoidable,
construction shall comply with the FPASP EIR/EIS mitigation measures, and all relevant
provisions of the Central Valley Flood Protection Plan and FMC Chapter 14.23 - Flood
Damage Prevention.

The proposed project does not impact
Alder Creek. Therefore the policy does
not apply to the project.

10.36

Plan Area streets that cross Alder Creek may be grade-separated from the creek to
allow uninterrupted passage of wildlife and trail users. Adequate vertical clearance
shall be provided under all such street crossings to allow safe, visible bicycle,

|pedestrian and equestrian travel. Any streets that cross Alder Creek and are grade-

separated shall follow the standards established in FMC Chapter 10.28 — Bridges.

n/a

The proposed project does not impact
Alder Creek. Therefore the policy does
not apply to the project.

10.37

Emergency vehicle access along Alder Creek may be provided on Class | bike paths
and/or separately designated emergency access roads (refer to Figure 7.29).

nfa

The proposed project does not impact
Alder Creek. Therefore the policy does
not apply to the project.

10.38

All lighting adjacent to Alder Creek shall be limited to bridges, underpasses, trailheads,
public facilltles and for other public safety purposes. Lighting fixtures shall be fully
shielded and energy efficient.

nfa

The proposed project does not impact
Alder Creek. Therefore the policy does
not apply to the project.
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Creekstone Phase 1 (Mangini Ranch Phase 1, Lot 10) Small Lot Vesting Tentative Subdivision Map:
Applicant's FPASP Policy Consistency Analysis

FPASP Palicy . I Map
FPASP Policy Description i Remarks
Consistent
Class | bike paths and other paved and unpaved trails may be constructed near Alder The proposed project does not impact
10.39 Creek In the SP-0S2 passive open space zone consistent with the FPASP Community nfa Alder Creek. Therefore the policy does
Deslgn Guidelines. not apply to the project.
Public access polints shall be located in areas where they have the least impact to the ine Aioposed projectidocs not' impact
10.40 ) B . o n/a Alder Creek. Therefore the policy does
Alder Creek environment and designed to avoid sensitlve plant wildlife habitat areas. i
not apply to the project.
Re-vegetation and new planting along Alder Creek shall use California central valley The proposed project does not impact
10.41 and foothllls native plants as described in the most current edition of River-Friendly n/a Alder Creek. Therefore the policy does
Landscape Guidelines. nat apply to the project.
The pr d project d Impact
Adhere to the recommendations and policles of the Alder Creek Watershed e proposed project does not Impa
10.42 i n/a Alder Creek. Therefore the policy does
Management Actlon Plan where feasible.
not apply to the project.
Air Quality Policles
An Operational Air Quality Mitigation Plan has been prepared and approved by the
Sacramento Metropolitan Air Quality Management District based on the District’s The proposed project will comply with
10.43 CEQA guidelines dated July 2004, As required by LAFCO Resolution 1195 (dated 6 June Yes all applicable air quality mitigation
2001) the plan achleves a 35% reductlon in potential emissions than could occur measures.
without a mitigation program.
Th d proj ill ith
10.44 The approved Operatlonal Air Quality Mitigation measures shall be included as policies Yes alleapnlji‘c’::Iee :rrojj;ti;'mfgn;zzrlw'
in the relevant sections of the FPASP. PP q &
measures.
Based on advisory recommendations Included in Table 1-1 of the California Air Proposed residential land uses are
10.45 Resources Board document entitled Air Quality and Land Use Handbook, avoid Yes more than 500-feet from U.S. Highway
locating residential land uses within 500-feet of U.S, Highway 50. 50.
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Creekstone Phase 1 (Mangini Ranch Phase 1, Lot 10) Small Lot Vesting Tentative Subdivision Map:
Applicant's FPASP Policy Consistency Analysis

FPASP Policy \WETY

FPASP Policy Description Remarks

No. Consistent

Consistent with the Specific Plan and
the Air Quality Management Plan,
Wood burning fireplaces are not
Included in the project.

Consistent with Specific Plan and Air
Provide complimentary electric lawnmowers to each residentiat buyer in the SF, SFRD Yes Quality Management Plan, an electric
and the MLD land uses. lawnmower will be provided with each
home.

10.46 Prohibit wood burning fireplaces in all residential construction. Yes

10.47
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Creekstone Phase 1 (Mangini Ranch Phase 1, Lot 10) Small Lot Vesting Tentative Subdivision Map:
Applicant's FPASP Policy Consistency Analysis

Noise Policles
The Project will comply with mitigation
FPASP EIR and
Residential developments must be designed and/or located to reduce outdoor noise W————— o
10.48 Yes Westland/Eagle SPA Addendum,
levels generated by traffic to less than 60 dB. 3 5 ¢
including noise reduction measures.
See MMRP,
Noise from Aerojet propulsion system and routine component testing facilities The project will not be impacted by
10.49 affecting sensitive receptor areas shall be mitigated based on recommendations in the n/a the Aerojet facilities. Therefore the
acoustical study. policy does not apply to the project.
The Condltions, Covenants and Restrictions in the Department of Real Estate Public Avigation easements have been
10.50 Report shall disclose that the Plan Area is within the Mather Airport flight path and Yes recorded on the property and
that over flight noise may be present at various times. disclosures will be provided in CC&R's.
Landowner shall, prior to Tier 2 Development Agreement, record an easement over .
. . Avigation easements have been
10.51 the property relating to noise caused by aircraft arriving or departing from Mather Yes
Airport recorded on the property.
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Creekstone Phase 1 (Mangini Ranch Phase 1, Lot 10) Small Lot Vesting Tentative Subdivision Map:
Applicant's FPASP Policy Consistency Analysis

FPASP Policy Map

FPASP Policy Description . Remarks
No. Consistent

Low Impact Development Policles

Site specific development projects shall incorporate LiD design strategies that include:

10.52a: Minimizing and reducing the impervious surface of site development by
reducing the paved area of roadways, sidewalks, driveways, parking areas, and roof
tops;

10.2b: Breaking up large areas of impervious surface area and directing stormwater
flows away from these areas to stabllized vegetated areas; The project Is consistent with the City's

L . e . Backbone Infrastructure Master Plan,
10.52¢: Minimizing the impact of development on sensitive site features such as

A R - . which includes stormwater
streams, floodplains, wetlands, woodlands, and signlficant on-site vegetation; R i
1052 Yes requirements. The portion of the

10.52d: Malntaining natural drainage courses; and proposed project that includes site-
specific development has Incorporated
LID design strategles as described in
section 10.52 of the EIR for the FPASP.

10.52e: Provide runoff storage dispersed uniformly throughout the site, using a
varlety of LID detention, retention, and runoff techniques that may include:

Bioretention facillties and swales (shallow vegetated depressions engineered to
collect, store, and inflltrate runoff); and
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Creekstone Phase 1 (Mangini Ranch Phase 1, Lot 10) Small Lot Vesting Tentative Subdivision Map:
Applicant's FPASP Policy Consistency Analysis

FPASP Policy Map

FPASP Policy Description Remarks

No. Consistent

Landscape buffers, parkways, parking medians, filter strips, vegetated curb
extensions, and planter boxes (containing grass or other close-growling vegetation
planted between poliuting sources (such as a roadway or site development) and
downstream receiving water bodies).

Landscaping Policies
The Plan Area landscape palette shall consist of California Central Valley and foothills
native plant species as described in the most current edition of River-Friendly The project is designed to be
10.53 Landscape Guidelines and drought tolerant adaptive plant species except at Yes consistent with the applicable design
neighborhood entry gateways and similar high visibility locations where ornamental guldelines.

plant species may be preferred.

The use of turf is not allowed on slopes greater than 25% where the toe of the slope Is

Th ject d inct
adjacent to an impermeable hardscape. Consistent with CALGreen Tier 2 voluntary P e natinclugerany|

10.54 recommendatlons, all development projects within the Plan Area shall be encouraged njd slo;'aes greater than 25%. Thereff)re the
to limit the use of turf to 25% of the total landscaped area. belicy/cioss nokianpivE pEIRrRiecE
Open space areas adJacent to bulldings and development parcels shall maintain a fuel
modificatlon and vegetation management area In order to provide the minimum fuel
modificatlon fire break as required by State and local laws and ordinances.
Additionally, development parcels adjacent to open space areas may be required to The FPASP Open Space Management
10.55 provide emergency access through the property to the open space by means of gates, Yes Plan provides for fuel modification
access roads or other means approved by the City of Folsom Fire Department. measures.
Ownership and maintenance of open space areas, including fuel modification
requirements and fire hazard reductlon measures are outlined in the FPASP Open
Space Management Plan.
Trees shall be interspersed throughout parking lots so that in fifteen (15) years, forty The project does not include any
10.56 {40) percent of the parking lot will be in shade at high noon. At planting, trees shall be n/a parking lots. Therefore the pollcy does
equivalent to a #15 container or larger. not apply to the project.

Energy Efficiency Policies
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Creekstone Phase 1 {(Mangini Ranch Phase 1, Lot 10) Small Lot Vesting Tentative Subdivision Map:
Applicant's FPASP Policy Consistency Analysis

FPASP Palicy Map

FPASP Policy Description Remarks

No. Consistent

The proposed project will employ
energy conservation standards for site
and building development, Each home
Yes will include solar, tankless water
heaters, 2x6 exterior walls providing
high-efficient insulation, radiant
barrier and Independent third-party
testing.

Conservation of energy resources will be encouraged through site and building

10.57
development standards.

Design Review approval is not being
sought at this time. Each home will
include solar, tankless water heaters,
2x6 exterior walls providing high-
efficient insulation, radiant barrier and
independent third-party testing.

Buildings shall incorporate site design measures that reduce heating and cooling needs
10.58 by orienting buildings on the site to reduce heat loss and gain depending on the time nfa
of day and season of the year.

Design Review approval Is not being
sought at this time. Each home will

Solar access to homes shall be considered in the design of residential neighborhoods include solar, tankless water heaters,

10.59
to optimize the opportunity for passive and active solar energy strategles. iy 2x6 exterior walls providing high-
efficient insulation, radlant barrier and
Independent third-party testing.
The project proposes detached single-
10.60 Multi-family and attached residential units shall be oriented toward southern s family residential units. Where site

exposures, where site conditions permit. conditions permit, however, units will
be orlented toward sothern expasure.
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No.

Creekstone Phase 1 (Mangini Ranch Phase 1, Lot 10) Small Lot Vesting Tentative Subdivision Map:

Applicant's FPASP Policy Consistency Analysis

FPASP Policy Description

Map
Consistent

Remarks

10.61

Bulldings shall be designed to incorporate the use of high quality, energy efficient
glazing to reduce heat lass and gain.

n/a

The project is designed to comply with
the applicable Design Guidelines and
standards. Thaugh Deslgn review
approval is not being sought at this
time, the required features will be
verified during the bullding plan check
process.

10.62

Energy efficient appliances, windows, insulation, and other available technologies to
reduce energy demands will be encouraged.

n/a

The praject is designed to comply with
the applicable Design Guidelines and
standards. Though Design review
approval is not belng sought at this
time, the required features will be
verified during the building plan check
process.

10.63

Office park uses shall Install automatic lighting and thermostat features.

n/a

The project does not include office
uses. Therefore the policy does not
apply to the project.

10.64

Commercial and public buildings shall use energy efficient lighting with automatic
controls to minimize energy use.

n/a

The project does not include
commerical or public buildings.
Therefore the policy does not apply to
the project.

10.65

Energy Star certified equipment and appliances shall be installed, to include: 10.65a -
Residentlal appliances; heating and cooling systems; and roofing; and

10.65b - Nanresidential appllances and office equipment; heating, cooling, and lighting
control systems; and roofing

nfa

The project is designed to comply with
the applicable Design Guidelines and
standards. Though Design review
approval is not being sought at this
time, the requlired features will be
verified during the building plan check
process.
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Creekstone Phase 1 (Mangini Ranch Phase 1, Lot 10) Small Lot Vesting Tentative Subdivision Map:
Applicant's FPASP Policy Consistency Analysis

FPASP Policy Map

FPASP Policy Description Remarks

No. Consistent

Commercial, resldential, and public projects shall be designed to allow for the possible
installation of alternative energy technologies including active solar, wind, or other
emerging technologies, and shall comply with the followIng standards: 10.66a -
Installation of solar technology on buildings such as rooftop photovoltaic cell arrays
shall be installed in accordance with the State Fire Marshal safety regulations and

Design Review approval is not being
sought at this time. Each home will
Include solar, tankless water heaters,

installed In all swimming pools.

— guidelines. n/a 2x6 exterior walls providing high-
10.66b - Standard rooftop mechanical equipment shall be located in such a manner so i S— . |
N ) efficient insulation, radiant barrier and
as not to preclude the installation of solar panels. Independent third-party testing
10.66¢ - Alternative energy mechanical equipment and accessories installed on the g
roof of a bullding, they shall be Integrated with roofing materials and/or blend with
the structure’s architectural form.
The project is deslgned to comply with
the applicable Design Guidelines and
10.67 Radiant solar heating or similar types of energy efficient technologies, shall be n/a :t::li?/:T;Tl::ubg;n[;e:lir;;:ﬁ::lis

time, any required features will be
verified during the building plan check
process.
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Creekstone Phase 1 (Mangini Ranch Phase 1, Lot 10) Small Lot Vesting Tentative Subdivision Map:
Applicant's FPASP Policy Consistency Analysis

FPASP Policy Map

FPASP Policy Description EUESS

No, Consistent

The project is designed to comply with
the applicable Design Guidelines and
standards. Though Design review

n/a approval Is not belng sought at this
time, the required features will be
verified during the building plan check
process.

Electrical outlets shall be provided along the front and rear exterior walls of all single

10.68
family homes to allow for the use of electric landscape maintenance tools.

The project does not propose any
The city will strive to ensure that all new publicly owned buildings within the Plan Area na publicly owned buildings. Therefore
will be designed, constructed and certified at LEED-NC certification levels. the policy does not apply to the
project.

10.69

This is a City requirement, not a
project-specific requirement. The City
The Clty of Folsom shall undertake all cost-effective operational and efficiency of Folsomn has plans in place to
measures and consider the installation of onsite renewable energy technologies within undertake the described cost-effective
appropriate portions of the Plan Area, including parks, landscape corridors and open /e operational and efficiency measures
space areas. and consider the installation of onsite
renewable energy technologles within
appropriate portions of the Plan Area,
including parks, landscape corridors
and open space areas.

10.70

Water Efficiency Policies
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Creekstone Phase 1 (Mangini Ranch Phase 1, Lot 10) Small Lot Vesting Tentative Subdivision Map:
Applicant's FPASP Policy Consistency Analysis

FPASP Policy Map

FPASP Policy Description Remarks

No. Consistent

10.71

All office, commercial, and residential land uses shall be required to install water
conservation devices that are generally accepted and used in the building industry at
the time of development, including low-flow plumbing fixtures and low-water-use
appliances.

n/a

The project is designed to comply with
the applicable Design Guidelines and
standards. Though Design review
approval is not being sought at this
time, the required features will be
verified during the building plan check
process.

10.72

A backbone “purple pipe” non-potable water system shall be designed and installed
where feaslble and practical to supply non-potable water to park sites, landscape
corridors, natural parkways and other public landscaped spaces within the Plan Area.

n/a

Purple pipe has been incorporated into
the Specific Plan for major collector
roadway landscaping and funding is
provided in the PFFP. Purple pipe
infrastructure is not the applicant's
responsibility.

10.73

Water efficient irrigation systems, consistent with the requirements of the latest
editlon of the Callfornla Model Water Efflcient Landscape Ordinance, or similar
ordinance adopted by the City of Folsom, shall be mandatory for all public agency
projects and all private development projects with a landscape area equal to or
greater than 2,500 square feet requiring a bullding or landscape permit, plan check or
design review.

Yes

The project is designed to comply wit
the applicable Design Guidelines.
Water efflclent irrigation systems will
be employed for use in project-area
landscaping.
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Creekstone Phase 1 {Mangini Ranch Phase 1, Lot 10) Small Lot Vesting Tentative Subdivision Map:
Applicant's FPASP Policy Consistency Analysis

FPASP Policy Map

FPASP Policy Description Remarks

No. Consistent

Material Conservation & Resource Efficiency Policies

Builders In the proposed project will
be requlired to use “Green” certified
construction products whenever
feasible. The project will comply with
all relevant requirements in the City
Code and State Bullding Code.

10.74 Use “Green” certified construction products whenever feasible. Yes

Prior to construction, a construction
10.75 Prepare a construction waste management plan for individual construction projects. Yes waste management plan will be
prepared for individual construction
projects within the proposed project.

The plan described in Section 10.75

wlll provide for umn of 50% of
A minimum of 50% of the non-hazardous construction waste generated at a A paiclaCh L LI
10.76 Yes the non-hazardous construction waste

construction site shall be recycled or salvaged for reuse. A
cy 8 generated at a construction site to be

recycled or salvaged for reuse.

Topsoil displaced during grading and
Topsaoil displaced during grading and construction shall be stockpiled for reuse in the Yes construction of the proposed project
Plan Area. shall be stockpiled for reuse in the Plan
Area.

10.77

Enwvir tal Quality Policies

Californla outlawed the use of HFCs in

10.78 All HVAC and refrigeration equipment shall not contain chlorofluorocarbons (CFCs). Yes 2018. The prolect is designed to
comply with Callfarnla law.
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Creekstone Phase 1 (Mangini Ranch Phase 1, Lot 10) Small Lot Vesting Tentative Subdivision Map:
Applicant's FPASP Policy Consistency Analysis

FPASP Policy Map

FPASP Policy Description

: Remarks
\[>% Consistent

The project is designed to comply with
the applicable Design Guidelines and
standards. Though Design review
approval is not being sought at this
time, the required features will be
verified durlng the building plan check
process.

10.79 All fire suppression systems and equipment shall not contain halons. Yes

Provide accessible screened areas that are identlfied for the depositing, storage and )
10.80 . N . . Yes Same remark as In Section 10.79.
collection of non-hazardous materials for recycling for commercial, industrial/office
park, mixed-use, public-use and multi-family residential projects.

Particleboard, medium density fiberboard {(MDF) and hardwood plywood shall comply

with low formaldehyde emission standards.

10.81 Yes Same remark as in Section 10.79.

10.82 Limit the use of volatile organic compounds (VOC) in all construction materials. Yes same remark as In Section 10.79.

Section 11 - Public Services and Facilities

There are no public schools bli
Public schools will be constructed in the Plan Area in accardance with the City Charter ) . .p or public
11.1 n/a service facilities In the proposed

DESERETE praject. Therefore the policy does not
apply to the project.

No public facilitles are being proposed

11.2 illti icl i ity’ i .
All public service facillties shall participate in the City’s recycling program n/a with this project. Therefore the policy
does not apply to the project.
113 n/a Nf’ pub.lic fac'ilities are being propos.ed
with this project. Therefore the policy
Energy efficient technologies shall be incorporated in all Public Service buildings does not apply to the project.
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Creekstone Phase 1 (Mangini Ranch Phase 1, Lot 10) Small Lot Vesting Tentative Subdivision Map:
Applicant's FPASP Policy Consistency Analysis

LR FPASP Policy Description M-ap Remarks

No, Consistent

11.4 Passive solar design and/or use of other types of solar technology shall be 7 No public facilities are belng proposed
incorparated in all public service buildings. with this project. Therefore the policy

does not apply to the project.

115 The city shall strive to ensure that all public service buildings shall be built to silver - No public facllities are being proposed
LEED NC standards. with this project.

116 Utilize Crime Prevention Through Environmental Design (CPTED) principles in the i No public facilitles are being proposed
design of all public service bulldings. with this project. Therefore the policy

does not apply to the project.

If the existing slope of a public facilities site shown on Figure 11.1 exceed:s five There are no public schools or public

117 percent, the site shall be rough graded by the owner/developer/builder dedicating the e service facilities in the proposed
public facilities site in accordance with grading plans approved by the City of Folsom, project. Therefore the policy does not
subject to a credit and/or reimbursement agreement. apply to the project.
Plan Area landowners shall, prior to approval of the annexation by LAFCo and prior to
any Tier 2 Development Agreement, whichever comes first, comply with the schools Project will comply with school district

11.8 provision in Measure W (Folsom Charter Provision Section 7.08D) and incorporate Yes and charter requirements with respect
feasible school impact mitigation requirements as provided in LAFCo Resolution No. to Measure W.
1196, Section 13.

Section 12 - Utilities

Consistent with the provisions of City Charter Article 7.08 (A), the FPASP shall “identify This is a City requirement, not a
and secure the source of water supply(is) to serve the Plan Area. This new water project-specific requirement. The

12.1 supply shall not cause a reduction in the water supplies designated to serve existing Yes praoject is consistent with the FPASP
water users north of Highway 50 and the new water supply shall not be paid for by and complies with the City's water
Folsom residents north of Highway 50. supply agreement.
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Creekstone Phase 1 (Mangini Ranch Phase 1, Lot 10) Small Lot Vesting Tentative Subdivision Map:
Applicant's FPASP Policy Consistency Analysis

FPASP Policy ) e Map
FPASP Policy Description R Remarks
No. Consistent
Design and construct the necessary potable water, non-potable water for irrigation, .
a i o X il & The policy affects the City and does
wastewater and stormwater infrastructure require to serve the Plan Area. All not apply to individual developers
12.2 infrastructure improvements shall follow the requirements established in the Water n/a There‘:':r‘:z the policy does :o‘t)‘;e I o
Master Plan, Wastewater Master Plan and the Storm Drainage Master Plan. R policy pply
i . the project.
Improvements will be based on phasing of development.
12.3 Land shall be reserved for the construction of public utility facilities that are not Yes Land is being reserved for public
’ planned within road rights-of-way, as required by the City of Folsom. utilities as described where needed.
BMPs will be utiliz re feasi
124 Utilize Best Management Practices (BMPs) where feasible and appropriate. Yes swi e. alizediWheiiiessible
and appropriate.
Urban runoff will be treated prior to discharging to a water of the state (i.e. creek, Project complies with permit
125 wetland) in accordance with the City's most current Municipal Stormwater Permit Yes e Ju irementps P
requirements for new development. 9 :
The project is consistent with the
12.6 Employ Low Impact Development (LID) practices, as required by the City of Folsom, in e Specific Plan requirements and the City
' conformance with the City's stormwater quality development standards. requirements as they are updated
from time to time.
Section 13 = Implementation
|Financing Policies
13.1 The Plan Area shall fund its proportional share of regional backbone infrastructure Yes Project is conslstent with Public
: costs and the full costs for primary and secondary backbone infrastructure. Facllities Financing Plan.
The Plan Area shall fund the its proportional share of the costs for Plan Area public . ; i N
[ K L. ) ) Project is consistent with Public
13.2 facilities including the municipal center, police and fire department statlons, the city Yes — ;
) A Facilities Financing Plan.
corp yard and community, neighborhood and local parks.
. - This is a City requirement. Therefore
The City of Folsom shall apply for Sacramento Countywide Transportation Mitigation , ty req
13.3 . ) X . n/a the policy does not apply to the
fee funding to help fund all eligible regional road backbone infrastructure, broject

December, 2019
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Creekstone Phase 1 (Mangini Ranch Phase 1, Lot 10) Small Lot Vesting Tentative Subdivision Map:
Applicant's FPASP Policy Consistency Analysis

FPASP Policy Map

FPASP Policy Description Remarks

Consistent

The policy affects the City and does

A Plan Area fee wiil be created to fund backbone infrastructure and a proportional not apply to individual developers,

134 cost allocation system will be established for each of the Plan Area property owners. i Therefore the policy does not apply to
the project.
The policy affects the City and does
13.5 City of Folsom impact and capital improvement fees shall be used to fund Plan Area n/a not apply to individual developers.
backbone infrastructure and public facllities where allowed by law. Therefore the policy does not apply to

the project.

The policy affects the City and does
not apply to individual developers.
Therefore the policy does not apply to
the project.

One or more Community Facillties Districts shall be created In the Plan Area to help
13.6 finance backbone infrastructure and public facilities costs and other eligible n/a
improvements and/or fees.

Exhibit 3
December, 2019 41



Creekstone Phase 1 (Mangini Ranch Phase 1, Lot 10) Small Lot Vesting Tentative Subdivision Map:

Applicant's FPASP Policy Consistency Analysis

FPASP Policy

FPASP Policy Description

\ET)
No. Consistent

Remarks

Phasing Policies

Submit a conceptual backbone infrastructure phasing plan for the appropriate
development area with the first tentative map or building permit submittal. Updating

The policy affects the City and does
not apply to individual developers.

maintenance and operation of public improvements and facilities and open space.

13.7 n/a
of the conceptual backbone infrastructure phasing plan shall be a requirement off / Therefore the policy does not apply to
subsequent tentative map or building permit applications for each development area. the project.
Maintenance Policies
13.8 Create one or more Landscaping and Lighting Dlstricts in the Plan Area for the . A Community Facilities District will be

formed to implement policy.

December, 2019
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Kimley»Horn
Memorandum

To: Rick Jordan

From: Chris Gregerson, P.E., T.E., PTOE, PTP
Alyssa Swanson

Re: Supplemental Traffic Evaluation
Mangini Ranch Phase 1 — Lots 10 & 15

Date: September 6, 2019

Per your request, we have evaluated the effects of adding an additional 118-units to our previously
prepared supplemental traffic evaluation® in which 833-units were considered for the above referenced
project in the City of Folsom. Per discussion with the City?, this analysis was completed to summarize the
impact of the additional units on the study facilities. As reflected in Table 1, the 951-unit proposed project
would be anticipated to generate 871 AM peak-hour and 1,004 PM peak-hour trips, representing an
increase of 88 and 118 trips during the AM and PM peak-hours, respectively. Trip distribution and
assignment for the revised proposed project are shown in Exhibit 1.

Table 1 — Proposed Project Trip Generation

size (units/ | Dally AM Peak-Hour PM Peak-Hour
Land Use (ITE Code) students) Trips Total IN out Total IN ouT
Trips | % |Trips| % |Trips| vrips | % |Trips| % [Trips
March 2015 Analysis
Single-Family Detached Housing {210) 833 7,932 625 | 25% | 156 | 75% | 469 833 63% | 525 | 37% | 308
Elementary School {520) 350 452 158 | 55% | 87 |45% | 71 53 49% | 26 | 51% | 27
Subtotal of Trips BJ}_84 783 243 540 | 886 551 335
Analysis with Additional Units
Single-Family Detached Housing (210) 951 9,054 | 713 | 25% | 178 | 75% | 535 951 63% | 599 | 37% | 352
Elementary School (520) 350 452 158 |55% | 87 | 45% | 71 53 49% | 26 | 51% | 27
Subtotal of Trips| 9,506 | 871 265 606 | 1,004 625 379
e 1 T :Nﬂm——F A 1 A -8-3'_ 66 | 118 | | 24 m
[{Source: Trip Generation Manual, a"™ Edition , ITE. |

The following tables document the updated traffic analysis results and should be considered as
replacements to the tables in the prior supplemental study’. In addition, Exhibit 2 and Exhibit 3 provide
updated turning movement and average daily travel {ADT) volumes at the study intersections and along
roadways for plus project and plus project plus school conditions. Consistent with prior studies, the Level
of Service (LOS) analysis was conducted for the following facilities:

Intersections
1. East Bidwell Street @ Iron Point Road
East Bidwell Street @ Placerville Road
East Bidwell Street @ US-50 Westbound Ramps
East Bidwell Street @ US-50 Eastbound Ramps
East Bidwell Street @ Mangini Parkway (formerly Street “A”)
East Bidwell Street @ White Rock Road

D p W

! Supplemental Traffic Evaluation, Mangini Ranch Phase 1, Folsom, California, Kimley-Horn and Associates, Inc., March 11,

2015.
2 Conversations with Steve Krahn at the City of Folsom. July 10, 2019,

kimley-horn.com 555 Capital Mall, Suite 300, Sacramento, California 95814 916 858 5800



Kimley»Horn

Roadway Segments
1. US-50 Eastbound Ramps to Mangini Parkway
2. Mangini Parkway to White Rock Road

LOS Thresholds

The City of Folsom standards apply to all study intersections and roadways segments and require that
they operate at a minimum of LOS D¥. The LOS threshold has decreased from LOS C to LOS D since the
previously completed supplemental study. The LOS threshold provided in the City’s guidelines was used
to determine whether the project impacted an intersection or a roadway segment, however, the analysis
of roadway segments involved the comparison of daily segment volumes to the volume thresholds
provided in Sacramento County's traffic impact analysis guidelines®. This was due to the fact that the
City’s guidelines do not provide specific volume thresholds.

Intersection Results .

As shown in Table 2, the study intersections operate between LOS A and F with the addition of the
proposed project traffic during the AM and PM peak-hours. Table 2 indicates that significant impacts
occur at Intersections #1, #5, and #6.

It should be noted that LOS analysis documented in this memorandum applies standards from the
Highway Capacity Manual (HCM) 6™ Edition and HCM 2000, while the previous study only applied
standards from HCM 2000. The HCM 6% Edition is the most current version of the HCM and was chosen
to replace some of the results previously calculated using HCM 2000 methodology where possible to use
current best practices. Intersection #2 applied HCM 2000 standards due to phasing restrictions at the
intersection.

Roadway Segment Results
As reflected in Table 3, the study roadway segments along East Bidwell Street meet the City’s LOS

requirements.

Signal Warrant Analysis

A peak-hour signal warrant analysis was performed for the unsignalized Intersections #5 and #6. The
analysis was completed using Figure 4C-3 from the most recent version of the California MUTCD®. The
signal warrant analysis indicated that a traffic signal is warranted at both intersections for all scenarios.
Table 4 summarizes the signal warrant analysis results.

Mitigations and Comparison to Previous Study

As mentioned above, significant impacts occur at Intersections #1, #5 and #6. The significant impact at
Intersection #1 is considered significant and unavoidable as indicated in the previous study and the
proposed project’s payment of fees is adequate mitigation. Independently, the City of Folsom may elect
to pursue an operational analysis of this location, however this effort is considered to be beyond the
scope of the study.

The evaluation of the 951-unit proposed project results in additional impacts and mitigations beyond
what was previocusly documented for Intersections #5 and #6. The side-street stop-controlled intersection
of Intersection #5 operates at LOS F with the addition of the proposed project plus the school in the AM
and PM peak-hours. Since the completion of the previous study, Intersection #5 has been reconfigured

3 Policy M 4.1.3, City of Folsom General Plan
* Traffic Impact Analysis Guidelines, County of Sacramento, July 2004,
5 California Manual on Uniform Traffic Control Devices 2014 Edition, rev 4. Caltrans. March 29, 2019,

Mangini Ranch Phase 1~ Lots 10 & 15 Page 2 of 6
Supplemental Traffic Evaluation September 6, 2019
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such that the southbound left-turn lane has been extended, a northbound right-turn pocket has been
added, and a merge lane has been added to the receiving southbound lanes. After incorporating these
changes and studying the intersection with signalization, Intersection #5 operates at acceptable LOS for
all scenarios as shown in Table 5. Similar statements can be made for Intersection #6. Since the
completion of the previous study, Intersection #6 has been realigned to reflect previously recommended
mitigations and now includes free southbound and westbound right-turn lanes. By incorporating these
changes and analyzing the intersection with signalization, Intersection #6 operates at acceptable LOS for
all scenarios as shown in Table 5.

In conclusion, the addition of 118 units to the proposed project with the incorporation of the lane
geometry improvements already constructed, does not results in any additional significant impacts. The
signal warrant analysis performed indicated that a signal is warranted for the Existing plus Project
scenario in the AM peak-hour where it was not previously warranted in the prior evaluation. The signal
warrant analysis is consistent with the prior evaluation for the Existing plus Project plus School scenario in

the AM and PM peak-hours.

Attachments:

Exhibit 1 — Project (Residential) Trip Distribution and Assignment
Exhibit 2 — Existing (2014) plus Project Conditions Peak Hour & Average Daily Traffic (ADT) Volumes
Exhibit 3 — Existing (2014) plus Project plus School Conditions Peak Hour &

Average Daily Traffic (ADT) Volumes

Mangini Ranch Phase 1 — Lots 10 & 15 Page 3 of 6
Supplemental Traffic Evaluation September 6, 2019
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Table 2 - Intersection Levels of Service Analysis Results

. AM Peak-Hour PM Peak-Hour
" East Bidwell Street Delay’ Delay’
Intersection (Traffic Control) & Analysls Scenarlo Los LOS
(seconds) (seconds)
1 | Iron Point Road (Signalized)
Existing (2014) Conditions 46.3 D 127.0 F
Existing (2014) plus Project Conditions 48.2 D 141.8 F
Existing (2014) plus Project plus School Conditions 50.1 D 142.5 F
2 | Placerville Road (Signalized) **
Existing {2014) Conditions 27.6 o 37.0 D
Existing (2014} plus Project Conditions 275 o 36.4 D
Existing (2014) plus Project plus School Conditions 27.2 C 36.3
3 | US-50 Westbound Ramps (Signalized)
-  Existing (2014) Conditions | 275 | ¢ | 498 D
Existing (2014) plus Project Conditions 30.2 C [ 49.8 D
Existing (2014) plus Project plus School Conditions 304 C 50.0 D
4 | US-50 Eastbound Ramps (Signalized)
' - © Existing (2014) Conditions | 7.8 A 98 A
Existing (2014) plus Project Conditions 8.2 A 11.7
Existing (2014) plus Project plus School Conditions 8.4 A 11.8
5 | Mangini Parkway (SSSC)
Existing (2014) Conditions " Plus Project Conditions Only
Existing (2014) plus Project Conditions |  31.1 oD | se03(we) | F
Existing (2014) plus Project plus School Conditions 76.9 F 654.9 (WB) F
6 | White Rock Road (AWSC)
: "~ Existing (2014) Conditions | 201 | ¢ | 317 | D
B Existing (2014) plus Project Conditions |  88.3 F 113.7
Existing (2014) plus Project plus School Conditions 110.5 F 114.4
Notes:
* Delay reported for worst minor approach {worst minor movement) for SS5C
** Intersection analyzed using HCM 2000 Standards
BOLD signifies substandard operating conditions (LOS D, E, or F)
Shaded signifies significant impact
SSSC = Side-Street Stop Control, AWSC = All-Way Stop Control

Mangini Ranch Phase 1 - Lots 10 & 15 Page 4 of 6
Supplemental Traffic Evaluation September 6, 2019
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Table 3 — Roadway Segment Levels of Service Analysis Results

E idwell Stre Volume
L Roada\nslta: lSdegment &e:rlm:lcy::: x::arlo Facility Type I.a:es (‘I,\ll;"l"'ll v/e 103
1 | US-50 to Mangini Parkway
Existing (2014) Conditions 7,072 0.35 A
Existing (2014) plus Project Conditions Hf:;:';g:s': gg:;jr’ol 2 | 12957 [ 065 | B
Existing (2014) plus Project plus School Conditions 13,296 | 0.66 B
2 | Mangini Parkway to White Rock Road | o — 1
Existing (2014) Conditions ' 7072 | 035 | A
Existing (2014) plus Project Conditions H?;;::S::Z g:r?'?r’ol 2 10,241 | 0.51 A
Existing (2014) plus Project plus School Conditions 10,354 | 0.52 A
Note: Facility Type and LOS per Traffic Impact Analysis Guidelines, July 2004, County of Sacramento.
Table 4 - Traffic Signal Warrant Analysis Results
A East Bldwell Street / Scott Road AM 1 PM
Intersection (Traffic Control) & Analysis Scenarlo | Peak-Hour | Peak-Hour
5 | Mangini Parkway (SSSC) - ]
R Existing (2014) Conditions | Plus Project Conditions Only
Existing (2014) plus Project Conditions Yes Yes
Existing (2014) plus Project plus School Conditions Yes Yes
6 | White Rock Road (AWSC) i
Existing (2014) Conditions  Yes Yes
Existing (2014) plus Project Conditions Yes Yes
Existing (2014) plus Project plus School Conditions Yes Yes
Note: Peak-hour warrant is satisfied if warrant condition A or B is satisfied.
Mangini Ranch Phase 1—-Lots 10 & 15 Page 50f 6
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Table 5 - Intersection Levels of Service with Mitigations

" East Bidwell Street / Scott Road Al:: I::::k-Hour :l::ane'ak-Hour
intersection (Traffic Control) & Analysls Scenario (seconds) LOS (seconds) LOS
5 | Mangini Parkway (SSSC) ) L -
- I B Existing (2014) Conditions Plus Project Conditions Only
Existing (2014) plus Project Conditions 311 D 560.3 (WB) F
Existing (2014) plus Project Conditions with Signal 114 B 337 (S
Existing (2014) plus Project plus School Conditions 76.9 F 654.9 (WB) F
Existing (2014) plus Project plus School Conditions with Signal 129 B 37.8 D
6 | White Rock Road (AWSC) - |
Existing (2014) Conditions 201 C 31.7 D
Existing (2014) plus Project Conditions 88.3 F 113.7 F
Existing (2014) plus Project Conditions with Signal 111 B 20.1 C
| Existing (2014) plus Project plus School Conditions 110.5 F 1144 F
Existing (2014) plus Project plus School Conditions with Signal 115 B 20.4 C
Notes:
* Delay reported for worst minor approach (worst minor movement) for SSSC
BOLD signifies substandard operating conditions (LOS D, E, or F), SSSC = Side-Street Stop Control
Mangini Ranch Phase 1 — Lots 10 & 15 Page 6 of 6
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Memorandum

To: Rick Jordan
From: Matt Weir, P.E., T.E., PTOE
Re: Access Evaluation

Mangini Ranch (MR)‘ Phase 1-Lot 10
Date: April 14, 2020

Per your request, we have prepared this access evaluation specific to Lot 10 of the above referenced
project. The assumptions upon which this evaluation was prepared were identified by the City of Folsom!
and the project team?, The following is a summary of these assumptions:

I.  Land Use/Trip Generation
o ~71single-family detached units
*  Highest peak-hour volume?:
46-trips IN (PM)
41-trips OUT (AM)

Il.  Access Conditions
o Interim (MR Phase 1)
»  East Bidwell St: Right-In/Right-Out, Left-In
*  Mangini Pkwy: Right-In
o Ultimate (MR Phase 2+)
»  East Bidwell St: same as interim
= Mangini Pkwy: Right-in/Right-Out

Previously completed traffic studies* are understood to form the basis of the ultimate East Bidwell Street
corridor and, in particular, the Mangini Parkway intersection geometrics. As such, these prior efforts are
included by reference allowing this access evaluation to focus exclusively on ingress and egress for Lot 10.
Accordingly, the following assumptions were incorporated as pertains to the sequencing of
improvements at the adjacent East Bidwell Street intersection with Mangini Parkway:

o Interim (without Toll Brothers’ project improvements)
= Project to evaluate and, as deemed appropriate, modify existing traffic signal to
accommodate northbound East Bidwell St u-turn
o Ultimate (with Toll Brothers’ project improvements)
* Project to evaluate and, as deemed appropriate, modify existing traffic signal

Lastly it was necessary to approximate the peak-hour turning movements at the Lot 10 driveways to allow
for an evaluation and recommendation of treatments. The driveway trips were developed as summarized

below:

1 Teleconferences with Steve Krahn, City of Folsom, March 20 and April 7, 2020.

2 Teleconference with Rick Jordan and Jennifer Lane, March 31, 2020.

3 Trip Generation Manual, 10% Edition, |nstitute of Transportation Engineers (ITE).

4 Regency at Folsom Ranch Transportation Impact Study, T. Kear Transportation Planning & Management, Inc., November 20,
2019; Supplemental Traffic Evaluation, Mangini Ranch Phase 1, Kimley-Horn and Associates, Inc., March 11, 2015; and
Supplemental Traffic Evaluation, Mangini Ranch Phase 1 — Lots 10 & 15, Kimley-Horn and Associates, Inc., September 6, 2019.

kimley-harin.com 555 Cavitol Mall, Suite 300, Sacramento, California 95814 916 85,8 5800
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* Global Trip Assignment®
o ~85% of the trips originate from or are destined for points north
o ~15% trips originating from or destined for points south
* Approximate Peak-Hour Ingress Driveway Volumes
o East Bidwell Street
= Northbound Right: 15% * 46 = 7 trips
= Southbound Left: 85% * 50%* * 46 = 20 trips
o Mangini Parkway
= Eastbound Right: 85% * 50%" * 46 = 20 trips
* Assumes that half of the southbound entering traffic turns left at the Mangini Parkway signalized intersection and half
continues south to use the southbound median left-turn.

Based on our coordination with the City and project team, and review of the prior studies and related
project documentation, we offer the following recommendations for Lot 10:

= Right-turn entering volumes from the arterial frontage (East Bidwell Street) are relatively low
{(fewer than 10 peak-hour trips). Accordingly, based on direction from the City, a right-turn
auxiliary lane is not required at this location.

» To the extent possible, the southbound median left-turn pocket for Lot 10 should be constructed
to maximize the amount of deceleration distance. Maximizing deceleration will help to ensure
safe operations by allowing these slowing vehicles to exit the #1, high-speed southbound East
Bidwell Street through lane. Although queue storage is anticipated to be minimal, deceleration
distance of 315-feet should be provided, representing an assumed entry speed of 40-mph which
includes a 10-mph speed reduction from the adjacent through lane®,

®  General comments:

o Adequate corner sight-distance should be provided at all project driveway intersections.

o Physical medians and related signing should be provided at the Lot 10 East Bidwell Street
driveway to physically restrict outbound left-turns.

o Asyou are aware, the outbound right-turn from Lot 10 to Mangini Parkway should be
physically restricted until such a time that Westwood Drive is constructed Savannah
Parkway (Mangini Ranch Phase 2).

5 Consistent with the methodology documented in Regency at Folsom Ranch Transportation Impact Study, T. Kear Transportation
Planning & Management, Inc., November 20, 2019.
6 Section 405.2(d), Caltrans’ Highway Design Manual, Caltrans, March 20, 2020.

Mangini Ranch Phase 1 - Lot 10 Page 2 of 2
Access Evaluation April 14, 2020
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Bollard Acoustical Consultants, Inc. (BAC)

Introduction

The proposed Mangini Ranch Development (project) site is located within the Folsom South of
U.S. Highway 50 Specific Plan. The specific component of the overall Mangini Ranch
development analyzed in this study is the proposed development of single-family residential lots
in Phase 1, Lots 10 and 15. The proposed lots are located at the northeast and southeast
quadrants of the East Bidwell Street and Mangini Parkway intersection, as indicated on Figure 1.
The proposed site plans are shown on Figures 2 and 3.

East Bidwell Road and Mangini Parkway traffic are considered to be potentially significant noise
sources which may affect the design of the residential project. As a result, Bollard Acoustical
Consultants, Inc. (BAC) was retained by the project applicant to prepare this acoustical analysis.
Specifically, this analysis was prepared to determine whether East Bidwell Road or Mangini
Parkway traffic noise would cause noise levels at the project site to exceed acceptable limits as
described in the Noise Element of the City of Folsom General Plan. In addition, this analysis was
prepared to evaluate compliance with the Folsom South of U.S. Highway 50 Specific Plan EIR
Noise Mitigation Measures.

Noise Fundamentals and Terminology

Noise is often described as unwanted sound. Sound is defined as any pressure variation in air
that the human ear can detect. If the pressure variations occur frequently enough (at least 20
times per second), they can be heard, and thus are called sound. Measuring sound directly in
terms of pressure would require a very large and awkward range of numbers. To avoid this, the
decibel scale was devised. The decibel scale allows a million-fold increase in pressure to be
expressed as 120 dB. Another useful aspect of the decibel scale is that changes in levels (dB)
correspond closely to human perception of relative loudness. Appendix A contains definitions of
Acoustical Terminology. Figure 4 shows common noise levels associated with various sources.

The perceived loudness of sounds is dependent upon many factors, including sound pressure
level and frequency content. However, within the usual range of environmental noise levels,
perception of loudness is relatively predictable, and can be approximated by weighing the
frequency response of a sound level meter by means of the standardized A-weighing network.
There is a strong correlation between A-weighted sound levels (expressed as dBA) and
community response to noise. For this reason, the A-weighted sound level has become the
standard tool of environmental noise assessment. All noise levels reported in this section are in
terms of A-weighted levels in decibels.

Community noise is commonly described in terms of the “ambient” noise level, which is defined
as the all-encompassing noise level associated with a given noise environment. A common
statistical tool to measure the ambient noise level is the average, or equivalent, sound level (Leq)
over a given time period (usually one hour). The Leq is the foundation of the Day-Night Average
Level noise descriptor, Ldn, and shows very good correlation with community respanse to noise.

Environmental Noise Analysis
Mangini Ranch Phase 1 Lots 10 & 15
City of Folsom, California

Page 1



l_
L
J
o4
o
wn
-1
]
=
=
m
=
/]
L L
(1]

Legend Mangini Ranch Phase 1 Lots 10 & 15
, . Folsom, California

wssss  Project Border (Approximate) N

. Short-Term Noise Monitoring Location A

Project Area
Scale (feet)

O




¢ 4

& E

B e 8 B8 =

A 2 3 TS ] 6 L5

*»).. """"" - - r R \ |
— e — 1 h .:“ 7 " < :,4
| AT DRIVE—- = S 'f
= . = - 2 . ?.\.5.‘.“ 8 i =

&S e R\ R

(o7 o 28] | IH—=

1LY ih | |

! .

e

-
-

L "B DRIVE-—- - — - —-—

! | M
MANGINI PARKWAY _| s | |
. N WEA®E g3
Legend Mangini Ranch Phase 1 Lots 10 & 15
wssss  Proposed 6-Foot Tall Noise Barrier N Folsom, California
Reacommended Upper-Floor STC 32
Window Assemblies A Lot 15 Site Plan
Scale (feet)
[ | . BOLLARD
0 40 80 Figure 2 lﬂ)))) Acoustn Consdonts




MANGIN| _sremme  PARKWAY,

f-l
IV
o

3 A b

EAST BIDWELL STREEY

e, T B
e

e

Legend

Proposed 6-Foot Tall Noise Barrier

Recommended Upper-Floor STC 32
Window Assemblies

Scale (feet)

Mangini Ranch Phase 1 Lots 10 & 15
Folsom, California

Lot 10 Site Plan

0 50 100

Figure 3 l(]))) EOlLLARD

Acousicel Comuants




Bollard Acoustical Consultants, inc. (BAC)

The Day-Night Average Level (Ldn) is based upon the average noise level over a 24-hour day,
with a +10 decibel weighing applied to noise occurring during nighttime (10:00 p.m. to 7:00 a.m.)
hours. The nighttime penality is based upon the assumption that people react to nighttime noise
exposures as though they were twice as loud as daytime exposures. Because Ldn represents a
24-hour average, it tends to disguise short-term variations in the noise environment. Ldn-based
noise standards are commonly used to assess noise impacts associated with traffic, railroad and
aircraft noise sources.

Figure 4
Typical A-Weighted Sound Levels of Common Noise Sources
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Bollard Acoustical Consultants, Inc. (BAC)

Criteria for Acceptable Noise Exposure

City of Folsom General Plan - Transportation Noise Sources

The City of Folsom General Plan Noise Element establishes an exterior noise level standard of
60 dB Lqn at outdoor activity areas of residential land uses exposed to transportation noise sources
(i.e., traffic). The intent of this standard is to provide an acceptable exterior noise environment
for outdoor activities. For single-family residential uses, such as the proposed project, these limits
are normally applied at backyard areas.

The City of Folsom utilizes an interior noise level standard of 45 dB Ly or less within noise-
sensitive project dwellings. The intent of this interior noise limit is to provide a suitable
environment for indoor communication and sleep.

City of Folsom General Plan - Non-Transportation Noise Sources

The City of Folsom Municipal Code establishes acceptable noise level criteria for non-
transportation noise sources (e.g., parks, schools, commercial activities). Table 1 (Table 8.42.040
of the Municipal Code) provides the City's noise level performance criteria which will be applicable
to non-transportation noise sources once specific plans for the future school, park, and
commercial uses have been developed. The Table 1 standards are provided in terms of hourly
levels and include adjustments for the time of day the noise occurs, the duration of intrusive
sound, and the characteristics of the noise (e.g., impulsive, tonal, speech or music, etc.).

Table 1
Exterior Hourly Noise Level Performance Standards for Stationary Noise Sources
City of Folsom Municipal Code

Cumulative Minutes/Hour of Noise Exterior Noise Level Standard (dBJ**
Generation (L)’ Daytime (7 am — 10 pm) Nighttime (10 pm — 7 am)
30 (Lso) 50 45
15 (Lzs) 55 50
5 (Ls) 60 55
1(L2) 65 60
0 (Lmax) 70 65

Notes:

'L, means the percentage of lime the noise level is exceeded during an hour. Lg; means the level exceeded 50% of the hour, Lzs
Is the level exceeded 25% of the haur, etc.

2 In the event the measured ambient noise level exceeds the applicable naise level standard in any category above, the applicable
standard shall be adjusted so as to equal the ambient noise level.

3 Each of the noise level standards specifiad above shall ba reduced by 5 dB(A) for simple tone noises, noises consisting primarily

of speech or music, or for recurring noises.

Environmental Noise Analysis
Mangini Ranch Phase 1 Lots 10 & 15
City of Folsom, California
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Folsom South of U.S. Highway 50 Specific Plan Noise Mitigation Measures

The noise mitigation measures shown below have been incorporated into the Folsom South of
U.S. Highway 50 Specific Plan in order to mitigate identified environmental impacts. The noise-
related mitigation measures which are applicable to the development of single-family residential
land uses within the Mangini Ranch development are reproduced below. Following each
mitigation measure is a brief discussion as to the applicability of the mitigation measure to the
Mangini Ranch Residential Development.

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

To reduce impacts associated with noise generated during project-related construction activities,
the project applicant(s) and their primary contractors for engineering design and construction of
all project phases shall ensure that the following requirements are implemented at each work site
in any year of project construction to avoid and minimize construction noise effects on sensitive
receptors. The project applicant(s) and primary construction contractor(s) shall employ noise-
reducing construction practices. Measures that shall be used to limit noise shall include the
measures listed below:

e Noise-generating construction operations shall be limited to the hours between 7 a.m. and
7 p.m. Monday through Friday, and between 8 a.m. and 6 p.m. on Saturdays and Sundays.

s All construction equipment and equipment staging areas shall be located as far as
possible from nearby noise-sensitive land uses.

s All construction equipment shall be properly maintained and equipped with noise-
reduction intake and exhaust mufflers and engine shrouds, in accordance with
manufacturers’ recommendations. Equipment engine shrouds shall be closed during
equipment operation.

= All motorized construction equipment shall be shut down when not in use to prevent idling.

¢ Individual operations and technigues shall be replaced with quieter procedures (e.g., using
welding instead of riveting, mixing concrete off-site instead of on-site).

« Noise-reducing enclosures shall be used around stationary noise-generating equipment
(e.g., compressors and generators) as planned phases are built out and future noise
sensitive receptors are located within close proximity to future construction activities.

o Written notification of construction activities shall be provided to all noise-sensitive
receptors located within 850 feet of construction activities. Notification shall include
anticipated dates and hours during which construction activities are anticipated to occur
and contact information, including a daytime telephone number, for the project
representative to be contacted in the event that noise levels are deemed excessive.

Environmental Noise Analysis
Mangini Ranch Phase 1 Lots 10 & 156
City of Folsom, California
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Recommendations to assist noise-sensitive land uses in reducing interior noise levels
(e.g., closing windows and doors) shall also be included in the notification.

« To the extent feasible, acoustic barriers (e.g., lead curtains, sound barriers) shall be
constructed to reduce construction-generated noise levels at affected noise-sensitive land
uses. The barriers shall be designed to obstruct the line of sight between the noise-
sensitive land use and on-site construction equipment. When installed properly, acoustic
barriers can reduce construction noise levels by approximately 8 to 10 dB (EPA 1971).

« When future noise sensitive uses are within close proximity to prolonged construction
noise, noise-attenuating buffers such as structures, truck trailers, or soil piles shall be
located between noise sources and future residences to shield sensitive receptors from
construction noise.

e The primary contractor shall prepare and implement a construction noise management
plan. This plan shall identify specific measures to ensure compliance with the noise
control measures specified above. The noise control plan shall be submitted to the City
of Folsom before any noise-generating construction activity begins. Construction shall not
commence until the construction noise management plan is approved by the City of
Folsom. Mitigation for the two off-site roadway connections into El Dorado County must
be coordinated by the project applicant(s) of the applicable project phase with El Dorado
County, since the roadway extensions are outside of the City of Folsom's jurisdictional
boundaries.

Mitigation Measure 3A.11-1 will be implemented during project construction.

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

e To the extent feasible, blasting activities shall not be conducted within 275 feet of existing
or future sensitive receptors.

o Tothe extent feasible, bulldozing activities shall not be conducted within 50 feet of existing
or future sensitive receptors.

e All blasting shall be performed by a blast contractor and blasting personnel licensed to
operate in the State of California.

e Ablasting plan, including estimates of vibration levels at the residence closest to the blast,
shall be submitted to the enforcement agency for review and approval prior to the
commencement of the first blast.

Environmental Nolse Analysis
Mangini Ranch Phase 1 Lots 10 & 15
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