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SPANISH COLONIAL
Characterized by simply articulated
details and adaptability

DESIGN ELEMENTS

Two Story Massing

Stucco Exterior Finish

Villa Shaped Concrete Tile
Gently Pitched Roofs

ENHANCED DESIGN ELEMENTS

Corbel Details
Shutters
Faux Clay Outlookers
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WESTERN FARMHOUSE
Characterized by an asymmetrical,
casual cottage look. It represents a
practical and picturesque country
home.

DESIGN ELEMENTS

Two Story Maseing

Stucco Exterior Finlsh

Flat Concrate Tile

Steeper Pitched Rools
ENHANCED DESIGN ELEMENTS

Board and Batt
Shutters
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ITALIAN VILLA
Characterized by a formal and elegant
facade.

DESIGN ELEMENTS

Two Story Massing
Stucco Exterior Finish
Villa Shaped Concrete Tile
Gently Pitched Roofs

ENHANCED DESIGN ELEMENTS
Corbels

Stone Veneer
Faux Clay Outlookers
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MANUFACTURERS

Sherwin Witiams Paint
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Exterior Color/Materials Specifications
Dated January 10, 2020
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. ] All samples are approximate. All photo images only represent the
@ general characteristics and colors of the materials, but may not
satisfactorily 1epresent the actual color/material or availability at
| the fime of construction.

HOMES

In our confinuing efforts 1o improve our communities, these
specifications are subject to change without notice. Some colors
on this form may be shown with upgrades.

Exterior Color/Material Design
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Exterior Color + Material Specifications

These color / material specifications and creative design concepts are 1he
infellectual croperty of Al Design Consulting ¢ California Corporation

This creative work is privieged coniident'al, and exempl from disclosure under
acpicabls law. The use of these raterials is restricted

These mcierials are ntended for the use within this specific project oriy during the
course of cevelopment ano may not oe used for any otner reason without the
exoressed writien qutherizalion of AT Design Censulting, Inc

AT Desigr Censulting, Inc is responsible for aesthetic choices Al coors ard
materials isted cre “or colol purposes only. Manufocturer for all products will ce
dasignated and aopointed by Client

Al unautharized use, disseminalion, distibution, or reprocduclion of these
materials is striclly pronoited. Any unauthorized use, dissen inalian, dislribution or
reproductions will e prosecuted to the full extent of the aw

Exterior Color/Material Design

¢ Copyngml AT Seegr Consiing 1o
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MISCELLANEQUS ITEMS for PAINTING

PAINT MANUFACTURER All paint to be Sherwin Williams, unless otherwise stated differently.

PAINT APPLICATION Typical, all paint colors should finish In inside comers.

Fascia boards, overhangs, eaves, headers, etc. should be painted their specifically designated colors with the

color being applied on all sides of each item, including the undersides.

NON-DECORATIVE ITEMS All non-decorative ltems such as meter doors, non-decorative vents, etc. to be painted the same color as the
adjacent fleld color.

ROOFTOP METALS All rooftop metals to be painted to match the darkest color from the roof tile blend from the Color Scheme
specified for that particular lof,

Exterior Color/Material Design




EXTERIOR COLOR/MATERIAL SPECIFICATIONS
SCHEME 1: Elevation A, Spanish Colonial

Item

Maln Bedy (Stucco)

Manufochurer

Sherwin Williams

Planning Submital - 01.10.20 | 7

Color 8 & Name
7551, Greek Villa

Trim (Wood Trim, Fascia Boards, Corbels, Window Trim,
Garage Man-Door, etc.)

Sherwin Williams

7054, Suitable Brown

Garage Door

Sherwin Williams

7054, Suitable Brown

front Door

Sherwin Williams

7061, Night Owl

Shutters

Sherwin Williams

7054, Suitable Brown

Faux Clay Outlookers

Sherwin Williams

6061, Tanbark

Gutters & Downspouts

Sherwin Williams

Paint to match adjacent surface

Windows

White

Concrete Roof Tlle (“S"-Tile)

Eagle Roofing

Capistrano - 3645, Sunrise Blend

Exterior Color/Material Design
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EXTERIOR COLOR/MATERIAL SPECIFICATIONS
SCHEME 2. Elevation A, Spanish Colonial

Hem Manufaclurer Color # & Name

Main Body (Stucco) Sherwin Williams 7569, Stucco
glgq(gV;oagnT_ﬁDrrgoFr(':;(t:Lc?)Boards, St rvinc o [y Sherwin Williams 7047, Porpoise

Garage Door Sherwin Williams 7047, Porpoise

Front Door Sherwin Williams 6061, Tanbark

Shutters Sherwin Williams 7047, Porpoise

Faux Clay Ovutlookers Sherwin Williams 6061, Tanbark

Gutters & Downspouts Sherwin Williams Paint to match adjacent surfoce
Windows White

Concrete Roof Tile (*S"-Tile) Eagle Roofing Capistrano - 3636, Piedmont Blend

Exterior Color/Material Design




EXTERIOR COLOR/MATERIAL SPECIFICATIONS
SCHEME 3: Elevation A, Spanish Colonial

Planning Submital - 01.10.20 | 9

ttem Manufaclurer Color # 2 Nome

Main Body (Stucco)

Sherwin Williams

6133, Muslin

Trim (Wood Trim, Fascia Boards, Corbels, Window Trim,
Garage Man-Door, etfc.)

Sherwin Williams

7034, Status Bronze

Garage Door

Sherwin Williams

7034, Status Bronze

Front Door Sherwin Williams 2811, Rookwood Blue Green
Shutters Sherwin Williams 7034, Status Bronze
Faux Clay Ovutlookers Sherwin Williams 6061, Tanbark

Gutters & Downspouts

Sherwin Williams

Paint to match adjacent surface

Windows

White

Concrete Roof Tile {"S"-Tile}

Eagle Roofing

Capistrano - SCC8806, Tucson Blend

Exterior Color/Material Design
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SCHEME 4: Elevation A, Spanish Colonial

Item Manulaciurer Color # & Name

Maln Body (Stucco) Sherwin Williams 7527, Nantucket Dune
g'g:ag’:ﬁg:_’:;’g;f’;‘ff,B°°'ds' Corbels, Window Tim, | sperwin witiams 7060, Atfitude Gray

Garage Door Sherwin Wlligms 7060, Attitude Gray

Front Door Sherwin Williams 7048, Urbane Bronze

Shulters Sherwin Williams 7060, Attitude Gray

Faux Clay Outiookers Sherwin Williams 6061, Tanbark

Guiters & Downspouts Sherwin Williarns Paint to match adjacent surface
Windows White

Concrete Roof Tile ("S"-Tile) Eagle Roofing Capistrano - 3646, Sunset Blend

Exterior Color/Material Design
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EXTERIOR COLOR/MATERIAL SPECIFICATIONS
SCHEME 5: Elevation B, Western Farmhouse

Main Body (Stucco) Sherwin Williams 7011, Natural Choice

Board & Batien Sherwin Williams 7061, Night Owil
glg:c(gvlor\:gnvli)rg ,OI:f:écf:tig)Bocrds. Wiiincie ATiint; Sherwin Williams 7011, Natural Choice

Garage Door Sherwin Williams 7011, Natural Choice

Front Door Sherwin Williams 2814, Rookwood Antique Gold
Shutters Sherwin Williams 7061, Night Owl

Gutters & Downspouts Sherwin Wiliams Paint to match adjacent surface
Windows White

Concrete Roof Tile {Shake) Eagle Roofing Ponderosa - 5690, Pewter Bronze Blend
Brick Boral Brick, Insignia Series Stags Creek Crest, Queen

Brick Mortar ORCO Blended Products (OBP) | Soft White

' | Bonding Surface: All surfaces must be clean, free of any dirt and loose debris to create
‘| an even and flat surface for brick installation.

E Brick Lay-Up: Brick to be laid in running bond. Unless otherwise direcled differently on

o) architectural drawings.

“

g Brick Brick Joints: Brick joints should be 1/2". Mortar should be flush with face of brick with
Lay-Up minor obscuring of bricks edge detail. Joints should be brushed and sponged to bring out

the sand in the mortar.

L Brick Face: DO NOT cover brick face with mortar. Continually use clean water to brush or
i_ - .JJ sponge the mortar. Brick face should remain clean, not mortar washed or sponged.
My . i
re————— """'T‘ e =7 see sample image to left.
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EXTERIOR COLOR/MATERIAL SPECIFICATIONS
SCHEME 6: Elevation B, Western Farmhouse

lem

Monufacturer

Main Body (Stucco) Sherwin Williams 7541, Grecian Ivory

Board & Batten Sherwin Williams 2843, Roycroft Brass
gig:cg’;ﬁgrfm'oi"’;‘af',B°°'ds' gl Sherwin Wiliams 7551, Greek Vila

Garage Door Sherwin Wiliams 2843, Roycroft Brass

Front Door Sherwin Williams 7710, Brandywine

Shutters Sherwin Williams 2843, Roycroft Brass

Gutters & Downspouts Sherwin Wiliams Paint to match adjacent surface
Windows White

Concrete Roof Tile (Shake) Eagle Roofing Ponderosa - 5502, Arcadia Canyon Brown
Brick Eldorado Stone Tundra Brick - Latigo

Brick Mortar ORCO Blended Products (OBP) | Soft White

Bonding Surface: All surfaces must be clean, free of any dirt and loose debris fo create
1 on even and flot surface for brick installation.

b

; Brick Lay-Up: Brick to be laid in running bond. Unless otherwise directed differently on

o) architectural drawings.

4] Rt

g Brick Brick Jolnts: Brick joints should be 1/2". Mortar should be flush with face of brick with
Lay-Up minor obscuring of bricks edge detail. Joints should be brushed and sponged to bring out

the sand in the mortar.

§ Brick Face: DO NOT cover brick face with mortar. Continually use clean water to brush or
sponge the mortar. Brick face should remain clean, not mortar washed or sponged.

R T R e

‘ S L——t—— T»"'--‘.

See sample image to left.
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EXTERIOR COLOR/MATERIAL SPECIFICATIONS BRADOEGSRmilal={i-I0:20] | 18
SCHEME 7: Elevation B, Western Farmhouse

Main Body (Stucco) Sherwin Williams 7542, Naturel
Board & Batten Sherwin Williams 7053, Adaptive Shade
Trim (Wood Trim, Fascia Boards, Window Trim, . A
Garage Man-Door, etc.) Sherwin Williams 6385, Dover White
Garage Door Sherwin Williams 7053, Adaptive Shade
Front Door Sherwin Williams 7055, Enduring Bronze
Shutters Sherwin Williams 7055, Enduring Bronze
Guiters & Downspouts Sherwin Williams Paint to match adjacent surface
Windows White
Concrete Roof Tlle (Shake) Eagle Roofing Ponderosa - 5582, Fawn Cray Flashed
Brick Eldorado Stone Tundra Brick - Chalk Dust
Brick Mortar ORCO Blended Products (OBP) | Soft White
( £ g TR _j’ 4§ Bonding Surface: All surfaces must be clean, free of any dirt and loose debiris to create
L =i L B
e T e, " "1 an even and flat surface for brick installation.
> 2
ﬂz‘ il e o 3 iai i I T <*=| Brick Lay-Up: Brick to be laid in running bond. Unless otherwise directed differently on
o 4 ’ { { architectural drawings.
@ b e arg s B (W ] ST
g Brick oL Wl || Brick JolInts: Brick joints should be 1/2". Mortar should be flush with face of brick with
Lay-Up = N minor obscuring of bricks edge detail. Joints should be brushed and sponged to bring out

the sand in the mortar.

! Brick Face: DO NOT cover brick face with mortar. Continually use clean water to brush or
sponge the mortar. Brick face should remain clean, not mortar washed or sponged.

II See sample image fo left.

Exterior Color/Material Design [ £Y.,
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EXTERIOR COLOR/MATERIAL SPECIFICATIONS
SCHEME 8: Elevation B, Western Farmhouse

tem Monvutfacturer | Color # & Name

Main Body (Stucco) Sherwin Williams 9170, Acier

Board & Batten Sherwin Williams 6070, Heron Plume

Trim (Wood Tim, Fascia Boards, Window Trim, Sherwin Wiliams 4070, Heron Plume

Garage Man-Doaor, etc.)

Garage Door Sherwin Williams 6070, Heron Plume

Front Door Sherwin Williams 0004, Toile Red

Shutters Sherwin Williams 7069, iron Ore

Gutters & Downspouts Sherwin Williams Paint to match adjacent surface

Windows White

Concrete Roof Tile (Shake) Eagle Roofing Ponderosa - 5679, Light Gray Range

Brick Eldorado Stone Tundra Brick - Ashland

Brick Mortar ORCO Blended Products (OBP} | Chloe

s d_ s, -{::—Jﬂt ) gt;n:‘:g% il::iaf?:t: sc# ;Lér;c:g?:) :iY::Ll,(sitntstz lclz(l’?ic:):.. free of any dirt and loose debiris to create

E Brlck_ Lay-Up: Bn‘ck'to be lald in running bond. Unless otherwise directed differently on
5] architectural drawings.
g Brick . lr!ck Jolints: pn'ck join_'rs should be l/g". Moﬁur should be flush with face of brick wi.fh

Lay-Up minor obscuring of bricks edge detail. Joints should be brushed and sponged to bring out

the sand in the mortar.

Brick Face: DO NOT cover brick face with mortar. Continually use clean water to brush or
sponge the mortar. Brick face should remain clean, not mortar washed or sponged.

See sample image to left.

Exterior Color/Material Design | %Y.,

T NG




EXTERIOR COLOR/MATERIAL SPECIFICATIONS
SCHEME 9: Elevation C, Italian Villa

ltem
Main Body (Stucco)

Manufacturer .

Sherwin Williams

Planning Submital - 01.10.20 | 1§

Color # & Name
7516, Kestrel White

Tim (Wood Trim, Fascia Boards, etc.)

Sherwin Williams

6080, Utterly Beige

Garage Door

Sherwin Williams

7019, Gauntlet Gray

Front Door

Sherwin Williams

7020, Black Fox

Faux Clay Outlookers

Sherwin Williams

6061, Tanbark

Gutters & Downspouts

Sherwin Williams

Paint to match adjacent surface

Windows

White

Concrete Roof Tile ("S"-Tile)

Eagle Roofing

Capistrano - 3605, San Benito Blend

MASONRY

Stone

Boral Stone (Cultured Stone)

Cast-Fit - French Gray

Stone Mortar

ORCO Blended Products (OBP)

Smoke

Stone
Lay-Up

Bonding Surface: All surfaces must be clean, free of any dirt and loose debris to create
an even and flat surfoce for stone installation.

Stone Lay-Up: Stones shouid be laid in a horizontal orientation. Stone offset should be

50%.

Stone Joints: Stone joints should be 1/4".

Stone Face: Stone face must remain clean, not mortar washed or sponged. Use only
clean water to sponge off the mortar from face of stone. DO NOT cover stone face and

edge with mortar.

See sample Lay-Up image to left,
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EXTERIOR COLOR/MATERIAL SPECIFICATIONS
SCHEME 10: Elevation C, ltalian Villa

Main Body (Stucco)

Sherwin Williams

Planning Submital -01.10.20 | 14

6157, Favorite Tan

Trim (Wood Trim, Fascia Boards, etc.)

Sherwin Williams

7013, lvory Lace

Garage Door Sherwin Williams 7013, vory Lace
Front Door Sherwin Williams 6201, Thunderous
Faux Clay Outlookers Sherwin Williams 6061, Tanbark

Gutiers & Downspouts

Sherwin Williams

Paint to match adjocent surface

Windows

White

Concrete Roof Tile ("$"-Tile)

Eagle Roofing

Capistrano - 3645, Sunrise Blend

MASONRY

Stone

Eldorado Stone

Longitude?24 - Snowdrift

Stone Morlar

ORCO Blended Products (OBP)

Soft White

Stone
Lay-Up

Bonding Surface; All surfaces must be clean, free of any dirt and loose dabris to create
an even and flat surface for stone installation.

Stone Lay-Up; Stones should be laid in @ horizontal orientation. Stone offset should be

50%.

Stone Joints: Stone joints should be 1/4",

Stone Face: Stone face must remain clean, not mortar washed or sponged. Use only
clean water to sponge off he mortar from face of stone. DO NOT cover stone face and

edge with mortar.

See sample Lay-Up image to left

Exterior Color/Material Design
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EXTERIOR COLOR/MATERIAL SPECIFICATIONS
SCHEME 11: Elevation C, Italian Villa

Color #.& Nome
Main Body (Stucco) Sherwin Wiliams 6101, Sands of Time
Trim {Wood Trim, Fascia Boards, etc.} Sherwin Williams 7516, Kestrel White
Garage Door Sherwin Williams 7516, Kestrel White
Front Door Sherwin Williams 7041, Van Dyke Brown
Faux Clay Outlookers Sherwin Williams 6061, Tanbark
Gutters & Downspouts Sherwin Williams Paint to match adjacent surface
Windows White
Concrete Roof Tile ("S"-Tile) Eagle Roofing Capistrano - 3646, Sunset Blend
Stone Boral Stone (Cultured Stone) Cast-Fit - Parchment
Stone Mortar ORCO Blended Products (OBP) | Smoke

Bonding Surface: All surfaces must be clean, free of any dirt and loose debris to create
an even and flat surfoce for stone installation.

>
o

g Stone Lay-Up: Stones should be laid in a horizontal orientation. Stone offset should be
2 50%.

= S Stone Jolnts: Stone joints should be 1/4".

Lay-Up
Stone Face: Stone face must remain clean, not mortar washed or sponged. Use only
clean water to sponge off the mortar from face of stone. DO NOT cover stone face and
edge with mortar.

See sample Lay-Up image fo left,

-
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EXTERIOR COLOR/MATERIAL SPECIFICATIONS

SCHEME 12: Elevation C, ltalian Villa

Planning Submital - 01.10.20 | 18

MASONRY

Manvlaciurer Color # & Nome
Maln Body (Stucco) Sherwin Williams 7539, Cork Wedge
TAim (Wood Trim, Fascia Boards, etc.) Sherwin Willams 7010, White Duck
Garage Door Sherwin Wiliams 7053, Adaptive Shade
Front Door Sherwin Williams 9100, Umber Rust
Faux Clay Outlookers Sherwin Williams 6061, Tanbark
Gutters & Downspouts Sherwin Williams Paint to motch adjacent surface
Windows White
Concrete Roof Tile {"S"-Tile) Eagle Roofing Capistrano - SCC8806, Tucson Blend
Stone Eldorado Stone Longitude?24 - Showdrift
Stone Mortar ORCO Blended Products (OBP} | Soft White

Stone
Lay-Up

P s SR

Bonding Surface: All surfaces must be clean, free of any dirt and loose debris to create
an even and flat surface for stone installation.

Stone Lay-Up: Stones should be laid in a horizontal orientation. Stone offset should be
50%.

Stone Joints: Stone joints shauld be 1/4".

stone Face: Stone face must remain clean, not mortar washed or sponged. Use only
clean water to sponge off the mortar from face of stone. DO NOT cover stone face and
edge with mortar.

See sample Lay-Up image to left.
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CEQA Exemption and Streamlining Analysis



City OF FOLSOM

CEQA Exemption and Streamlining Analysis
for Creekstone Phase 1 (Mangini Ranch Phase 1 Lot 10)

Application No: PN 16-026

Project Title: Creekstone Phase 1 (Mangini Ranch Phase 1 Lot 10)

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

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

Steven Banks, Principal Planner
(916) 355-7385

Project Location:
9.88 acres located south of Mangini Parkway and east of East Bidwell Street
APN: 072-3370-013 (9.88 acres, Mangini Improvement Company, Inc.)

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

Mangini Improvement Company, Inc.

c/o Bill Bunce, Managing Member
4370 Town Center Boulevard, Suite 100
El Dorado Hills, CA 95762

General Plan Designation: MLD
Zoning: SP-MLD

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

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

Central Valley Regional Water Quality Control Board

Folsom-Cordova Unified School District

Sacramento Metropolitan Air Quality Management District
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I. INTRODUCTION

The Creekstone Phase 1 (Mangini Ranch Phase 1, Lot 10) development proposal is located in the
Folsom Plan Area Specific Plan (FPASP). As discussed later in this document, the project is consistent
with the FPASP.

As a project that is consistent with an existing Specific Plan, the Creekstone Phase 1 development is
eligible for the exemption from review under the California Environmental Quality Act! (“CEQA”")
provided in Government Code section 65457 and CEQA Guidelines? section 15182, subdivision (c), as
well as the streamlining provisions in Public Resources Code section 21083.3 and CEQA Guidelines
section 15183.

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

II. PROJECT DESCRIPTION

A. PROJECT OVERVIEW

The Creekstone Phase 1 project proposes the development of 71 single-family residential lots on 7.25
acres of the 9.88-acre project area.

The requested land use entitlements for the Creekstone Phase 1 project are:

(1) a Vesting Tentative Small Lot Subdivision Map;

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

(3) a Planned Development Permit Residential Architecture and Development Standards.

The holding capacity under existing plans and zoning for this parcel is 86 dwelling units. The 15
residential units not proposed to be built at this site (86 — 71 = 15) are the subject of the proposed Minor
Administrative Amendment - Transfer of Development Rights. No change to the overall FPASP unit
allocation, total population, will occur. The proposed project does not affect the overall amount of
non-residential development in the FPASP.

The Project will connect to the City’s infrastructure.
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The Creekstone Phase 1 project is located within the Folsom Ranch Central District and is designed to
comply with the Folsom Ranch Central District Design Guidelines (approved 2015, amended 2018).

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

B. PROJECT LOCATION

The Project site consists of a 9.88-acre parcel in the FPASP plan area that is within the Westland Eagle
Specific Plan Amendment Area, south of U.S. Highway 50 and west of Placerville Road. The project site
has been known as Mangini Ranch Phase 1 Lot 10.

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

See the Creekstone Phase 1 Project Narrative for the regional location of the project site. The narrative
includes maps depicting the project location and surrounding land uses.

C. EXISTING SITE CONDITIONS

Currently, the 9.88 acres of the Project site is undeveloped, but was pad-graded as part of the Mangini
Ranch Phase 1 Grading Plan.

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

D. CONSISTENCY WITH THE FPASP

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

1. Land Use Designation and Unit Types

The proposed small lot vesting tentative subdivision map would subdivide 7.25 acres of the parcel into
71 residential lots suited for single-family dwellings. The residential density achieved is 9.84 du/acre,
which is within the range allowed for the MLD zone (range of 7-12 du/acre). The site plan includes 0.81
acres of Backbone Landscape Corridor on Lots A, B, & C along East Bidwell Street and Mangini
Creekstone Phase 1 (Mangini Ranch Phase 1 Lot 10)
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Parkway. The site plan also includes 1.82 acres of Backbone Right-of-Way.

The vesting small lot tentative subdivision map proposes to create 71 residential lots on the parcel. The
Creekstone Phase 1 project site is designated for Multi-family Low Density (SP-MLD) land uses by the
FPASP.

Creekstone Phase 1 proposes to create 71 residential lots for detached single-family dwellings.) The
FPASP defines the MLD residential designation to include “single family dwellings (small lot
detached, zero-lot-line and patio homes), two-family dwellings and multi-family dwellings.” (FPASP,
p. 4-14, emphasis added.) Therefore, land which is designated SP-MLD can be subdivided into
residential lots suited for single-family dwellings in conformance with the FPASP.

The single-family homes proposed by the Creekstone Phase 1 Project are permitted uses as shown on
Table 4.3 of the FPASP. (See also FPASP DEIR, Table 3A.10-4.)

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

2. Circulation

Creekstone Phase 1 includes a street pattern, which includes a primary connection (“A” Drive)
between East Bidwell Street at the south-west corner of the parcel and Mangini Parkway at the north-
east corner of the parcel. A second street (“B” Drive) creates an interior loop by connecting to “A” Drive
in two places, as depicted on the site plan. Two entries are provided: (a) a north-western entry located
off Mangini Parkway, and (b) a south-eastern entry located at East Bidwell Street.

The street sections used in the Plan include the same pavement widths as specified in the FPASP and
the Folsom Municipal Code. As depicted in the Vesting Tentative Subdivision Map, most of the
sidewalks on one side of the street frontages on “A” Drive and “B” Drive have been removed due to
site grading constraints (large slope bank resulting from the development of approved subdivision to
the east). Lots A, B, and C provide Backbone Landscape Corridors along East Bidwell Street and
Mangini Parkway.

Traffic signals are planned at the intersection of East Bidwell Street and Mangini Parkway.

Creekstone Phase 1 is located on a planned Transit Corridor, as identified in the FPASP. The Project is
located south and east of the Transit Corridor. This design complements the downtown core of the
FPASP land use plan and provides a compact development pattern near transit opportunities.

Every single-family dwelling will have a standard two-car garage and a typical full-length driveway,
accommodating two off-street parking spaces per unit. On-street parking is provided on both sides
of the internal streets.

Creekstone Phase 1 (Mangini Ranch Phase 1 Lot 10)
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The proposed project it consistent with roadway and transit master plans for the FPASP.
3. Water, Sewer, and Storm Drainage Infrastructure

Water infrastructure
Creekstone Phase 1 is being served by Zone 3 water from the north via Mangini Parkway and from
the west via East Bidwell Street. The project is located within the Zone 3 pressure zone. Water mains

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

Sewer infrastructure

Creekstone Phase 1 will be served by the sewer infrastructure within Mangini Parkway and East
Bidwell Street.

Storm drainage infrastructure

Creekstone Phase 1 will connect to the existing storm drain infrastructure within Mangini Parkway
and East Bidwell Street.

The proposed project is consistent with planned infrastructure for the FPASP.
III. EXEMPTION AND STREAMLINING ANALYSIS

A. Folsom Plan Area Specific Plan

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

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

component. (FPASP DEIR, p. 1-1 to 1-2.) The analysis in this document is largely focused on and cites

to the “Land” sections of the FPASP EIR.

On December 7, 2012, the City certified an Addendum to the EIR for the FPASP for purposes of

analyzing an alternative water supply for the project. The revisions to the “Water” component of the

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

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

B. Documents Incorporated by Reference

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

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

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

iii. ~ South of Highway 50 Backbone Infrastructure Project Initial Study/Mitigated Negative

Creekstone Phase 1 (Mangini Ranch Phase 1 Lot 10)
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Declaration (Backbone Infrastructure MND), dated December 9, 2014, adopted by the City
Council on February 24, 2015, a copy of which is available for viewing at the City of Folsom
Planning Public Counter located on the 2nd floor of the City Hall Building at 50 Natoma
Street in Folsom, CA (from 8:00 a.m. to 1:00 p.m. Monday through Friday).

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

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

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

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

The May 22, 2014, Record of Decision (ROD) for the Folsom South of U.S. Highway 50 Specific Plan
Project— City of Folsom Backbone Infrastructure (Exhibit 2) by the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers is
also incorporated by reference.

All impacts from both on-site and off-site features of the Creekstone Phase 1 project have been analyzed
and addressed in the CEQA analysis and other regulatory permits required for the Creekstone Phase 1
project and/or the Backbone Infrastructure project.

C. Introduction to CEQA Exemption and Streamlining Provisions

The City finds that the Creekstone Phase 1 (Mangini Ranch Phase 1, Lot 10) development proposal is
consistent with the FPASP and therefore exempt from CEQA under Government Code section 65457
and CEQA Guidelines section 15182, subdivision (c), as a residential project undertaken pursuant to
and in conformity with a specific plan.

The City also finds that the Creekstone Phase 1 project is eligible for streamlined CEQA review
provided in Public Resources Code section 21083.3, and CEQA Guidelines section 15183 for projects
Creekstone Phase 1 (Mangini Ranch Phase 1 Lot 10)
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consistent with a community plan, general plan, or zoning. Because the Project is exempt from CEQA,
the City is not required to provide the following streamlined CEQA analysis. Nonetheless, the City
provides the following checklist exploring considerations raised by sections 15182 and 15183 because
the checklist provides a convenient vehicle for disclosing the City’s substantial evidence and reasoning
underlying its consistency determination.

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

The City also prepared an addendum to the FPASP EIR in June 2015 for the purposes of analyzing the
effects of an increase in residentially-designated land and a substantial decrease in commercially-
designated land in the Westland Eagle development area. The Westland Eagle Addendum
supplemented and updated the analysis in the FPASP EIR that is relevant to the Creekstone Phase 1

Project.

The City has prepared or will be completing site-specific studies pursuant to the requirements set forth
in the mitigation measures and conditions of approval adopted for the FPASP under the FPASP EIR,
Water Addendum, and Westland Eagle Addendum for subsequent development projects. (See Exhibits
4 [Noise Assessment] and 5 [Transportation/ Trip Generation Consistency Letter Memo}.) These studies
support the conclusion that the Creekstone Phase 1 development proposal would not have any new
significant or substantially more severe impacts (CEQA Guidelines, § 15162), nor would it result in any
new significant impacts that are peculiar to the project or its site (CEQA Guidelines, § 15183).

1. Exemption provided by Government Code, § 65457, and CEQA Guidelines, §
15182, subdivision (c)

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

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

FPASP.

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

Creekstone Phase 1 (Mangini Ranch Phase 1 Lot 10)
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Public Resources Code section 21083.3 provides a streamlined CEQA process where a subdivision map
application is made for a parcel for which prior environmental review of a zoning or planning approval
was adopted. If the proposed development is consistent with that zoning or plan, any further
environmental review of the development shall be limited to effects upon the environment which are
peculiar to the parcel or to the project and which were not addressed as significant effects in the prior
EIR or which substantial new information shows will be more significant than described in the prior
EIR. Effects are not to be considered peculiar to the parcel or the project if uniformly applied
development policies or standards have been previously adopted by the city, which were found to
substantially mitigate that effect when applied to future projects.

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

D. Environmental Checklist Review

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

The column titles of the checklist have been modified from the Appendix G presentation to assess the
Project’s qualifications for streamlining provided by Public Resources Code section 21083.3 and CEQA
Guidelines sections 15183, as well as to evaluate whether the conditions described in Guidelines section
15162 are present.

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

The checklist serves a second purpose. Public Resources Code section 21083.3 and its parallel
Guidelines provision, section 15183, provide for streamlined environmental review for projects
consistent with the development densities established by existing zoning, general plan, or community
plan policies for which an EIR was certified. Such projects require no further environmental review
except as might be necessary to address effects that (a) are peculiar to the project or the parcel on which
Creekstone Phase 1 (Mangini Ranch Phase 1 Lot 10)
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the project would be located, (b) were not analyzed as significant effects in the prior EIR, (c) are
potentially significant off-site impacts or camulative impacts not discussed in the prior EIR, or (d) were
previously identified significant effects but are more severe than previously assumed in light of
substantial new information not known when the prior EIR was certified. If an impact is not peculiar
to the parcel or to the project, has been addressed as a significant impact in the prior EIR, or can be
substantially mitigated by the imposition of uniformly applied development policies or standards, then
an additional EIR need not be prepared for the project solely on the basis of that impact.

A “no” answer does not necessarily mean that there are no potential impacts relative to the
environmental category, but that there is no change in the condition or status of the impact since it was
analyzed and addressed with mitigation measures in the prior environmental documents approved for
the zoning action, general plan, or community plan. The environmental categories might be answered
with a “no” in the checklist since the Creekstone Phase 1 project does not introduce changes that would
result in a modification to the conclusion of the FPASP EIR.

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

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

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

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

4. Any New Information of Substantial Importance Requiring New Analysis or
Verification?
Pursuant to Section 15162(a)(3) of the CEQA Guidelines, this column indicates whether new
Creekstone Phase 1 (Mangini Ranch Phase 1 Lot 10)
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information “of substantial importance” is available requiring an update to the analysis of a previous
EIR to verify that the environmental conclusions and mitigations remain valid. Any such information
is only relevant if it “was not known and could not have been known with reasonable diligence at the
time of the previous EIR.” To be relevant in this context, such new information must show one or more
of the following:

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

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

(C) Mitigation measures or alternatives previously found not to be feasible would in fact be
feasible and would substantially reduce one or more significant effects of the project, but the
project proponents decline to adopt the mitigation measure or alternative; or '

(D) Mitigation measures or alternatives which are considerably different from those analyzed in
the previous EIR would substantially reduce one or more significant effects on the environment,
but the project proponents decline to adopt the mitigation measure or alternative.

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

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

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

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

Consistent?
Pursuant to Section 15183, subdivision (b)(1), of the CEQA Guidelines, this column indicates whether
there are project-specific significant effects that are peculiar to the project or its site. Although neither
section 21083.3 nor section 15183 defines the term “effects on the environment which are peculiar to the
parcel or to the project,” a definition can be gleaned from what is now the leading case interpreting
section 21083.3, Wal-Mart Stores, Inc. v. City of Turlock (2006) 138 Cal. App.4th 273 (Wal-Mart Stores). In
that case, the court upheld the respondent city’s decision to adopt an ordinance banning discount
“superstores.” The city appropriately found that the adoption of the ordinance was wholly exempt
from CEQA review under CEQA Guidelines section 15183 as a zoning action consistent with the
general plan, where there were no project-specific impacts — of any kind - associated with the
Creekstone Phase 1 (Mangini Ranch Phase 1 Lot 10)
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ordinance that were peculiar to the project. The court concluded that “a physical change in the
environment will be peculiar to [a project] if that physical change belongs exclusively and especially to
the [project] or it is characteristic of only the [project].” (Id. at p. 294.) As noted by the court, this
definition “illustratefs] how difficult it will be for a zoning amendment or other land use regulation
that does not have a physical component to have a sufficiently close connection to a physical change to
allow the physical change to be regarded as ‘peculiar to’ the zoning amendment or other land use
regulation.” (Ibid.)

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

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

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

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

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

Such development policies or standards need not apply throughout the entire city or county, but can

apply only within the zoning district in which the project is located, or within the area subject to the

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

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

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

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

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

A “yes” answer in the checklist indicates that the project has effects relative to the environmental
category that were not analyzed as significant effects in the prior environmental documentation for the
zoning action, general plan or community plan. A “yes” answer will be followed by an indication of
whether the impact is “potentially significant”, “less than significant with mitigation incorporated”, or
“less than significant”. An analysis of the determination will appear in the Discussion section
following the checklist.
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8. Atre There Potentially Significant Off-Site Impacts and Cumulative Impacts That
Were Not Discussed In The Prior EIR Prepared For The General Plan, Community
Plan, Or Zoning Action?
Pursuant to Section 15183, subdivision (b)(3), of the CEQA Guidelines, this column indicates whether
there are any potentially significant off-site impacts and cumulative impacts that were not discussed in
the prior EIR prepared for the general plan, community plan or zoning action with which the project is
consistent.

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

1. AESTHETICS

‘Where Impact Was Do Proposed Any New Any New Are There Efiects ‘Are There Effects Are There Effocts | Arc There Potentlally | Are There Previously | Prior Snvironmental
Analyzed in Prior Changss Involve Clrcumsianes Information of That Are Peculiaz To | Thal Are Peculiar To That Were Not Significant Off-Site | Identified Significant Document’s
R 7 New Involving New Substantial The Project OrThe | The Project That Will Analyzed As Impacts And Effects Thai, Ag A Mlligation Measurmg
Documents. Iropacts or Significant Impads oc Importance Paeued On Which The | Not Be Substantially | Significant EffectsIn | Cumulative Impacts | Result Of Substantial | Addressing Impacts.
Issue Substantially More | Subsantially More New Project Would Be Mitigated By A Prior BIR On The Which Were Not New Informatian
Area Severe Impacts? Severe Lmpacts? Analysis or Located That Have Application Of Zonlng Action, Discussed In The Not Known At The
Verifiation? Not Beent Discdosed Uniformly Applied General Plan Or Prior EIR Prepared Time The EIR Was
In a Prior EIR On The Polices Community Plan Fot The Genernl Certlfied, Are Now
Zaning Adion, Or Standards That With Which The Pian, Community | Determined To Have
Geneval Plan, Oc Have Beent Project [s Consisten(? Plan Or Zoning, A More Sever
Community Plan | Previously Adopied? Action? Adverse Impact?
With Which the
Prolect s Consisteni?
1. Assthetice, FPASP Dralt EIR
Wonuld the Project: . 3A.1-1 to -34
a. Havea pp-3A1-2410-25 No No No No No No No No MM3A1-1
substantial adverse
effect on a scenic
vista?
b. Substantiaily PP-3A 1-2%610-27 No MNa Neo No No No No No No feasible MM
damage scenic
resources,
induding but nol
Limited to, trees,
rock outcroppings,
and historic
bulldings within a
state scenic
ﬁhnv?
< Substantally Pp-3A.1-Z7 to -30 No Neo No No No No No No MM3A.1-1
degrade the 3A74
existing visunl 3A.14
charecter of quality
of the site and its
ings?
d. Create a new pp-3A.1-31 t0-33 No Na No No No No No No MM3A.1-5
source of
substantial light o
plare which wonld
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Where lmpact Was Do Proposed Any New Any New Are There Effects Ar¢ There Effects Are There Effects Are There tially | Are There i Prior

Analyzed in Prior Changes Involve Circunstances Intormation of That Are Pecullaz To | That Are Peculiar To That Were Not Signifiant Off-Site Identified Significant Document’s
Envi 1 i New Signil Involving New Substantial The Profect OrThe | The Project That Will Analyzed As Impacts And Effects That, As A Mitigation Messures
Documents. tmpacts ar Significant [mpacts ov Importance Parcel On Which The | Not EffectsIn | G ive Impacts | Result Of Substantial | Addressing Impacts.
Issue Substantially More Substandially More Requiring New Project Would Be Mitigated By A Prior ER On The Which Were Not New Information
Area Severe Impacts? Severe Impacts? Analysis or Locaied That Have Application Of Zaming Actlon, Discussed [n The Not Known At The
Veification? Not Been Disclosed Unlformly Applled Geneval Plan Or Prior BIR Prepared Time The EIR Was
In a Prioc EIROn The | Development Polides Community Plan For The General Certified, Are Now
Zaning Action, Or Standards That With Which The Plan, Community | Determined To Have
General Plan, Or Have Been Project Iy Cansistent? Plan Or Zoning A More Severe
Community Plan Previously Adopted? Action? Adverse Impact?
With Which the
Prolect {s Conslstent?
1, Amsthetics, FPASP Draft EIR
Would the Project | pp.3A.1-110-34
adversely affect
day or nightime
views in the area?
Discussion:
The FPASP EIR conduded that imy of the mitigati In the EIR would reduce all excep! the following aesthetic and visual impacts to less than significant levels: Impaci 3A.1-1 (Substantial Adverse Effect an a Scenic
Vista); Impact 3A.1-2 (Damage to Scenlc Resources Within a Designated Scenic Corridor); Impact 3A.14 (Temporary, Short-Term D of Visual Character for Developed Project Land Uses During Construction); Impact 3A.1-6 (New

Skyglow Effects); and impacts from the off-site improvements dnsiructed in areas under Lhe jurisdiction of El Dorado and Sacramento Counlles (Impacts 3A 14 and 3A.1-5). (FEIR, pp. 1-15 to 1-19; DEIR, p. 3A.1-34) The pages indicated in
the table above conlain the relevant analysls of Lhe potential impacts.

Additionally, the 2012 Water Addendum includes 2 shon dlscuslcn of how the changes to the water fadlities aspects of the FPASP project would have the same ar less impacts to aesthetic resources when compared to the FPASP pro,s:t ]
analyzed In the 2011 EIR after impk of the MM 3B.1-2a, MM 38,1-7b, MM 3B.1-3s, and MM 3B.1-3b (Waler Addendurn, p. 3—5)The2015Welland&yEAddendumahomdMs:dm

project amendments would have the same or reduced unpods lo aeslhetu: resources when compared to the FPASP project as analyzed in the 2011 EIR with g milig from the FPASP EIR: MM 3A 1-
1, MM 3.A.14, MM 3A.1-5. (Weslland Eagle Addendum, pp 4143)

See Exhiblt 3 for discussian of the Creekstone Phase 1 project’s consistency wilh Izndsapmg polidies in the FPASP that may be relevant lo aesthetic and visual impacts. (Exh. 3, p. 27.) See Exhibit 1 (the Folsom Ranch Central District Design

Guidelines) for more ion of the design guidelines and p idelines (hat apply to Lhe Project. (Exh. 1, pp. 15-94)
Mitigation Measures:

* MM3A.l-1

s MM3A14

» MM3A1S

s MM3A74

* MM3B1-22

s MM3B.1-2b

» MM3B.1-3a

*  MM3B.1-3b
Condusion:
With bmpl of the above ml In the FFASP EIR, Water dum, and Westland Eagle A Q Phase 1 would not have any new significant or substantially more severe aesthetic Lmpacts
(Guidelines. § 15162), nor would it result In any new signl Impacts that are peculiar to the project or its lte (Guidellnes, § 15183).
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2, AGRICULTURE AND FOREST RESOURCES

Where Impact Was Do Proposed Any New Any New Are There Effects Are There Effects AreThere Effects | Are There Poventially | Are There Previously | Prior Environmental
Analyzed In Prior Changes lnvolve Circumnsiances Infarmation of That Are Pecullar To | That Are Pecullar To That Were NoL Significan Off-Shie | Identified Significant Document’s
" i New Involving New Substantial The OrThe | The Project That Will Analyzed As mpacis And EffectsThat, AsA | Mitigation Mewsures
Documents Impacts o Significn! Lrpacts Importance Parcel On Which The | Not Be Substantially | Significant EfiectsIn | Cummulstivelmpacts | Resubt Of Substariial | Addressing lmpacts
Tssue Substamtislly More | or Substamtially More | Requlring New Project Would Be Mitigated By APrior EIROnThe |  Which Were Not New nfarmation
Area Severe Impacts? Severe Impacts? Analysis or Located That Have Applicatian Of Zonlng Action, Disaussed In The Not Known At The
Veificatlon? Not Been Disclosed | Uniformly Applied General Plan Or Priov EIR Prepared | Thie The EIR Wi
Ina Prior EIROn The | Development Policies Commanty Flan For The General Cetified, Are Now
Zoning Action, Or Standards That With Which The Plan, Cammunity Determined To Have
General Plan, Or Have Been Praject Is Cansistent? Plan Or Zoning A More Severe
Cammunity Plan Previously Adapted? Actian? Adverse Impaci?
With Which the
Proiect bs Consistent?
2, Agriculture. FPASP Draft EIR
Would the project: | pp.3A.10-1 to 49
a. Convert Prime p 3A.10-29 No No No Neo No No No No Nane required
Farmland, Undque
Farmland, or
Farmland of
Statewide
Importance
(Parmland), as
shown on the maps
prepared pursuant
to Lhe Farmland
Mapping and
Montitoring
Program of the
Californla
Resources Agency,
tonon-agricultura
use?
b Confllct with pp- 3410411043 No No No No No No No Ne No feasible MM
existing zoning for
agricultural use, or
a Willlamson Act
contract?
¢ Involve other p.3A.1029 No No No No Na Neo No No None required
changes in the
existing
environment
which, due to their
localian ar nature,
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Where Impact Was Do Proposed Any New Any New Are There Effects Are There Elfech Are Thero Effexcts Are There Are There. i Frior
Analyzed in Priar Changes nvalve Circumstances Informatian of That Are Pecutior To | That Are Pecullar To That Were Not Signlficani Off- Sﬂe Identified Sgnlﬁum Document’s
| i New Involving New Substartal The Project Ot The | The Project That Wil Analyzed As Impacts And Ellects That, As A | Mitigation Mewsures
Documents Impacts or SigniGcamt Impacts Importance Parcel On Which The | Not BoSubstantially | Significant Effecs in | Cumulativelmpacts | Result Of Substantlal | Addressing Impacts.
Issue Substantially More | or Substantially More | Requiring New Project Would Be Mitigated By A Prior EIR On The Which Weee Not New Information
Area Severe Impacts? Severe Impacts? Analysis ox Located That Have Application Of Zoning Acton, Discussed In The Not Knawn At The
Verifiatian? Not Been Disclased Uniformly Applied General Plan Or Prior EIR Prepared Time The EIR Wes
In a Pror BIROn The | Development Pollcies Community Plan For The General Certified, Are Now
Zoning Action, Or Sandards That With Which The Plan, Community Determined To Have
Gemeral Plan, Or Have Been. Project Is Consistent? Plan Qr Zoning A More Severe
Community Plan | Previcusly Adopted? Adion? Adverse mpact?
With Which the
Prodect is Conslgtent?
2 Agriculture. FPASP Draft EIR
Would the profect: | pp.3A.10-1 t0 49
could resultin
conversion of
Farmland, to non-
agricultural use?
Discussion:

The FPASP EIR conduded that [here were no faxsible mitigation measures that would reduce the two agrlculture impacts to less than significant levels. Impacts 3A.10-3 (Cancellation of Existing On-Site Wiltiamson Act Coniracts) and 3.104
(Potential Conflict with Existing Off-Site Williamson Act Contracts) remain significant and unavoidable. (FEIR, pp- 1-123 to 1- 124; DEIR, pp. 3A-10-4] to -43.) The pages indlcated in the table above contain the relevant analysis of the potential
lmpacts.

A the 2012 Water A h\dwlsashmdmofhow the changes to the waler facilities aspects of the FPASP project would have the same or less impacts to agricullural when comp to the FPASP project as
analyzed in Lhe 2011 BIR after ion of the followil MM 3B.10-5. (Water Addendum, p. 3-12.) The 2018 d Eagle Addendum also Indudes a d ion of how project ‘would have the same
of reduced impacis to agri | when comp lu\h:l-‘l’ASP project as analyzed in the 2011 EIR. (Westland Ragle Addendum, pp. 4.4-45.)

See Exhibit 3 far discussion of the Creekstone Phase 1 project’s consistency with apen space policies in the FPASP that may be relevant to agriculture and forest resgurces impacts. (Exh. J, pp. 3, 12-14)

Mitgation Measures:
« MM3B.105
Conclsion:
Withi of the above In the FPASP EIR, Water A dum, and land Eagle Addendum, Cs Phase | would not have any new significant or substantially more severe agricullure  and
forest lmpacts (G lines, § 15162), nor would It result In any new impacts that are pecullar to the project ar its aite (Guideli §15183)

Creekstone Phase 1 (Mangini Ranch Phase 1 Lot 10)
CEQA Exempton and Streamlining Analysis December, 2019
21-




3. AIRQUALITY

Where Impart Was Do Propased Any New Any New Are There Elfects Are There Effects Are Thete Effects | Are There Pownbiatly | Are There Previously | I'rie Envvlionmiental
Analyred In Prior Changes Invalve Clrcumstances. Information of That Are Pecubiar To | Thal Are Pecublar To That Were Not Signifiant Off-Site ldentified Signifiant (]
Environmental i New Involving New Substantial The Project Or The | The Project That Wil Analyzed As \mpects And Effecis That, AsA | Mitigation Msasures
Documents. Tepacts or Signifteand Impacts Importance Parcel On WhichThe | Not Elfects In | C ive Impacis | ResultOf Substantia) | Addressing Impacts
Issue Area More | or ially More quiring New Project Would Be Mitigated By APriorEIROnThe | Which Were Not New Information
Severe [mpacts? Severe [mpacis? Analysis ar Located Thal Have Appliaation Of Zanlng Action, Discussed inThe Not Known At The
Verifiation? Not Been Disclosed |  Uniformly Applied General Plan Or Prior 6IR Prepared | Tume The EIR Was
In a Prier EIR On The | Development Policies Communlty Plan For The General Certified, Are Now
ing Actlor, Qr Standards That With Which The Plan, Community Determined To Have
Geneval Plan, Or Have Been Project Is Consistent? | Plan Or Zoning A More Severe
Community Plan | Previously Adopted? Actian? Adverse Impact?
With Which the
Proiect is Consistent?
3. Air Quality. FPASP Draft EIR
Would the project | pp 3A2-1t0-63
a. Conflit withor | pp-3A2-23t0-59 No No No No No No No No MM3A2-1a
obstruct 3A.2-1b
Implemeniation of 3A2-1c
the appliable air 3A.2-1d
quallty plan? 3A.2-1e
3A2-10
3A2-1g
3A.2-1h
3A22
3A24a
3A24b
3A25
b. Violate any air Same as (a) above No No No No No No Na No Same as (a) above
quality standard or
contribute
substantially to an
existing or
projected alr
g_ul_lﬁ violaton?
¢. Resultina Same as (a) above No No No Ne No No No No Same as (a) above
cumulatively
considerable net
Increase of any
criteria pollutant
for which the
project region is
non-attaiunent
nunder an
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Where Lmpact Was Do Propased Any New Any New Are There Effects Are There Bifects Are There Effects Are There Potentislly | Are There Previously | Trior Environmental
Analyzed In Priar Changes Involve Clrounstances Tnformation of That Are Pecubiar To | That Are Peculiar To That Were Not Significant Off-Site Tdentified Sigrificant Document’s
_tal i New brrvolving New Substantial The Project Or The The Project That Will Analyred As Impads And Elfects That, As A Mitgation Measures.
Docusnents, Lmpacisor Significant Impacts Importance Parcel On Which The | Not Be Subsiantially | Significant Efledts In | Cumulative Impacts | Result Of Substantial | Addressing Impacts.
Issue Area Substantially More | or Substantially More | Requiring New Project Would Be Mitigated By APrior EROnThe |  Which Were Not New Information
Severe Impacts? Severe Impacts? Analysis or Located That Have Applicadon OF Zoning Actian, Discussed InThe | Not Known Al The
Verifiatian? Not Been Disclosed Uniformly Applied Geneval Plan Or Prior ETR Prepared Time The EIR Was
[n a Prior EROn The | Development Pollcles. Comsmurity Plan For The General Certified, Are Now
Zoning Actian, Or Standards That With Which The Plan, Comuumity | Debermined To Have
General Plan, Or Have Been Project Is Consistent? Plan Or Zoning A More Severe
Commurdty Plan Previously Adopsed? Actian? Adverse Impaci?
With Which the
Proiact = Conslsten!?
3. Alr Quality. FPASP Drah EIR
Would the project: | pp. 3A.2-1 063
applicable federal
or slale ambient air
quallty standard
(Including
releasing emissions
which exceed
quantialive
thresholds for
d. Expasesensitive | Same a3 (a) above No No No No No Neo No No Same as (a) above
receptors lo
substantial
pollutant
concentrations?
e Create pp-3A.2-59 to-63 No No No No No No No No MM3A 246
objectlanable odors
affectinga
substantial number
of people?
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Where lmpadt Was Do Proposed Any New Any New ‘Are There Etiects ‘Are There Effects Are There Effects | Are There: ly | Are There Previously | Prior Envi
Anglyzed In Prior Changes Involve Circumstances Information of That Are Peculiar To | That Are Pecullar To Thal Were Not Signifiant Of-Site | Identfied Signlficanl Document’s
Environmental New Involving New Substantial The Project Or The | The Praject That Will Analyzed As Impacts And Effects That, As A Mitigatian Measurey
Documents Impadsor sapiumumpms Importance Parcel On Which The | Nok Be Subatantially | Significant BfecisIn | Cumulative fmpacts | Result Of Substantial | Addressing lmpacts.
Issue Area More More quiring New Project Would Be Midgated By A Prior IR On The Which Were Not New Information
Severe Impacts? &vu!lmpxt? Analysis or Located That Have Application Of Zoning Action, Discussed In The Not Known At The
Yerifiation? Not Been Disclosed Unlformly Applied General Plan Or Prior EIR Prepared Time The EIR Was
In & Prior BIR On The | Development Polides Commmunity Plan For The General Certified, Are Now
Zoning Actian, Or Standards That With Which The Plan, Community Determined To Have
Genezal Plan, Or Have Been Project Is Consisheru? Plan Ox Zoning A More Severe
Commundty Plan | Previously Adopted? Action? Adverte Impact?
With Which the
Prolert ia Condlekent?
3. Alr Quallty, FPASP Draft RIR
Wonld the project: | pp.3A2-110-63
Discussion:
The FPASP BIR concluded that ion of the mitiga In the EIR would reduce all except the followlng air quality impacts to less Lhan slgnificant levels: temporary shorl-berm construction-related emissions of crileria air
polluants and precursors (lmpuci 3A.2-1, for PMn long-term operai lated, reglonal of criteria air p and p (lmplcl 3A.2 -2); ezpmlre to TACs (Impact 3A.2<4); and exposure to odorous
emlissions from construction activity (Impact 3A.2-6, for construction dlesel odors and for corporalion yard odors); and exp to odorous emissions from porati yard (Impact 3A.2-6). (FEIR, pp. 1-22 to 1-34;

DEIR, p. 3A.2-63.) The pages indicated In the table above contain the relevant analysts of the polential impacts.

Additionally, the 2012 Water Addendum includes a uhorl discusslon of how the changes to the water fadlities aspects of the FPASP project would have the same or less impacts to air quality when compared to the FPASP project as analyzed
in the 2011 EIR efter imp ion of the il MM 3B.2-1a, MM 3B.2-1b, MM 38.2-1c, MM 3B 2-3a, MM 38.2-3b. (Water Addendum, pp. 3-5w3-6.)ﬂ\em15WBﬂindEagleAdd«\dumalsomdlldqlducul&lon
of how project amendments would have the same or reduced impacts to air quallty when compared to the FPASP project as analyzed In the 2011 ETR with impl of the folk % mitigal from the FPASP EIR: MM 3A 2-
1a, MM 3.A.2-1b, MM 3A 2-1c, MM 3A 2-1f, MM 3A.2-2, MM 3A 2-4a, MM 3A.2-4b, MM 3A.2-5, MM 3A 2-& (Westland Eagle Addendum, pp. 46-4.17))

See Exhibil 3 for discussion of the Creekstone Phase 1 project’s consistency wilh air quality, energy efticiency, and environmental qualily polides in the FPASP thal may be relevant to air quality impacts. (Exh. 3, pp. 24, 27-29,31-32) The

land use mix in the Creekstone Phase 1 project is consistent with the FPASP, and the mitigation measures in the MMRF for the FPASP EIR are app to and will be i | for the C Phase 1 devel

Meagures:
* MM3A2-1a
* MM3A2-1b
+ MM3A2-1ic
» MM3A2-1d
= MM3A2le
»  MM3A2-U
« MM3A21g
+ MM3AZ21h
* MM3A22

» MM3A24a
« MM3A24b
« MM3A25

« MM3A26

+ MM3B2-1a

Creekstone Phase 1 (Mangini Ranch Phase 1 Lol 10)
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Where [opact Was Do Propossd Any New Any New Are There Hifects Are There Edects. Are There Effects Are There Potentially | Are Theve Previously | Priot Environmental
Analyzed In Prior Changes Involve Clraumstances Informatian of That Are Pecullsr To | That Are Peculiar To ‘That Were Not Significant Off-Site | Identified Signifiant Document’s
Environmental J New Involving New Substantial The Project OrThe | The Project That Will Analyzed As 1mpscis And Effects That, As A Mitigation Mearures
Documents Impacts or Significant Impacts Importance Parcel On Which The | Not Be Substantislly | Sigrificant Eifectsin | Cumulstive bmpacts | Result Of Substantis! | Addrewsing Impacts.
Issue Area More | or More iring New Project Would Be Mitigated By APrHocEIROnThe |  Which Were Not New Information
Severe Impacts? Severe Impacts? Analysts or Located That Have Application Of Zaning Action, Discusved In The Not Known At The
Vexlficstion? Not Been Dixcloved Unlformly Applied General Plan Prior EIR Prepared Time The EIR Was
In a Prier (IR On The | Development Polides Community Plan For The General Certified, Are Now
Zoning Actian, Or Standards That With Which The Plsn, Communily | Determined To Have
General Plan, Or Have Been Project Is Consistent? Plan Or Zoning A Mare Severe
ityMan | Previously Adopirdi? Actiari? Adverse Impact?
With Which the
Project is Consisient?
3. Air Quality. FPASP Drait IR
i pp 3A 21 o 63
* MM3B2-1c
+ MM3B23e
« MM3B.2-3b
Condusion:
With imp of Lhe above mit, in the FPASP EIR, Water A and Wesiland Eagle Addendum, Creek Phase 1 would not have any new signlficant or substantially more severe alr quality
impacts (Guidelines. § 15162). nor would it result in any new impacts that are peculiar to the project or its site (G §15183). —
Creekstone Phase 1 (Mangini Ranch Phase 1 Lol 10)
December, 2019
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4. BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES

Where [mpact Was Do Proposed Any New Any New Are There Effects Are There Effects Are There Effects Are There Potentially | Are There Previously | Prior Enviranmental
Analyzed in Prior Changes Involve Circumstances Informalian of That Are Peculiar To | That Are Pecublar To That Were Nol Significant Off-Site Tdenlifled Signifiant Document’s
Environmental i New Sigr Involving New Substantial The Project Or The | The Project That Will Analyzed As Tmpacts And Effects That, AsA | Midgation Measures
D pa P Parcel On Which The | Not Be ignificant Eftects In | C i Result Of ing lmpacis.
Issue Area ially More b More quiring New Project Would Be Mitigated By APriorBEIROnThe | Which Were Not New Infomation
Severe Impacts? Severe lmpacis? Analysis or Located That Have AppliGrtion Of Zoning Action, Discussed In The Not Known At The
Verification? Not Been Disclosed | Uniformly Applied General Plan Or Prior 6IR Prepared | Tlme The BIR Was
In 3 Prior EIR On The | Development Polices Comumumity Plan For The General Certified, Are Now
Zoning Adtinn, Oz Sandards That With Which The Plan, Community | Determined To Have
General Plan, Or Have Been Project s Comsistenl? | Plan Or Zaning A More Severe
Community Plan | Previously Adopled? Action? Adverse Impact?
With Which the
Prosiect i Consistent?
& Biologlcal FPASP Draft EIR
Rasourves. Would | pp.3A.3-110-%4
he project:
a. Haveas pp 3A 3501072 No No No No No No No No MM3A3-1a
substantial adverse 3A31b
effect, elther 3A32a
directly or through 3A3-2b
habitat 3A32c
maodifications, on 3A3-2d
any species 3A3-2g
identified as 2 3A3-2h
candidate, 3A33
seralve, or special
status species in
local o regional
plans, poticies, or
regulstions, ar by
the California
Department of Fish
and Game ot U.S.
Fish and Wildlife
Service?
b. Havea pp-3A 3721075 No o No No No No No No MM 3A3-1a
substantial adverse 3A3-1b
effect on any 3A34a
riparian habrtat or AL
other sensitive
natural commurity
identified in local
or regional plans,
Creeketone Phase 1 (Mangini Ranch FPhase 1 Lot 10)
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Where Impact Was
Analyzed in Prios

Do Proposed
Changes Involve

Issue Area

Impacts or
Substantially More
Severe Impacis?

Any New
Clraumstances
Involving New

Signifiam! Impacts or
Sulstantially More
Severs Impacis?

‘Ase There Eifects
That Were Not
Analyzed As
ificant Bffects In

‘Are Theve Potentially
Significant OH-Site:
Impacts And

Cumul

Identified Sigrdficant
Effects That, As A
Result Of

A Prior EIR On The
Zoning Action,
General Plan Or
Community Plan
With Which The

Project Is Consisteni?

Which Were Not
Discussed [n The
Prios EIR Prepared
For The General
Plan, Community
Plan Or Zoning
Action?

New Information
Noi Known At The
Time The EIR Was
Certified, Are Now

Determined To Have
A More Severe
Adverse Impadt?

Frior Environmental
Document’

Mitgation Measures.
Addressing Impacts.

FPASP Draft EIR
Pp-3A311094

Service?

c Havea
substantial adverse
effect on federally
protected wetlands
85 defined by
Section 404 of the
Clean Water Act
(Including, but not
limited to, marsh,
vernal poal,
coastal, etc)
through direct
hydrological
interruption, or
other means?

pp-3A.3-28t0-50

No

MM3A3-1a
3A3-1b

d. Interfere
substantially with
the movement of
any native resident
ar migratory fish
and wildlife

pp.3A3 881093

No

No

No

No

No

No

No

None required
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Where Impact Was Do Proposed Any New Any New Are There Eftects Are There Elfects Are [here Bifects Aset Thepe Vobentially | Are There Prior Environavental
Aralyzed in Prior Changes Involve Clrcumstances Informatian of That Are Pecuiiiar T | That Are Peculiar To That Were Not Significant Of¢-Site Identified Significant Document’s
Environmental New Sig Involving New Substantlal The Project Or The | The Project That Wil Analyzed As Tmpacts And Effects Thal, AsA | Mitigation Measures
D Lmpa ificant Lmpacts or Lmportance Paccel On Which The | Not Be Substantlally | Signlficant BtfecisIn | Cumulativelmpacts | Result Of Substantial | Addressing mpacts,
Issue Area Substantially More Substantially More Requiring New Project Would Be Mitigated By A Prior BIRON The Which Were Not New Information
Severe Impacts? Severe [mpacts? Analysks or Located That Have Appliation Of Zaning Action, Discussed In The Not Known Al The
Verifiotion? Noi Boen Disclosed | Urdformly Applied General Plan Or Prior EIR Prepared | Time The EIR Was
In a Prior BIR On The | Development Policies Community Plan For The General Cettified, Are Now
Zoning Action, Or Standards That With Which The Plan, Community Determined To Have
Ceneral Plan, Or Have Been Project Is Conststent? Flan Or Zoning A More Severe
Camownity Plan | Previously Adopied? Adton? Adverse Lmpact?
With Which the
Prolect is Cansistent?
4, Biological FPASP Draft EIR
Resources. Would Pp-3A3-1t0-%4
the project:
spedes ot with
established native
residentor
corridors, or
impede the use of
native wildlife
nursery slfes?
. Conflict with pp-3A3-75to 88 No No No No No No No No MM3A 35
any local polictes {oak woodland and
ar ordinances trees)
prokecting
biologtcal
resources, suchas
a tree preservation
policy or
ordinance.
1. Conflict withthe | pp.3A.3-95 to-34 No No No Ne No No No No Nane required
provislons of an
adopted Habitat
Conservation Plan,
Natural
Communlly
Conservation Plan,
or olher approved
local, regianal, or
state habitat
conservation plan?
Creekstone Phace 1 (Mangini Ranch Phase 1 Lot 10)
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Where Impact Was ‘Do Proposed Any New Any New Are There Effects Are There Effects Are Thete Effects Are There Polenlially | Are Thre Previousdy | Prior Enviranmental
Analyzed In Prior Changes Invalve Circumsiances Information of That Ace Pecullar To | That Are Peculiar To That Were Nol Signifiant Ol-Sie | Identified Sigrificant Document’s
Envir " New Involving New Substantial The Project Or The | The Project That Will Analyzed As Impacts And Effects That AsA | Mitigation Measures
D Impacts or 1 P Parcel On Which The | Nof Be Substantially | Significant Eifects fn | Cummlaive Impacts | Result Of Substantial | Addresaing Impacts:
Issue Area Substantially More |  Substantially Mare Requiring New Project Would Be Mitigated By APrior EROnThe |  Which Were Not New Information
Severe Impacts? Severe Impacis? Analysls ot Located That Have Applicetion Of Zaming Acticn, Discussed InThe | Not Known At The
Verifiation? Nol BeenDisclosed | Uniformly Applied | GenerslPlanOr | Prior SR Propared |  Time The EIR Was
In 2 Prior ER On The | DevelopmentPolides |  Community Plan ForTheGeneral | Certified, Are Now
Zaning Action, Or Standards That With Which The Flan, Commumity | Dtermmisiet To i
General Plan, Or Have Been Project Is Consistent? | Flan Or Zoning A More Severe
Community Plan | Previously Adopted? Action? Adverse Impaci?
With Which the
Proiadi i Cansistent?
¢ Blologlcal FPASP Draft EIR
Resources. Would Pp-3A.3-110-94
the project:
Discusalan:
The FPASP EIR concluded Liiat Imp of the

in the ETR would reduce all except the following biological resources impacts to less than slgnificant levels: impacis on jurisdictional waters of the United States,
induding wetlands (Impact 3A.3-1); cumulalive impacts on aquatic resources, oak woodlands, nesting and foraging habitat for raptors, including Swalnson’s hawk, and potential habitat for special-status plant species (Impact 3A-3-2); impacts
on blue oak woodlands and on trees protecied under Folsom Municipal Code and County Tree Preservation Ordinanca (Impact 3A.3-5); as well as the impacts of off-sile Improvements which would be located in the jurisdiction of El Dorado
County, Sacramento County, or Caltrans. (FEIR, pp. 1-38 10 1-63; DEIR, p. 3A.3-94)

The pages indicated In Lhe table above contain the relevani analysis of the potenilal impacts.

Additionally, the 2012 Water Addendum mdudas a short ducusslm of how the changes 1o the water fecilities aspects of the FPASP project would have the same or less Lmpacis to biological when F to the FPASP praject as
analyzed In the 2011 BIR after i of the g MM 3B.3-1a, MM 3B 3-1b, MM 3B.3-1c, MM 3A.3-1a, and MM 3B.3-2. (Water Addeadum, p. 3-7.) 'n! 2015 Westland Bagle Addendum also indudes a
of how project ‘would have the same or reduced impects o bi when d to the FPASP project as analyzed in the 2011 EIR with lmg aof the that include

updated versiona of some miligation maasures in the FPASP EIR as well as new mitigation messures: MM 3A3-12, MM 3A.3-1b, MM 3A.3-2¢, MM 3A.3-2d, MM 3A.3-2h, MM 3A.3-4a, MM 3A.3-4b, MM 3A 3—5, MM 441, MM 4.4-2, MM 4.4-3,
MM 4.44, MM 4.4-5, MM 4.¢-6, and MM 4.4-7. (Wesiland Eagle Addendum, pp. 4.18-4.30.)

See Exhibil 3 for discussion of the Creeksione Phase 1 project’s consistency with wetlands and wildlife policies in the FPASP Lhat may be relevant to biologlcal resources Impacts. (Exh. 3, pp. 15-18.)

There are ongoing efforts Lo complete the South 5 HCP, which is u\ﬂveFPASPElR.Bn(H\:SouthaﬂamtoHCPunotrdevanlﬁoﬂn&skstun:l’hael?mmbmun the City did not choose to participate in the  HCP
and the project gite Is outside af the boundaries of the proposed HCF plan area. HCP, available at htips:/f p-chapters—fInal.himl (Last visited Jure 13, 2019).)

Mitigation Measures:
» MM3A3-la
MM3A3-1b
MM3A3-2a
MM3A3-2b
MM3A3-2c
MM3A3-2d
MM 3A3-2¢
MM 3A.3-24
MM 3A 3-29

Creekstone Phase 1 {(Mangini Ranch Phase 1 Lot 10)
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Where lopact Was Do Froposed Any New Any New Are There Bffects Are There Effects Are There Effects Are There PolentlaBy | Are There Previoudy | Prior Enviranmenlal
Analyzed in Prior Chunges kvolve Clraumstances Inormation of That Are Pecullar To | That Are Peculiar To That Weve Not SigniantOff-Sle | Ilentified Significant Document’s
Environmental | New Involving New Substantial ‘The Project Or The ‘The Project That Will Analyzed As Impacts And Effects That, As A Mitigation Measures
Documents. Impacts or P Parcel On Which The | Not Be EffecsIn | © Resubk Of vl Addressing Impacis,
Issue Area Mare sally More New Project Would Be Mitigated By APHorBIROnThe |  Which Were Not New Information
Severe Impacts? Seveve Impacts? Analysis or Localed That Have Applicstion Of Zonlng Action, Discussed bn The Not Known At The
Verifiation? Not Been Disclosed |  Uniformly Applied General Flan Or Prior BR Prepared | Time The EIR Was
In a Prior RIR On The | Development Policles Community Plan For The General Centified, Are Now
Zoning Action, Or Standards That With Which The Plan, Community Determined To Have
General Flan, Or Have Been Projedt Is Cansistert? | Plan Or Zoning AMore Severe
Commurity Plan | Previously Adopted? Actian? Adverse Impact?
With Which the
Prolect is Conslcten?
4, Biological FPASP Drah RIR
Resourres. Would | pp.3A3-110-54
the grolect:
¢ MM3A3-2h
s MM3A33
s MM3A34a
» MM3A3-4b
s MM3A35
s MM3B3-1a
» MM3B3-1b
s MM3B3-Ic
» MM3A3-la
s  MM3R3-2
s MM4dl
s MM4a42
s MM443
o« MM444
e MMA44S
+» MM44-6
= MM447
Conclusion:
With imp of the above mitigatl ified in tha FPASP EIR, Water Addendum, and Eagle Addendum, C Phase 1 would not have any new significant ot ly more severe biclogi
Impacts (Guidell glslﬂ),mwauldllmllhlnyuwmuhnlhnpacsummpmﬂhnoﬂupr*dorluﬂm”‘ §15183).
Creekstone Phase 1 (Manglni Ranch Phase 1 Lot 10)
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5. CULTURALRESOURCES

Where [mpact Was Do Any New Any New Are There Eltects AreThere Eilects Are There Effects Are Thers Polentially | Are There Previously | FPrior Envirounental
Analyzed in Prior Changes involve Clraanstanes Informatian of That Are Pecullar To | That Are Peculiar Te That Were Nol Significant Oif-Site Identified Signifiant Dacument’s
vt 1 i New il Involving New Substardial The Project Or The The Prajed Thal Wil Analyzed As Impacts And Effects That, As A Mitigation Measures
= Documents. Impects or Lmp Parce] On Which The | Not Be ignificant Effecs In | € Resull Of Substantial | Addressing Impacts.
Issue Area More More New Project Would Be Mitigated By APriocEIROnThe |  Which Weve Nol New Information
Severe Impacts? Severe Impacs? Analysis or Located That Have Application Of Zaning Actlon, Discussed In The Not Known AL The
Verification? Nol Been Disclosed Unlformly Applied General Plan Or Prior EIR Prepared Thme The EIR Was
In 3 Prior EIR On The | Development Policies Comumurity Plan For The General Certified, Are Now
Zoaing Action, Or Standards That With Which The Plan, Community Determined To Have
Geneval Plan, Or Have Been Froject Is Consistent? Plan Or Zoning A More Severe
Comumunity Plan Previously Adopted? Action? Adverse Impact?
With Which the
Prosiect is Consisteni?
5. Cultural FFASP Draft EIR
Resources. Would pp-3A5-1t0-25
the project:
a. Causea pp-3A5-17t0-23 No No No No No No No No MM3A5-1a
substantial adverse 3A51b
changein the 3A 52
signifianceof a
historical resource
asdefined in
615064 57
b. Causen Sarne as (a) above No No No Ne No No No No Sapw as (a) above
substantial adverse
change in the
significance of an
archaealogical
resource pursuant
1061506457
¢, Diredly or Same a8 (a) above No Neo No No No Ne No No Same as (a) above
indirectly destroy a
unique
paleontological
resource or site or
unique geologlc
feature?
d. Disturb any PP-3A5-23to-2¢ No No No No No No No No MM3AS5-3
human remalns,
Including those
interred outside
the formal
Creekstone Phase 1 (Mangini Ranch Phase 1 Lot 10)
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Where Impact Was Do Proposed Any New Any New Are There Effects Are There Effects Are There Effects | Are There Potentually | Are There Previously | Priar Enviranmenlal
Analyzed in Prior Clanges nvalve Clrcumstanas Infarmation of That Are Peculiar To | That Are Peauliar To That Were Not Significant Off-Site | [dentified Significant Document’s
Environmental New Invalving New Substantial The Projed Or The | The Project That Will Analyzed As [mpacts And Bfects That, As A | Mitigation Measures
Documens. Impacts or i P p Parcel On Which The | Not Be i Eicsin | C Imp Reult Of Addressing Impacts,
Issue Area Substantially More | Substantially Mare Requiring New Project Would Be Mitlgated By APrir EROnThe |  Which Were Not New Information
Severe Impacts? Severe Impacts? Analysls or Located Thal Have Application Of Zoning Action, Discussed In The Not Known At The
Verification? Not Been Disdosed |  Uniformly Applied General Plan Or Prior EIR Prepared | Time The EIR Was
In 8 Prior ER On The | Development Polldes |  Commanity Plan For The General Certified, Are Now
Zoning Actian, Or Sandards That With Which The Plan, Community | Determined Tollave
General Plan, Or Have Been Project Is Conslstent? Plan Or Zaning A More Severe
Community Plan | Previously Adopled? Acthon? Adverse Impact?
With Which the
Prodect is Canslsten?
5. Cultural FPASP Draft EIR
Resources, Would Pp-3A5-110-25
1he project:
Discussion:
‘The FPASP EIR that i of the in the EIR would reduce alt except the following cultural resources lmpacts to less than significant levels: impacts on identified and previ i cultural

resources (Impacts 3A-5-1 and 3A.5-2); and Impacts from off-site Lmprovements constructed in areas under the jurisdiction of El Dorado County, Sacramenin Courdy, or Caltrans (Impacts 3A.5-1 through 3A. 5\1) (FE[R, pp 1-81 to 1- 86; DRIR,
P-3A5-25) The pages indicated in the table above contain the relevant analysis of the potential impacts.

Additionally, (he 2012 Water Addendum includes a short discussion of how the changes to the water [adlities aspects of the FPASP praject would have the same or less Impacts to cultural resources when compared to the FPASP project as

analyzed in the 2011 EIR after of the I MM 3A.5-1a, MM 3A.5-1b, MM 3A.5-2, MM 3A.5-3. (Water Addendum, pp. 3-8 io 3-9.) The 2015 Eagle A also includes a lon of
how project amendments would have tve same or reduced impacis o cultural resources when compared to the FPASP project as analyzed In the 2011 EIR with lmpk of the followkng mil from the FPASP EIR, some
of which have been updated in the Westland Eagle Addendum: MM 3A.7-10, MM 3.A 5-1a, MM 3A.5-1b, MM 3A 5-2, MM 3A 5-3. (Westland Eagle Addendum, pp. 431-439.)
See Exhibit 3 for discussion of the Creekstone Phase 1 project’ i y with cuttural policies In the FPASP that may be relevant to cuitural resources impacts. (Exh. 3, p. 21.)
Mitigation Measures:
= MM3ASla
= MM3A51b
» MM3AS52
« MM3AS53
Conclusion:
With i tion of the above mitigati [t in the FPASP EIR, Water Addendum, and Westland Eagle Addendum, Creekstone Phase 1 would not have any new significant or substantially more severe cultural

resources Impacts (Guldelines, §15162), nor would it result In any new significant lmpacts thal are peculiar to the praject or lis site (Guidelines, §15183).

Creekstone Phase 1 (Mangini Ranch Phase 1 Lot 10)
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6. GEOLOGY AND SOILS

Where Lmpact Was Do Proposed Any New Ary New Are There Effects Are There Eflects Are There Effects A Theme Polintially | Are There Previously | Friar Fvtionmerital
Aralyzed in Priar Changey Involve i s Informatian of That Are Pecutis To | That Are Peculiar To That Were Not Signifiant Off-Site Identified Significant t's
. 1 New Involving New Substantial The Project Or The | The Project That Will Analyzed As Impacts And Effects That, AsA | MiHigation Measures
Doduments. Impacts or Stgnlficant Lmpacts Importance Parcel On Which The | Noi g Effects In | CumulstiveLmpacts | Result Of Sub Addresing Impacts.
Issue Area Substantially Mare | ar Substantally More | Reculring New Project Would Be Mitigated By APHorEROnThe | Which Were Not New Information
Severe Lmpacts? Severe Impacts? Anslysis or Located That Have Apphication Of Zaning Actian, DiscussedInThe | NolKnawn At The
Verlfioption? Not Been Disclosed | Unifermly Apphied Gemeral Plan Or Prior EIR Prepared | Time The EIR Was
In a Prior BIR On The | Development Polides |  Cotmunity Plan For The General Certified, Are Now
Action, Or Standerds That With Which The Plan, Communlty Determined To Have
General Blan, Or Have Been Project Is Corsstenit? | Plan Or Zoning A More Severe
Comaunity Plan | Previously Adopted? Action? Adverse Impact?
With Which the
Project s Consisteru?
6. Geology and FPASP Draft ER
Soila. Would the Pp-3A71l0-40
a. Expase people pp.-3A.7-24t0-28 No No No No No No No No MM3A 7-1a
or structures lo 3A7-1b
subsiantlal adverse
effects, including
the risk of loss,
Injury, o death
Involving:
1 Ruptureofa
known
fanll, as defineated
on the mast recent
AlquistPrialo
Earthquake Fault
Zoning Map issued
by the State
Geologist for the
ares ot based on
other substantial
evidenceof a
known fault?
Refer to Division of
Mines and Gealogy
Spedal Pubilcation
4.
2. Strong seismic
ground shaking?
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Where Impact Was Do Propased Any New Any New Are There Eflects Are There Effects Are There Effects | Are There Potentially | Are Theve Previously | Prior Environmental
Anslyzed in Prior Changes Involve Circumstances Information of Thal Are Pecullar To | Thal Are Pecublar To That Were Not Significant Off-Site | Tdentified Signifiamt Document’s
Environmental New Sigy Involving New Substantial The Project OrThe | The Project That Will Analyzed As Impacts And Effects That, AsA Mitigation Measures
Documents Impacts or Significant mpacts Importance Parcel On Which The | Not Be Substantially | Significant EffectsTn | Cumulative Impacts | Resull Of Substantial | Addreming Impacts.
Issue Area Substantially More | or Subsiantially Mare Requiring New Project Would Be Mitigated By A Prior EIR On The Which Were Not New Informatian
Severe Impacis? Severe [mpacts? Analysis or Locsied That Have Appliation Of Zoming Actlon, Discussed In The Not Rnown At The
Verifiation? Not Been Disclosed Uniformly Applisd Ceneral Pl Or Prior EIR Prepared Time The ETR Was
In a Prior EIROn The | Development Policies Comumunity Plan For The Geneval Certified, Are Now
Zoning Action, Or Standards Thal WIth Which The Plan, Commumity Determined To Have
Gereral Plan, O Have Been Project Is Consistent? Plan Or Zonlng A More Severe
Comummunity Plan | Previously Adopted? Actlon? Adverse Impact?
With Which the
Project is Consistent?
6. Geology and PPASP Draft EIR
Soils. Would the PP.3A7-1t040
project
3. Selsmic-related
ground fallure,
Including
liquefaction?
4. Landslides?
b. Resultin PP-3A.7-2810-31 No No No Neo Ne No No Neo MM3A7-3
substantial soil
ecasion or the loss
of tansol]?
c Belocaled ona PP 3A.7-31 l0-34 No No No No No No No Mo MM 3A7-1a
geologic unit or A4
soil that is 3A7-5
unslable, or that
would become
unstable as a result
of the project, and
potentially result
In on-or off-site
landslide, lateral
spreading,
subsidence,
liquetaction or
collapse?
d. Belocated on Pp-3A.7-34 1035 No No No No No No No No MM3A7-1a
expansive soil, a6 3A7-1b
defined in Table
18-1-B of the
Uniform Bullding
Code (1934),
Creeokstone Phase 1 (Mangini Ranch Phase 1 Lot 10}
December, 2019
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Where Impact Was Do Proposed Any New Any New Are There Ellects Are There Eltects Are There Effecs Are There Potentially | Are There Previousty | Prior Environmental
Analyzed in Prior Changes Involve Information of That Are Pecullar To | That Are Pecullar To ‘That Were Not Signlficant Off-Site Identified Sigrdfiamt Document’s
Environmental New Involving New Substanttal The Project OrThe | The Project That WilI Analtyzed As Impacts And Elfects That, AsA | Mitigation Measures
Documents Impacts or Signifiant Impacts Importance Parcel On Which The | NotBe EffectsIn | CumulaiveImpects | Result Of Substantial | Addressing Impacts.
Issue Area ally More | or More iring New Project Would Be Mitigated By A Prior BIR On The Which Were Not New Information
Severe linpacts? Severe Impacts? Anadysis or Loted That Have Application Of Zoning Action, Discussed In The Not Known At The
Verlfication? Not Been Disclosed |  Unlformly Applied | * General Plan Or Prior EIR Prepared | Time The IR Was
InaPrior BIROnThe | Development Policies ‘Community Plan Por The General Certified, Are Now
Zoning Action, Or Standards That With Which The Plan, Community Determined To Have
Geveral Plan, Or Have Been Project Is Consiskent? Plan Or Zoning A More Severe
CommumityPlan | Previously Adophed? Action? Adverse Impact?
With Which the
Pralect s Consisent?
6. Geology and FPASP Draft EIR
Solls. Would the pp-3A7-110 40
projact
creating substantial
risks to life or
propety?
e Havesails pp-3A.7-35 to-36 No No No No No No No No None required
incapable of
adequately
supporting the use
of septlc anks or
alternative waste
water disposal
systems where
sewars are not
available for the
disposal of waste
water?
Creekstone Phase 1 (Mangini Ranch Phase 1 Lot 10)
December, 2019
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Where Impact Was Da Propased Any New Any New Are There Etfects Are There Eftects Are Thero Effects Are There Powntially | Are There Previously | Prior Environmental
Analyzed In Prior Changes Involve Circumstances Information of That Are Pecullar To | Thal Are Pecullar To That Were Not Sigrificant OfFSiee Identified Sigrificant Document's
Environmental { New Signifi Tnvolving New Substantial The Project Or The | The Project That Will Analyzed As Tmpacts And Efiects That, AsA | Mltigation Measires
Documents. Impadts or . Parcel On Which The | Not i EffecsTn | © ive L Result O 3 ddressing Impacts.
Issue Area Substantially More | or Subsiantially More | Requiring New Profect Would Be Mitigated By APriorBIROnThe |  Which Were Not New Infarmatian
Severe Impacts? Severe Impacts? Analysis o Located That Have Application Of Zoalng Actlon, Discuserd In The Not Known At The
Verifiastion? Not Been Disclosed Uniformly Applied Genera) Plan Or Prior EIR Prepared Time The EIR Was
InaPrior EIROnThe | Development Polices ‘Community Plan For The General Certified, Are Now
Zoning Action, Or Stndards That With Which The Plan, Commurdty Determined To Have
General Plan, Or Have Been Project Is Consistent? Plan Or Zoning A More Severe
Commanity Plan | Previously Adopied? Action? Adverse Impact?
With Which the
Pralect ls Conslesent?
6. Geology and TPASF Draft IR
Solls, Would the Pp-3A.7-1t0 40
project:
Dincusaion:
The FPASP EIR concluded thatimg ion af Lhe mitj in the EIR would reduce all except the following geology impacts to less than significant Jevels: impacts from off-site elements under the jurisdiction of El Dorado and
Sacramento Counties and Calirans. (FEIR, pp. 1-89 to 1- 99 DEIR, p. 3A.7-40.) The pages Indlcated In the table above contaln the relevant analysis of the potentlal impacts.
Addltionally, the 2012 Water Addend I.nduds:ﬂatduc\ﬂmofhnwL}-dmgesloIhewalnrfmhnaupechoﬂl\eFPASPprojxlwouldI\aveu\enmwk“unpaﬂstogmlogyandsa!srﬁourcswlu\cmnpumdtotheFPASP
project as analyzed In the 2011 EIR after i ion of the i MM 3B 7-1a, MM 3B.7-1b, MM 3B.7-4, MM 3B.7-5. (Water Addendum, p. 3-10.) The 2015 1! JF‘* also includes 8 dil of
howpropctammdmentswouldhnve!hesamenrmdnudnnpacﬂlugmlogyaldsmhwhmmmpuedtntheFPASPpm)ecusamlyudmthemﬂEIRvmh p of the ing mitigaf from the FPASP EIR: MM
3A.7-10, MM 3A7-1b, MM JA 7-3, MM 3A.74, MM 3A.7-5. (Weslland Eagle Addendum, pp. 440-4.43)
See Exhibit 3 for discusslon of the Creekstone Phase 1 project’s with inp policies in the FPASP Lhat may be relevant to geology and solls impacts. (Exh. 3, pp. 22-24)
Mitigation Measures:
« MM3A7ZIa
« MM3AZ-1b
o MM3A73
o MM3IA74
s« MM3AZS5
s MM3B7-1a
¢ MMIB.7-1b
s MM3B74
« MM3B25
Condusion:
With imp lon of the above miti Identifled In the FPASP EIR, Water Add and Eagle Addendum, Creek Phase 1 would not have any new significant or subslantially more severe geology and  soils
impacts (Guidellnes, § 15162), nurwnuld it result In any new impacts that are peculiar to the project or ibssite (G §15183).

Creekstone Phase 1 (Mangini Wanch Phase 1 Lot T0)
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7. GREENHOUSE GAS EMISSIONS

Where [mpact Was Dao Proposed. Any New Any New Are There Elfects Arg There Etfects AreThereEffects | Are There Polentially | Are There Previowsly | [Frics Linvirorumemtal
Analyzed In Prior Changes Involve Information of That Are Peculisr To | That Are Pecullar To That Were Not g Off-Site D
Environmental New Involving New Substantial The Project Or The | The Project That Will Analyzed As Impacts And Eifects Thal AsA | Mitigation Measures
Documents. Impacts o Significant lpats or Importance Parcel On Which The | Not B i igrificavt Efecs In | O ive Imp Resuit OF | | Add Tmpcts.
Issue Area Substantially More | Substantially More Requiring New Project Would Be Mitigated By AProcEROnThe |  Which Were Not New Information
Severe lovpacts? Severe Impacts? Analysis or Located That Have Application Of Zoning Action, Discussed bn The: Not Known Al The
Verifiatian? Not Been Disclosed Uniformly Applied Ceneral Plan Or Prior EIR Prepared Time The EIR Was
Ina Prior EROnThe | Development Poticies Comsmunity Plan For The General Certified, Are Now
Zoming Actlon, Or Standards That With Which The Plan, Community Determined To Have
General Plan, Or Have Been Project ks Consisteni? Plan Or Zoning A More Severe
Community Plan | Previousty Adopied? Action? Advorse Impact?
With Which Lhe
Profect s Corsislent?
7. Greenhouse Ges | FPASF Draft EIR
Emisslons. Would | pp.3A.4-1to49
the project:
a. Generate PP IA413 10-20 No No No No No No No No MM3A2-1a
greenhouse gxs 3A.2-1b
emissians, either 3A41
directly or 3A2:2
Indirecily, that 3A42a
may havea 3A.42b
signifiantimpact
on Lhe
environment??
b. Canflict withan | pp.3A4-10k0-13 No No No Ne No No No No None required
applicable plan,
policy or
regulalion adopted
for the purpase of
reducing the
emisalons of
LEE st
Creekstone Phase 1 (Mangini Ranch Phase 1 Lot 10)
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Where [mpaci Was Do Proposed Any New Any New Are There Bffects Are There Effects Are There Effects Are There Potentially | Are There Previously | Frivie Envirenemental
Analyzed in Prior Changes volve Cirqwmsiances Informatian of That Are Pecullsr To | That Are Peculler To That Were Not Signlficanl Off-Site Identified Significant Document's
o i New Slgn Involving New Substantial The ProjectOr The | The Project That Will Analyzed As Impacts And Elfects That, AsA | Mitigation Measures
Documents Lmpacts ar Significan! Impacts or Imporiance Parcet On Which The | Not B J Effectaln | Cu Impects | Result Of Substantal | Addressing Impacts.
Issue Area Substantially More | Subsiantially More Requiring New Project Would Be Mitigatad By A Prior EIR On The Which Were Not New Information
Severe Impacts? Severe Impacts? Analysis or Located That Have Apphicatian Of Zoning Action, DisamaedInThe | NotKnown AtThe
Verification? Not Besn Discosed Unifarmly Applied Geneval Plan Or Prior BIR Prepared Time The EIR Was
Ina Prioz BIR On The | Development Poficies |  Community Plan For The General Cevtified, Are Now
Zaning Actian, Or Standarda That With Which The Plan, Community Determined To Have
General Plan, Or Have Been Project Is Cansistent? Plan Or Zoning A Mare Severe
Cotmunity Plan | Previausly Adopied? Action? Adverse Impact?
With Which the
Project s Constebert?
7. Greenhouse Gas | FPASP Dmft BIR
Emisslons, Wounld | pp.3A4-1t049
The project:
Discamion:
The FPASP EIR concluded that FPASP project’s ib 833 (GHG) ions from project-related construction (Tmpact 3A.4-1) and from long-term operation (Tmpact 3A 4-2) are cumudatively considerable and
significant and unavoidable. (FEIR, pp. 1-70 to 1-79; DEIR, pp. 3A 4-23, SAA—N ) The pages Il\diﬂ'!d in the table above contain the relevant analysis of the potentlal impacts.
Additlonally, the 2012 Water Addendum includes a short of how lllecl\zngu mnuwnmhdltﬁgup&udhn’ASPprqm would haveB\(smeurksmpadsmCHGummmanddlmamdungnwhmwmpued to the
FPASP profect as analyzed in the 2011 EIR after imp} jon of the MM 3B.4-1a, MM 3B.4-1b. (Water Adderddumn, p. 3-8) The 2015 Westland Eagle A also includes a of how profect
lmudmmlawouldluvelhesameoffewerhnpamloGHcsnLdomaluidl.mnlenh:ngewhmeomparedrolheFPASPpr*ctuamlyudmlhemllEIRwlth p ion of the ing from the FPASP EIR:

MM 3A.4-1, MM 3A 4-23, MM 3A.4-2b. (Westland Eagle Addendum, pp. 444-4.52))
See Exhibit 3 for discussion of the Creekstone Phase 1 profect’s consisiency wlith energy efficiency policies in the FPASP that may be relevant to GHG emisslons and climate change impacta. (Exh. 3, pp. 27-29.)

Mitigation M .
¢« MM3A21a
» MM3AZ1b
= MM3A41

« MM3A22
* MM3A42a
* MM3A42D
s MM3B4-la
= MM3B4Ib

Conclusion:

With implementation of the above mingation measures identified in Lhe FPASP EIR, Water A and land Eagle Addendum, C Phase 1 would not have any new significant or substantially more severe GHG
dsshoms anil ehiate change impatis (Guldelines, §15162), nor would it resull in atiy nes signilicait impssits thal are peculiar to the project or its site (Guidelines, § 15183).
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8. HAZARDS AND HAZARDOQUS MATERIALS

Where Impact Was Do Proposad. Any New Any New Are There Eirects Are There Effects Are There Eifects Are There Poentially | Are There Previcusly | Prior Environmental
Analyzed In Prior Changes Involve Circumsiances Information of That Are Peculiar To | That Are Pecullar To ‘That Ware Not Significant Off-Site Identified Significant Document's
Environmental i New Signi Invalving New Substanttal The Project Or The | The Project That WLl Anslyzed As tmpacts And Effects That, AsA | Mitigation Measures
Documents. Impacts or Signifigent Impacts or Impartance Parorl On Which The | Not Be EffectsIn | Cumulative Imy Result Of Substantlal | Addressing lmpacts
Issue Area Substantially More Substantially More Requiring New Project Would Be Mltigated By A Prior EIR On The Which Ware Not New Information
Severe Impacts? Severe Impacts? Analysis o Located That Have Application OF Zoming Action, Discussed In The Not Known Al The
Verification? Not Been Disclosed Unifarmly Applied Genesal Plan Or Prior RIR Prepared Tlme The EIR Was
Ina Prior EIROn'The | DevelopmentPolides |  Communlty Plan For The General Certified, Are Now
Zoning Action, Or Sandards That With Which The Pian, Community Determined To Have
General Plan, Or Have Been Project Is Consistent? Plan Or Zoning A More Severe
Commmunity Pan | Previously Adopled? Action? Adverss Impact?
With Which the
Prolect la Consisient?
8, Hazards ard FPASP Draft EIR
Hazardous Pp.3A.6-11t0-36
Materials. Would
tha project:
3 Createa PP 3A3-19to-20 No No No No No No No No Nome required
significant hazard
to the public or the
enviranment
through the
routine lransport,
use, or disposal of
hazardous
materials?
b Createa pp.3A 820 to-22 No No Ne No No No No No MM3AS-2
significant hazard 3A91
ta the public or the
environument
through
reasonably
foreseeable upset
and accident
conditions
involving the
release of
hazardous
materlals into the
environment?
Creekstone Phase 1 (Manginl Ranch Phase 1 Lot 10)
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Where Impact Was Do Proposed
Analy2ed In Prior Changes Invalve
J New
Environmental 5 o
Issue Area More

Any New

Circumstanaes
Involving New

Information
Subslantial

Any New

Severe Impacts?

Analysis or
Verificatian?

Are There Eftects
That Are Peculiar To

Are There Bftects
That Are Pecullar To
The Projed That Will

Are There Foentally
Sgnifiant Off-Site
Impacts And

Are Theve Previousty
Identified Sigrdficant
Effects That, As A

Not Be
Mitigaled By
Applicatian Of
Uniformly Applied
Development Polides
Or Standards That
Have Been
Previausly Adopied?

Which Were Not
Discussed In The
Prior EIR Prepared
For The General
Plan, Community
Plan Or Zoning
Action?

Resuli Of

Not Known At The
Time The BIR Was
Certified, Are Now
Determined To Have
A Mare Severe
Adverse Impact?

Frioe Environmental
Document's
Mitigation Measures
Addresalng Impacts,

8. Hazards and FPASP Draft BIR
Huzardous pp.3A8-1t0 36
Matevlals, Would
tha project

¢, Emil hazardous | pp. 3A 8-31 to -33 No
emlssions or
handle hazardous
or acutely
hazardous
matetials,
substances, or
waste within one-
quarter mile of an
existing or

| pocpesed school?

No

No

No

No

No

MM 3A.86

d Belocatedona | pp.3A822t0-28 No
site which is
Induded on a lst
of hazardeous
materials sites
compiled pursuant
to Government
Code Section
65962.5and, asa
resull, would it
createa significant
hazard lo the
public or the

No

No

No

No

MM 3A 8-3a

3A83c

€. For a prajecl pp.3A8-1Bt0-19 No
{ocated within an
alrpart land use
plun or, where

No

No

No

No

No

None required

Creekstone Phase 1 (Mangini Raach Phase 1 Lot 10)
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Environmental
Issue Area

Where Impact Was
Anslyzed in Prior

Do Proposed
Changes involve

New

Any New

Invalving New

Substantially More
Severe mpacts?

Substantially More
Severe Impects?

Raqu(irhlg New
Analysls or
Verification?

Are There Elfects
That Are Peculiar To
The Project Or The
Parcel On Which The
Project Would Be
Located That Have
Not Been Disclosed
Ina Prier BIR On The
Zoning Action,
General Plan, Or
Comumunity Plan
With Which the
Proiect is Congistent?

Are There Effecls
That Are Pecullar To
The Project That Will
Not Be

Are There Eifects
That Were Not
Analyzed As
Effects In

Prioc Enviranmental
Document's
Mitigation Measures
Impacts.

Mitigated By
Application Of
Unifarmly Applied
Development Policies
Or Standards That
Have Been
Previously Adopted?

A Pdar ER On The
Zaning Action,
General Plan Or
Community Plan
With Which The

Project Is Conaistent?

6. Hazards and
Hazardous
Materlals, Would
the project:

FPASP Draft EIR
PP-3A8-110-36

such a plan has not
been adopted,
within iwo miles of
a publlc airport or
public use airport,
would the project
result in a safety
hazard far people
residing or
worklng in the
prolect area?

f. For a project
within the vicinity
of a private
airstrip, would the
project resultina
safety hazard for
People residing or
working on the
project area?

Pp-9A 8181019

Na

No

None required

& Lopair
implamentaton of
or physially
interfere with an
adopted
emergency
response plan or
emergency
evacuatlon plan?

p3A829

No

No

Creekstone Phase 1 (Manginl Ranch Phase 1 Lot 10}
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Where Impact Was Do Proposed Any New Any New Are There Effects Are There Effects Are There Elfects Are There Potenbally | Are There Previously | Prior Environmental
Analyzed in Prior Changes nvolve Clreumstances. Infarmatian of That Are Peculiar To | That Are Peculiar To That Were Not Significant Off-Slie Identified Significant Document’s
: 1 New Sij Involving New Substantial The Project Or The The Project That Will Analyzed As Impacts And Effects That, As A Mitigation Measures
D Lmpa gificant [mpacts ar Importance Farcel On Which The | Nt Be Substantiall ignifiamt Eflects v | C I Resull Of: ial Impacts.
Issue Area Substantially More |  Substantislly More Requiring New Project Would Be Mitigased By A Prior IR On The Which Were Not New Information
Severe Impacts? Severe Impacts? Analysis or Located That Have Application O Zaning Action, Discussed In The Not Known At Tha
Verdfication? Not Been Disclosed Uniformly Applied General Plan Or Prior EIR Prepared Time The EIR Was
In a Prior EIROn The | Development Polices Commundty Plan FPor The General Certified, Are Now
Zoning Action, Or Standards That With Which The Plam, Community Determined To Have
General Plan, Or Have Been Project Is Consistent? Plan Or Zauing A Mare Severe
Communily Flan | Previously Adopted? Action? Adverse [mpact?
With Which the
Prolect |s Consislent?
8. Hazards and FPASP Draft EIR
Hazardous pp.3A.8-110-36
Materlals. Would
the prolect:
R Expose people Pp.3A.8-18 L0 19 No No No No No No No No None require
or structures to a
significant risk of
loss, injury ot
death Involving
wildland fires,
including where
wildlands are
adjacent lo
urbanized areas or
whereresidences
are intermixed
with
Creekatone Phase 1 (Mangini Hanch Phanse 1 Lot 100
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Where {mpact Was Da Propoged Any New Any New Are There Effects Are There Effects Are There Effects. Are Theve Potentially | AreThere Previously | Prior Bnviranmental
Aralyred in Prior Changes fnvolve Clrcumstances Information of That Are Peculiar To | That Are Peculiar To Thal Were Not Signifiant OffF-Sie Identified Signitiant Document’s
Envi 1 i | New Signifi Involving New Substantial The Profect Ot The The Project That Will Analyzed As Impacts And Effects That, As A Mitigation Measures
D+ Imp: P Parcel On Which The | Nol Be EffectsIn | C Impacts | ResultOf Substantial | Addressing Impacts.
Issue Area Subsiantially More |  Substantially Mare Requiring New Project Would Be Mitigated By APHrEROnThe | Which Were Not New Informatian
Severe Impacts? Severe lmparts? Analysis or Located That Have Appliation Of Zoning Action, Discuswed In The Nat Known At The
Verificatian? Nol Been Disclosed Uniformnly Applied General Plan Or Prior EIR Prepared Time The ER Wxs
Ina Prior EROn The | Development Polickes |  Commumity Plan For The General Cestified, Are Now
Zoaing Actian, Or Standardy That With Which The Tlan, Community Determined To Have
General Plan, Or Have Been Project Is Consistent? Plan Or Zaning A More Severe
Comumumity Flan | Previmusly Adopied? Actlan? Adverse Impact?
With Which the
Prolact is Conslstent?
8. Harards and FPASP Draft EIR
Hazardous Pp- 3A.8-1 to-36
Materials, Would
| the project:
Discusslon:
The FPASP EIR conduded that jon of the mitigati in the EIR would reduce all hazards and hazardous materials impacts to less than significant levels, except far Lhe impacts from off-site elements that fall under the

Jurisdiction of El Dorado and Sacramenta Counties (Impacts 3A.8-2, 3A 8-3, 3A.8-5, 3A 8.7). (FEIR, pp. 1-99 ta 1- 108; DEIR, pp. 3A 8-35 to -36.) The pages indicated in the table above cantain Lhe relevant analysis of the potential impacts The
DEIR also mnalyzes Impact 3A.8-7 related 10 mosqulio and vecior control. (See pp. 34 8-33 10-35; MM 3A 8-7))

Additionally, the 2012 Water Addendum incudes a short ducusslon of how thc changes to the water facilities aspects of the FPASP project would have the same or less hazards and impacts when compared (o the FPASP
project as analyzed in the 2011 EIR after i of the g MM 38.8-1a, MM 3B 8-1b, MM 3B.16-3a, MM 3B.16-3b, MM 3B.8-53, MM 3B.8-5b, (Water Addendum, pp. 3-10 i0 3-11) The 2015 Weslland Eagle
Addendum also includes a d of haw project amendments would have the same or reduced hazards and hazardous materials impacts when compared to the FPASP project as analyzed in the 2011 EIR with implementation of the
following mitigation measures from the FPASP EIR: MM 3A.8-2, MM 3A.8-5, MM 3A.8-7, (Westland Eagle Addendum, pp. 453-457)

Mlﬁphm Measures:
MM3A 682
+ MM3A91
+ MM3AS6
+ MM3AS-3a
« MM3A83b
+ MM3AB83c
* MMB3AB7
= MM3BS-1a
= MM3BB-1b
« MM3Bl163a
« MM3B163b
« MM3B8S5a
* MM3B.B-5b

Condusion:

With implementation of the above mitigation measures Identified in the FPASP EIR. Water A and Westland Eagls Addendum. Creekstone Phase 1 would not have any new significant or substantially more severe hazards and |

Creekstona Phase 1 [Mangini Ranch Phase 1 Lot 100
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Where Impact Was Do Proposed Any New Arty New Are There Effects Are There Effects Are There Effects | Are There y | Are There Previously | Prior
Analyzed in Prior Changes [nvolve Circumstanas Infrrmation of That Are Peculiar To | Thal Are Pecullar To That Were Not SigrdfAcant Off-Site Identified Sigmificant Documer’s
B a1 i New Invalvirg New Substantial The Project Or The | The Project That Will Analyzed As Tmpacts And Bffects That AsA | Mitigation Measures
s Documents. Impacts o Impacts Paxcel On Which The | Not Ba 3 Efiects In | Curnul ResultOf A
Issue Area Substantially More |  Substaretially Moce Requiring New Project Would Be Mitgated By APrior EIROnThe |  Which Were Nat New Information
Severe Impacis? Severe lmpacts? Analysis oc Located Thai Have Apphicatian Of Zoning Action, DiscussedInThe | NotKngwn At The
Veriicatian? Not Been Disclosed | Uniformly Applied General Plan Or Prior EIR Prepared |  Time The EIR Was
In a Prior EIR OnThe | Development Polickes Community Plan For The General Certified, Are Now
Zonlng Actloan, Or Standards That Wilh Which The Ptan, Cammunity Determined To Have
Gorvera) Plan, Or Have Been Project Is Consistant? Plan Or Zanlng A More Severe
Comumurdty Plan | Previously Adopted? Actlon? Advers [mpact?
With Which the
Proiect is Consistent?
8. Hazards and FPASP Draft FIR
Hazardous Pp-3A.8-1to-36
Materiala Would
tha project:
innzarduus muterials impaces (Guidelines, § 15164), noe would U tesult n uny new slgnifi impacts thal are peculiar to ihe projeet er its site (Culdelines, § 15183).
Creekstone Phase 1 (Mangini Ranch Phase 1 Lot 10)
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9. HYDROLOGY AND WATER QUALITY

Wherve Impact Was Do Any New Any New Are There Efects Are There Bifects Are There Effects Are There Potentially | Are There Previously | Prior Enviraunental
Aralyzed In Prior Clangss Invalve Circumstances Information of That Are Pecullar To | That Are Peculiar To Thal Were Not Slgnificani Off-5ie | Identified Sigrificant Document’s
Envi " New Signifs Invalving New Subsiantial The Project Ot The | The Project That Wil Analyzed As Impacts And Effects That, AsA | Mitgation Measures
Documents. Impacts or Significant Impacts Importance Parcel On Which The | Nol Be Substantially | Signifiaant Effects In | Cumulstive Impacts | ResultOf Sobstanitial | Adadressing Impacts.
Issue Area Substantially More | or Substantially Mare Requiring New Project Would Be Mitigated By A Prior BIR On The Which Were Not New Information
Severe [mpacis? Severe Impacts? Arelysis or Located That Have Applieation Of Zoning Action, Discussed [nThe | Not Known At The
Verification? Not Been Disdosed Uniformly Applied General Plan Or Prior BIR Prepared Time The EIR Was
In a Priar EIR On The Development Community Plan For The General Certified, Are Now
Zoning Action, Pollcies Or Standards With Which The Plan, Community Dietertnined To Hive
Ceneral Plan, Or That Have Been. Project s Conaistent? Plan Or Zoning A More Severe
‘Community Plan Previously Adopied? Action? Adverse lmpact?
With Whidch the
Project is Consistent?
9, Hydrology and FPASP Draft EIR
Water Quality. pp. 3A.9-110-61
Would the Project:
a. Violale any Pp.3A9-2410-28 No No No No No No No No MM3A9-1
water quallty
standards or waste
discharge
requirements?
b, Subslantially PpP- 3A.3-4510-50 No No No No No No No No None required
deplete
groundwaler
supplies or Interfere
substantially with
groundwater
recharge such that
there would be a
net deficit in aqulfer
volume ora
lowexing of the local
groundwater table
lavel (e.g., the
productian rate of
pre-edsting nearby
wells would drop to
a level which would
not support existing
land uses or
planned uses for
which permits have
Creokslone Phase 1 (Mangini Ranch Phase 1 Lot 10)
and ini December, 2019

CEQA

Analysis




Environmental
Issue Area

Where tmpact Was
Arnalyzed in Priar

Do Propassd
Changes Involve

Impaxta or
Severe Impadis?

Any New
Circumstances
Involving New

Sgnificant Impacts
ar SubstanHally More
Severe Impacts?

Any New
Informatian of
Substantial
Importance
Hequiring New
Aralysis ar
Verification?

Are There Bifects
That Are Pecullar To
The Project Or The
Parcel On Which The
Project Would Be
Located That Have
Nol Been Disclosed
Ina Pricf EIR On The
Zoning Action,
General Plan, Or
Community Plan
With Which the
Proiect Is Consisten|?

Are There Ettects
That Are Peculiar To
The Project That Wil
Not i

Are There
Significant Off.Site
Impocts And

Mitigated By
Application Of
Uniformly Applied
Development
Pollcies Or Sandards

That Have Been
Previously Adopted?

‘Which Were Not
Discussed In The
Prior EIR Prepared
For The General
Plan, Comanunity
Plan Or Zoning
Action?

Are There Previously
Identified Signifignt
Effects That, As A
Result Of Substantial
New Infarmation
Not Known Al The
Time The EIR Was
Certified, Are Now
Determined To Have
A Maore Severe
Adverse Impact?

9. Hydrology and
Water Quallty.
Wauld the Prject:

FPASP Draft BIK
pp.3A9-110-51

bewn grasited?

c. Substantially
alter the existing
drainage pattern of
the site or area,
including (through
the altecation of the
course of a stream
orfver, fna
manner which
would result in
substantial erosion
or siltation on-or
off-site?

pp-3A924 1028

No

No

MM3A9-1

d. Substantially
alter the existing
drainage pattern of
the sile oc area,
Including through
the alteration of the
course of 2 stream
or Hver, or
substantially
Increase the rate or
amount of surface
runoff in a manner
which would result
in flooding on- or
off4lie?

pp- 3A.9-28 to-37

No

No

No

No

MM3A9-2

Creekstone Phase 1 (Mangini Ranch Phase 1 Lot 10)

CEQA Exemption and

Analysis

December, 2019




Where Impact Was Do Proposed Any New Any New Are There Effects Are There Effects AreThere Bffects | Are There Potentlally | Are There Previously | Prior nvironmental
Analyzed in Prior Changes nvolve Circumres o= Information of That Are Paculiar To | That Are Peculiar To That Were Not Signlficart Off-Site Identified Significant Document's
Bt 1 g New Signi Involving New Substantlal The Project Or The | The Project That W As Impacis And Hifects That, AsA | Mitigation Measures
. Documents. Impacts o Significant Impacts Importance Pareel On Which The | Not Be Sub A v Effectsn | Cumulativel. Result Of dressing Impacts
Issue Area Substantially More | or Substantially More |  Requiring New Project Would Be Mltigated By APrior EIROnThe |  Which Were Nol New information
Seveve Impacts? Severe Impacts? Aralysls or Located That Have Application Of Zaning Action, Discussed In The Nol Known At The
Veifiation? Not Been Disclosed Uniformly Applied General Plan Or Prior EIR Prepared Time The ER Was
In a Priar ER On The Development C Plan For The General Certitied, Are Now
Zaning Action, Palicies Or Randards With Which The Plan, Community Determined To Have
General Plan, Oc That Have Been Project ks Consistent? Plan Or Zoning A More Severe
Community Plan Previously Adopied? Actlon? Adverse Impact?
With Which the
Proiect is Conslsent?
9. Hydrology and FPASP Dmaft
Water Quaity. ppP-3A.9-1t0-51
Would the Project:
& Create or Pp-3A9-28-42 No No No No Ne No No Mo MM3AS1
contribute runaff MM3A 92
water whichwould | Also see generally
exceed the capadity Backbone
«af exisiing or Infrastructure
planned storm MND
water drainage
systems or provide
substantial
additional sources
of polluted runoff?
f. Otherwise See genenally pp. No No No No No No No No None required
substantially 3A.9-1t0-51
degrade water
quality?
g Place housing P-31A.945 No No No No No No No No ‘None required
within a 100-ytear
Hood hacard aroa as
mapped ona
federal Fload
Hazard Boundary
ar Flood Insurance
Rate Map or other
flood hazard
delineation map?
h. Place withina P 3A945 No No No No No No No No None required
100-year flood
hazard area
structures which
Creekstone Phase 1 (Mangini Ranch Phase 1 Lot 10)
i Analysls December, 2019

CEQA jonand
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Whera Impact Was Do Proposed Any New Any New Are There Effects “Are There Bifects Are There Bffects | Are There Potentially | Are There Previously | Prior Enviranmental
Analyzed in Prior Changes Involve Circumstances Information of That Are Peculiar To | That Are Paculier To That Were Not Significant Off-Site Tdentfied Significant Document’s
f— " New Slgr Involving New Substantial The Project Or The | The Project That Will Analyzed As Impacts And Effects That, AsA | Mitigation Measures
Dy Impacts or Signifiant Impacts Importance Parcel On Which The | Not Be Substantlally | SignlBcamt Efferts In | Cumulstive Impacts | Result Of Substantial | Addressing Impacts
Issue Area Subsantlally More | or Substantlally More | Requiring New Project Would Be By APdarEIROnThe | Which Were Noi New Infarmation
Severe Impacts? Severe Impacts? Aralysis or Located That Have Appliation Of Zoning Adtion, Discueted In The Not Known Al The
Verliaton? Not Been Disclosed il i Genetal Plan Or Prior EIR Prepared Time The EIR Was
In a Prior EIR On The t Community Plan Por The General Certified, Are Now
Action, Polickes Or Standards Wiih Which The Plan, Community Determined To Have
General Plan, Or ThatHaveBeen | Project IsConslsient? | Plan Or Zoning A More Severe
Communily Plan | Previously Adopted? Action? Adverse (mpaci?
With Which the
Profect s Consistent?
9. and FPASF Drafl EIR
Water Qualliy. pp-3A.9-110-51
Wouald the Project:
‘would impede or
redirect flood
fows?
L Exposepeopleor | pp.3A.94310-4M4 No No No No Ne No Ne No MM3A54
structures ta a
significant risk of
loss, infury ov death
Involving Aooding,
Including flooding
85 a result of the
fallure of 3 levee or
dam?
| Trundation by Not relevant No No No No No No No No Norre required
s#iche, lunami, or
rnudfow?
Creakstone Phase 1 (Mangini Ranch Phase 1 Lot 10)
CEQA Bxemption and Streamlining Analysis December, 2019




Wheva Impact Was Do Proposed Any New Any New Are There Effects Are There Effects AreThere Effects | Are There Fotentially | Are There Previously | Prior Envirornental
Analyzed in Prior Changes Invalve Clrcurstances Informatian of That Are Peillar To | That Are Peculiar To That Were Not Slgnifican| OFf-Site | Identifled Significant Documents
Erul ¥ 1} New Invalving New Substantial The Project Oy The | The Project That Will Analyzed As Impacts And Effects That, As A Miligation Mezsures.
Documents. Impactsor Significantt Impacts Impastance Paccel On Which The | Not BeSubstantially | SignifiantEffectsln | Cumulativelmpacts | Result Of Substantal | Addressing Impacts
Issue Area More | or More New Project Would Be Mitigated By APrir EROnThe | Which Were Not New tnformation
Severe Impacts? Severe Impacts? Analysis or Located That Have Application Of Zoning Action, Discussed In The Not Known At The
Verification? Net Been Disclosed Uniformly Applied General Plan Or Prior EIR Prepared Time The B[R Was
[n » Prior EIR On The Development Communhy Plan For The General Certified, Are Now
Zoning Actian, Palicies Or Standards Wilh Which The Plan, Community Determined To Have
General Plan, Or Thai Have Been Project Is Conslsient? Pian Or Zoning A More Severe
Community Pan | Previously Adopted? Adtan? Adverse [mpact?
With Which the
Progect s Comlytent?
9, Hydrology and FPASP Drait EIR
Water Quality. pp.3A9-110-51
Would the Project:
Discussion:
The FPASP EIR luded that impi jon of the mit] In the BIR would reduce all hydrology and waler qualily impacts to less Lhan significant levels, except far the impacts from offsite elements that fall under the
of El Dorado and Counties and Caltrans (Impacts 3.10-1,3.10-2, 3.10-3, 3.10-5) (FEIR, pp. 1-113 to1- 118; DEIR, p 3A.9-51) The pages indicated in the table above contain the relevant 2nalysis of the potential Impacts.
A the 2012 Water Addendum Indudes a short discussion of how the dnnges to the water facilities aspects of the FPASP project would have the same or less impacts to hydrology and water quallty when compared to the FPASP
project as analyzed in the 2011 EIR after Imp lon of the i MM 38.9-1a, MM 3B.9-1b, MM 3A3-1a, MM 3A.3-1b, MM 3B.9-3a, MM 3B.9-3b (Water Addendum, pp 3-11 to 3-12) The 2015 Westland Bagle

Addendum also includes a discussion of how project amendments would have the same or reduced impacts to hydrology and water quality when compared to the FPASP project as analyzed in the 2011 EIR with implementation of the
following mitigation measures from the FPASP EIR: MM 3A.9-1, MM 3A.9-2, MM 3A.9-3 MM 3A.94 (Wesiland Eagle Addendum, pp. 4.58-4.62.)

See Exhiblt 3 for discussion of the Creeksione Phase 1 project’s consistency with water effidency and floodplain protection policies In the FPASP that may be relevant to hydrology and water quality impads. (Bxh. 3, pp. 21-24)

Mi thm\ Measures;
MM3A.91

« MM3A92
= MM3A94
» MM3B%ia
« MM3B9%1b
= MM3A3-1a
« MM3A3-1b
= MM3B9-3a
* MM3BI3b

Condusion:
With i ion of the above mit in the FPASP EIR, Water Addendum, and Westland Eagle Addendum, Creekstone Phase 1 would not have any new or i hydrology and
water quality lmparts (Guidelines, § 15162), nor would it result In any new significant impacts that are peculiar o the project ar its site (Guidelines, § 15183).

Creekstone Phase 1 (Manginl Ranch Phase 1 Lot 10)

CEQA Exemption and Streamlining Analysis Decernber, 2019
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10. LAND USE AND PLANNING

Where Impact Was Do Proposed Any New Any New Are There Ettects Are There Eftecls Are There Elfects Are Theve Fotemtially | Are There Previously | Pror Environmental
Analyzed In Prior Changes nvolve nces Information of Thal Are Peculiar To | That Are Pecullar To That Were Nol Signifiant OfkSiee | 1dentified Significant Doqunent’s
Environmental 1 New Involving New Subslantial The Project Or The | The Project That Will Analyzed As Impacts And Effecls That, As A Mitigation Measures
Documents. Impacts or Significant Impacts Parcel On Which The | Not B Effects In Impacts | Result O i ddressis
Issue Area Substantially Moce | or Substanttally Mare | Requiring New Project Would Be Mitigated By APdorEROnThe | Which Were Not New Informatian
Severe Impacts? Severe Impacts? Analysis oc Located Thal Have Application Of Zoming Acticn, Discussed In The Not Known At The
Verifiation? Not Been Disclosed Uniformly Applled General Plan Or Prior EIR Prepared Ttne The EIR Wes
in a Prior EIR On The | Development Polldes Community Plan For The General Certified, Are Now
Zoning Action, Or Standards That With Which The Plan, Community Determined To Have
General Plan, Or Have Been Project Is Conaistent? Plan Or Zoning A More Severe
Community Plan Previously Adopied? Actian? Adverse Impaci?
With Which the
Projectis Consistent?
10, Land Use and FPASP DraH EIR
Planning. Would | pp.3A.10-110-88
the project:
2. Physically p 3A.10-29 No No No No No No No No None required
dlvidean
established
community?
b. Conflict with pp. 3A.10-34 to 41 No Mo No No No Neo No Neo None require
any appliable land
use plan, policy,
or regulation
of an
agency with
Jurisdlction over
the project
(including, but not
limited to the
general plan,
specific plan, local
coastal program, or
2zoning ordinance)
adopted for the
purpose of
avoidlng or
mitigaling an
environmerual
effect?
Creekatone Phase 1 (Mangini Hanch Fhase 1 Lot 1)
CEQA Exeription and Stresmiining Analysls December, 2019




Where impact Was Do Any New Any New Are There Effects Are There Effects Are Theve Effects Are There Polentially | Are There Previoualy | Prior Environmental
Analyzed in Prior Changes bwvolve Circamstances Information of That Are Peculiar To | That Are Peculiar To That Were Not Signifiant Off-Site | Identified Signfican] Document's
P = New Ewolving New Substantia] The Project Or The | ‘The Project That Will Aralyzed As Impacts And Effects That, AsA | Mitigation Measures
Documents. Impacts or Significant Impects Impartance Parcel On Which The | Not Bfiecs in | C it Result Of Addresstng [mpacta.
Issue Area Substantially More | or Substantially More | Requising New Project Would Be Mitigated By APriarEROnThe |  Which Were Not New Tnformation
Severn Impacts? Severe Iotpacis? Analysis or Locaked That Have Application Of Zoning Action, Discussed in The Not Known At The
Verlfiation? Not Been Disclosed Uniformly Appliad Gereral Plan Or Prior EIR Prepared Time The BIR Was
InaPrior EIROnThe | Development Polides Community Flan For The General Certified, Are Now
Zoring Action, Or Standards That With Which The Plan, Community Determined To Have
General Plan, Or Have Been TProject Is Cansistent? Plan Or Zoning A More Severe
CommunityFlan | Previously Adopted? Actian? Adverse Impact?
With Which the
Profed! is Consistent?
10. Land Use and FPASP Draft EIR
Planning. Would Pp-3A-10-1 to 45
the projfect:
¢ Conflict with PP-3A 393 -9 No No No No No No No Ne None required
any applicable
habltat
conservation plan
or natural
community
consarvation plan?
d. Contribute to Not relevant; also No No MNin No No No No No
the decay of an see Folsom South
existing urban of U.S. Highway 50
center? Spedfic Plan
Project’s CEQA
Findings of Fact
and Satement of
Overriding
Corslderations, pp.
361363
Crockstone Phase 1 (Minginl Ranch Phase 1 Lot 10}
CHQA Evernplion and Steeambining Analysis December, 2019
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Where Lmpaci Was Do Proposed Any New Any New Are There Effects Are There Elfects Are There Ettects | Ane There Potentially | Are There Previously | Prior Environmental
Analyzed in Prior Changes Involve Circumstances Information of That Are Peculiar To | That Are Peculiar To That Were Not Signifcanl Off-Sike Identified Sigrificant Document’s
Brvi 1 New Tnvalving New Substantial The Project Or The Thel’mpr.!‘l'hltwﬂl Analyzed As Impads And Effects That, As A Mitigation Measures
D Imp Impacts Importance Parcel On Which The | Not B igrificant Bfiects In | C ive L Result Of Addressing Impacts,
Issue Area Substantlally More | of Substantially More | Requiring New Project Would Be Mitigated By A Prioc EIR On The Which Were Not New Information
Sevece Impacts? Severe Impacts? Analysts or Located That Have Application Of Zaning Action, Discussed [n The Not Known Al The
Verifiation? Not Been Discloaed Unifoarmly Applied General Plan Or Prior EIR Prepared Time The EIR Was
Ina Prior EIROn The | Development Policies Commumity Plan For The General Cextified, Are Now
Zoning Action, Or Standards That With Which The Plan, Community Determined To Have
Genecal Plan, Or Have Been Praject Is Cansistent? Plan Or Zaning A More Severe
Community Plan | Previously Adopted? Action? Adverse Lmpact?
With Which the
Proect is Consisten?
10. Land Use and FFASP Draft BIR
Planning. Would | pp.3A.10-1t0-49
the projece
Discussion:
The FPASF EIR concluded thal the fallowing land use Impacts were less Lhan and no mitigation was required: Impacts 3A 10-1 (Consi: with LAFCo G I and 3.10-2 (Conai with the SACOG

Sscramento Region Blueprint). (FEIR, pp. 1-123 to 1- 124; DEIR, pp. 3A.10-36, 3A.10-39.) But impacis from off-site elements thal fall under the jurisdiction of El Dorado and Sacramento Counties and Caltrans would be potentially slgnificant
and unavoldable. The pages indicabed in the table sbove contein the relevant analysis of Lhe potential lmpacis.

Additionally, the 2012 Water Addendum lndudﬁ a ahon dlsnmlon of how Lhe changes 10 the water facilities aspecis of the FPASP project would have the same ar less imparts to land use when compared lo the FPASP project as analyzed n
the 2011 EIR after i of the MM 3B.10-5. (Water Addendum, p. 3-12) The 2015 Wi Eagle Addendum also indudes a fon of how project amendments would have the same or reduced
Impxulnlandusewhmmparedm&nl’PASPpwpdu lyzed in the 2011 EIR. { land Eagle Addendum, pp. 4.63-4.64.)

See Exhibit 3 for discussion of the Creekstone Fhase 1 project’s conslstency with Jarl use policies in the FPASP that may be relevant to land use impacts. (Exh. 3, pp. 1-5.) The Folsom Ranch Central District Design Guidelines (Exhibit1)ls o
camplementary document to the Folsom Plan Area Specific Plan and the Falsom Plan Area Specific Plan Communlly Guidelines,

There are angoing efforts iplete the South HCP, whichls d {n the FPASP B]R.BunhnScuthlu:meCl’lsnmrdevamwﬂ\eOedtsimeFluleibeaunlheCllydld not choose to participate in the  HCP
and the project site is outside of Lhe boundaries of the proposed HCP plan area. (See South HCP, ila bl tpa/f P cp-chapters—fnalhtml (last visited June 13, 2019).) In any evenl, the
Creeksione Phase 1 Project would not impede the implementation of 1he South Sacramenio HCF.

Mitigation Messures:

« MM3B10-5
Concluslon:
With imp ion of the above mitigati Idenuified In the FPASP EIR, Water Addendum, and land Eagle Addendum, Creek Phase 1 would noi have any new significant or substantially more severc land use impacts
(G § 15162}, nor would it result ln any new sig impacts that are peculiar to the project o Lt site (Guidelines, § 15163). -

Creekstone Phase 1 (Mangini Ranch Phase 1 Lot 10)
CBQA Exemption and Streamiiming Analysia December, 2019
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11. MINERAL RESOURCES

Creekslone Phase 1 (Mangini Ranch Phase 1 Lot 10)

CEQA Exemption and Streamlining Analysis

Whete Impact Was Do Proposed Any New Any New Are There Elbects Are There Eftects Are There Effects Are Thete Polentially | Are There Previously | Prior Environmental
Analyzed In Prior Changes Invalve Clrcumstances Infarmation of ‘That Are Peculiar To | That Are Pecullar To ‘That Were Not Slgnificant Off-Site [dentified Signifiant Document’s
. ) New Signi Involving New Substantial The Project Or The | The Project That Will Analyzed As Impects And Effects That, AsA | Mitigation Mewsures
D Impacts or Significmt kmpacts Importance Parcel On Which The | NotBe Substantally | Significant Bffects in | CumulativeImpscts | ResultOf Substantial | Addresaing Impacts.
Issue Area Substantially More | or Substantially More | Requiring New Project Would Be Mitigated By A Prior KIR On The Which Were Not New Information
Severe Impacis? Severe Lmpacts? Analysis or Located That Have Application Of Zening Actlam, Discussed In The Not Known At The
Verlfigtion? Not Been Disclosed Unlformly Applied General Plan Or Prior EIR Prepared Time The EIR Was
In a Prior BR On The Polides Community Plan For The General Certified, Are Now
Zaoning Action, Or Standards That With Which The Plan, Cammunity Determined To Have
General Plan, Or Have Been Project Is Constent? Plan Or Zoning A More Severe
Community Plan | Previously Adopted? Actian? Adverse [mpact?
WIth Which the
Proleci e Consiseni?
1L Minernl PPASP Draft EIR
Resoarces. Would PpP-3A.7-1 to 40
tha Profect:
a Resultlntheloss | pp.3A7-36to-38 No No No No No No Neo No MM3A 79
of avallabitity
«of a kngwn mineral
resource that
would be of value
to the region and
the residents of the
 stte?
b. Resuitin the Seme as (a) above No No No No No No No No Same ag (») above
loss of availabllity
of a loxally-
impartant minecal
Tesource recovery
site defineated ona
local geneval plan,
specific plan or
other land use
L lan?

December, 2019



Mitgation Measures:
»  None required

Conclusion;

With imp ion of Lhe above

identified in the FPASP EIR, Water A and Bagle Add

in the FIR would reduce all except one of the impacts to mineral resources to less ihan signlficant levels. Impact 3A.7-9 (Passible Loss of Mineral Resources-Kaolin
Clay) remains significani and unavoidable. (FEIR, pp. 1-89 ta 1-95; DEIR, pp. 3A.7-37 t0 -38.) The pages indicated in the table above contain the relevan! analysis of the potentlal impacts.

Additionally, the 2012 Water Addendum includes a short discussion of how Lhe changes to the water fadilities aspects of the FPASP project would have the same or less impacts to mineral resources when compared Lo the FPASP project as

analyzed in the 2011 EIR and that no mitigation measures were necessary to address the water supply and water facilities aspeci of the FPASP project. (Waler Addendum, p. 3-13.) The 2015 Westland Eagle Addendum also Includes a
af how project d would have th reduced impacts to rineral resources when compared to the FPASF project as analyzed in the 2011 EIR. (Westland Bagle Addendum, p. 4.65.)

e impacts (Guidelines, § 15162}, nor would it result tn any new significant impacts that are peculiar 1o the projet or its site (G

Where Impact Was Do Propased Any New Amy New Are There Effects Are There Bllects Are There Effects | Are There Potentially | Are There Previously | Prior Brviranmental
Analyzed in Prior Changes Involve Clrcumstances Informationof | ThatAre PeculiarTo | That ArePreufarTn | That Were Not Significant Off-Slbe | [dentified Significant Document’s
Envi . New Involving New Sabstantial The Project Or The | The Project That Will Analyzed As Impacts And Elfects That, AsA | Miligation Measures
Documents, Impacts or igs p P Parcel On Which The | Not Be igrificant BffectsIn | € Iy Resuilt Of Substartlal | Addressing mpacts
Issue Area Substantially More | or Substantially Mare |  Requiring New Project Would Be Mitigated By AProrBIROnThe | Which Were Not New Information
Severe [mpacts? Severe Impacts? Analysis or Located That Have Applicatian Of Zoning Action, DiscussedInThe | Not Known At The
VeriBaation? Not Bean Disclosed | UnHormly Applied | Ceneral PlanOr | Prior EIR Prepared |  Time The EIR Was
Ina Prior EIROn The | Development Polides Community Plan For The Genetal Certified, Are Now
Zorng Action, OrStandards That | With Which The Plan, Communlty | Determined To Have
General Pam, Or Have Been Project s Consistenit? | Plan Or Zoning AMore Severe
Community Plan | Previously Adopted? Action? Adverse Impact?
With Which Lhe
Prokect bs Canclstent?
1L Mineral FPASF Draft IR
Resources, Would | pp. 3A.7-1t0 40
the Project
Discussion:
The FPASP EIR c ded that impl ion of the

Phase 1 would nol have any new signlficand or substantially more severe mineral

§15163).

Creekstone Phase 1 (Manginl Ranch Phase 1 Lot 10}
CEQA Exemptian and Streamlining Anatysis
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12. NOISE

Where Impact Was Do Propoesd Any New Any New Are There Effects Arg There Effecta AreThere Etfecty | Are There Polentially | Are There Previously | Prior Environmendal
Analyzed In Prior Changes Involve Clrcumstanars Infarmation of ‘That Are Pecullar To | That Are Pecullar To Thai Were Not Significant Off-Site Identified Significant Document's
. i New Involving New Substantial The ProjectOr The | The Projeect That Wil Analyzed As Impacts And Effects Thot, As A | Mitigalion Measures
D Impacts o ignificant Impacts or P Parcel On Which The | Noi i i Effectaln | Cumuk pacts | Result Of Addresing Impacts
Issue Area Substantially More | Substantially More Requiring New Project Would Be Mitigated By A Pdot EIR On The Which Were Not New tnformation
Severe Impacts? Severe lmpacts? Analysis or Located That Have Application Of Zoning Action, Discussed In The Nol Known At The
VerlBaption? NotBeen Disclosed | Uniformly Apphed General Plan Or Prioc EIR Prepared | Time The EIR Was
In a Prior BIR Oni The | DevelopmentPalides |  Comarunity Plan For The Gerweral Cantified, Are Now
Zoning Action, Or Standards Thay Wilh Which The Plan, Cammunity Determined To Have
General Plan, Or Have Been Project Is Carcsistent? Plan Or Zaning A More Severe
Community Flan | Previously Adopted? Actian? Adverse Impact?
With Which the
Prosact is Consisteni?
12 Noise, Would FPASP Draft EIR
the project result | pp.3A.11-1t0-52
in
a. Exposure of PP: 3A.11-50 o -51 No Na No No No No No No MM3A114
pensons to or
generation of nolse
levels in excess of
standards
esiablished in the
local general plan
or nalse ordinance,
or applicable
standards of other
apende?
b. Expasure of PP.3A.11-33 10-35 No No No No No No No No MM3A113
persans lo oz
generation af
excessive
groundborne
vibratlon ar
groundbome nolee
levels?
© Asubstantial pp 3A11-36to 48 No No No No No No No No MM3A.114
permanent 3A1L-5
Increase in ambient
nolse levels in the
praject vicinity
above levels
exdsting without
the project?
Croekstone Phase 1 {Manginl Ranch Phase 1 Lot 10}
December, 2019

CEQA Exemption and Stresmlining Analysis




‘Where Impact Was Do Proposed Any New Any New Are There Effects Ace There Ellects Are Theve Hthects | iy Toserr Posentlally | Are There Frice Enviremnemial
Arulyzed in Priar Changes Invoive Circumsiances Information of That Are Pecullar To | That Are Pecullar To That Were Not Significamt Off-Sie Tdentified Significant Document’s
" stal New Involving New Subslantial The Praject Or The | The Project Thal WIlL Analyzed As Impacts And Effects That AsA | Mitigation Measures
Documents. Impacts or Slgnificant Impacts o Importance Parcel On Which The | Not Be EffectsIn | C ive Tmpacts | Result Of Substantial | Addresting Impacts.
Issue Area Substantislly More | Substantially More Requiring New Project Would Be Mitigated By A Prior BIR On The Which Were Not New Information
Severe Impacts? Severe Impacts? Analysia or Located That Have Application Of Zoning Action, Discussed [n The Not Known At The
Vexiication? Not Been Disclased Unléormly Applied General Plan Or Prior EIR Prepared ‘Time The EIR Was
Ina Prior EIR On The it Policiey Community Plan For The General Certified, Are Now
Zoning Actlon, Or Standards Trat Wilh Which The Pan, Community Determined To Have
General Plan, Or Have Besn Profect Is Caresistent? Plan Oc Zoning A More Severe
Comumunity Plan Previously Adopled? Action? Adverse Impact?
With Which Lhe
Project fs Consistent?
12. Noise. Would FPASP Draft EIR
the project result PP 3A.13-110 52
kn:
d A substantial Pp-3A11-Z7 10-35 No No No No No No No No MM3A.11-1
lemporary ar 3A.113
periodic increase in
ambient noise
levels In the project
vidnity above
levels existing
without the
project?
e. For a project PP-3A.11-27 and No No No No Na No No No None required
located wilhin an 3A11-49
airport land use
plan or where such
a plan has not been
adopted, within
two miles of a
public airport or
public use airport,
would the project
expose people
residing or
working in the
project area to
excesatve nolse
levels?
Creekstone Phase 1 {Manginl Ranch Phase 1 Lot 10}
Devember, 2019

CEQA Exemption and Streamlining Analysn

56-



Where Lmpact Was Do Proposed Any New Any New Are Theve Effects Are There Effects AreThere Effects | Are There Potentially | Are There Previously | Prior Environments]
Analyzed n Prior Changes Involve Clraumstances Information of That Are Peculiar Ta | Thet Are Peculiar To That Wers Not Significani OIf-Site (denitifed Signifiant Document’s
Environmental New Signil Involving New Substantial The Project Or The | The Project That Will Analyzed As Impacts And Effects That, AsA | Miligation Measures
Documents. Iovpacts or Significant lmpacis or Importance Parcel On Which The | Not Be Substantially | Signifiant Effects In | Cumulstive Impacts | Result Of Substantial | Addressing Imparts.
Issue Area Substantially More | Substantially More Requiring New Project Would Be Mitigsted By AProrEROnThe | Which Were Not New Infarmation
Severe Impacts? Severe Impacis? Analysls o Located That Have Application Of Zoning Action, Discussed In The Not Known At The
Verificatton? Not Been Discloaed Unifarmly Applied General Plan Or Prior EIR Prepared Time The EIR Was
I Pyise BT O The | Development Policdes | Communily Plan For The General Cextified, Are Now
Zoning Action, Or Sumdards That With Which The Plan, Community Determined To Have
General Plan, Or Have Been Praject bs Consisteni? Plan Or Zoning A More Severe
Community Plan | Previously Adoped? Adon? Adverse Impact?
‘With Which the
Profect is Consistent?
1Z Noiss. Would FPASF Drafl EIR
the project vwult | pp.3A.11-110-62
In:
f, For a project pp-3A11-27 No No No No No No No No Nome required
within the vidnlty
of a private
alrstrip, would the
Project expose
people rexiding or
warking in the
project area lo
excessive nolse
bevels? .
Creekstone Phase 1 (Mangini Ranch Phase 1 Lot 10)
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Where Immpact Was Do Proposed Any New Any New Are There Effects Are There Effects Are There Effects Are There Polentially | Are There Previously | Prior Envirommental
Analyzed in Prior Changes Involve Circamstanaes Information af That Are Peculiar To | Thai Are Pecullar To That Were Not Significant Off-5lte Tdentifled Significant Document’s
Envi 1 l New Involving New Substantial The Praject Or The | The Project That Will Analyzed As TImpacts And Effects That, As A Mitigation Meaaures
Documents. Impacts or 2 Tmp p Parcel On Which The | Nol Be Substantially | Slignifiant BifectsIn | Cumulativelopacts | Result Of Substantial | Addressing Impacts.
Issue Area Substantislly More Substantially More Requiring New Project Would Be Mitigated By A Priar EIR On The ‘Which Weve Not New Informatian
Severe Impacts? Severe Impacts? Analysis or Located That Have Application Of Zoning Action, Discussrd In The Not Known Al The
Verification? Not Been Discloged Uniformly Applied Genveral Plan Or Prior EIR Prepared Time The EIR Was
InaPrior EROnThe | Development Pollces Community Plan For The General Centified, Are Now
Zoning Action, Or Standards That With Which The Plan, Community Determined To Have
General Plan, O Have Been Profect Is Consistent? Plan Or Zoming A More Severe
Comununity Plan | Previously Adopted? Action? Adverse Impaci?
With Which the
Prolect < Coneisient?
1Z Nolse. Would FPASP Draft EIR
the project result pp-3A11-110-52
in: 1
Discussimm
The FPASP EIR that of the mitigati in the EIR would reduce all except the following noise impacts to less than slgnlflam fevels: temporary, short-term of sensitive recep to
p nolse and g db noise and vibretion fram project construction (Impacts 3A.11-1, 3A.11-3); long-term e of sensitive to i traffic noise levels from project operation (Impact 3A.11-4); and

impam from off-slte demms thai are under the jurisdiction of El Dorado County, Sacramento County, or Caltrans. (FEIR, pp. 1-127 to 1- 132; DEIR, pp. 3JA.11-51 !o-52 ) The pages Indlcated in the lable above contaln the relevant analysis of
the potential Impacts.

Additonally, the 2012 Waler Addendum mduds 1 shon discusslon of how the changes to the water facilities agpects of the FPASP project would have the same o less noise Impacts when compared 10 he FPASP project as analyzed in e
2011 EIR after [mp of the MM 3B 11-1a, MM 3B.11-1b, MM 78 11-1c, MM 3B.11-1d, MM 3B.11-1¢, and MM 3B.11-3 (Water Addendum, p. 3-14.) The 2015 Westland Eagle Addendum also includes a
dlscusualu“lawpmjad:nuxime_nuwmudhavelhesameonedu:sdmhebnpamwhnwnparedmﬂuﬁ?ﬁ?pmpdnamlyudmlluzﬂllFJanlh F ion of the following from the RPASP EIR and ane
addltional mitigation measure from the Weslland Eagle Addendum: MM 3A.11-1, MM 3A.11-3, MM 3A 114, MM 3A.11-5, MM 4.12-1. (Westlend Eagle Addendum, pp. 4.664.74.)

See Exhibil 3 for discusaion of the Creekstone Phase 1 project’s consistency with noise policies in the FPASP that may be relevant to noise impacts. (Exh 3, p. 25)

Mitigation Measures:
MM3A.11-1
MM3A.11-3
MM3A 114
MM 3A11-5
MM3B.11-1a
MM 3B.11-1b
MM3B.11-1¢
MM 3B.11-1d
MM 3B.11-1e
MM3B.11-3
MM 4121

The August 15, 2019 Nolse Study d by Bollard A tical C a3 Exhibll 4) found that, conslsient with the noise impart analysis in Lhe FPASP EIR, a portion of the Creek Phase 1 Residential D project
site will be expased to future traffic noise levels in excess of the Clty of Folsam's 45 dB Ldn interior nolse level standard. The impacts analyzed in the Noise Study are of ihe same type, scope, and scale as those impacts addressed mﬂve FPASP
EIR. In other words. the Noise Study did not find any new impacts, any effects that are peculiar to the profert or project sile. of any substantlally more severe impacts than those analyzed in the FPASP EIR. The Noise Study provides

Creekstone Phase 1 (Manginl Ranch Phase 1 Lat 10)
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Where Lmpact Was Do Proposed Any New Any New ‘Are There Bffects ‘Are There Effects AreThere Effecls | Are There Potentially | Are There Previously | Prioc Environmenial
Analyzed in Prior Changes Involve Chrumstances Information of That Are Peculiar To | That Are Peculiar To That Were Not Significant Off-Site | dentified 5 Document’s
Environmental i New Involving New Substantial The Project Or The | The Project That Wil Anslyzed As Impacts And Effects That, AsA | Mitigation Measures
Doquments. Impacts or Significant Lmpacts ox Impartance Parcel On Which The | Not i EffectsIn | Cumulative Lmp Regult Of Substantial | Addrresing Impacts.
Issue Area ially More More iring New Project Would Be Mitigated By A Prior EIR On The Which Were Not New nformatian
Severe Impacts? Severe Lmpacts? Analysis or Located That Have Appllation Of Zgning Action, Discutsed in The Not Known At The
Verification? Not Been Disclosed | Uniformly Applied Geneva) Pan Or Prior EIR Propared |  Time The EIR Was
In aPrior ER On The | Development Polides Comunurdty Plan For The General Certified, Are Now
Zoalng Action, Or Standards That With Which The Plan, Cammundty Determined To Have
Geneval Flan, Or Have Bean Project Is Conslstent? | Plan Or Zoning A More Severe
Comumunity Plan | Previously Adopted? Adtion? Adverse Impadi?
With Which the
Proiect is Consistnt?
12 Noise, Would | FPASP Draft KIR
the project result Pp-3A 11-1 o-52
in:
d for how to Lmp the FPASP EIR’s mitig; to achieve i with the City’s exterlor and inlerlor noise standards. These dons, which are listed below, are consisten! with the mitigation
measures in Lhe FPASP EIR and simply add new details about nolse barriers (e.g, required Mghund matesials) and building materials requlred in the previously adopted mitig:
The g Noise Study dations for how {0 kmpl the FPASP EIR’s mitigati will be required as of
s For the flrst row of homes located along East Bidwell Street, the north-, west-, and south-facing upper-floor building facades !hmlld malntain mininim window assembly STC ratings of 32. Figure 2 illustrates the facades requiring
ul\pmed STC rated windows.
{alr conditionlng) should be p for all resid in this toaliow the to close doors and windows as desired fo achimve complianoe with the applicable Interlor noise level critevia.
(Exh. 4,p. 16.) Additionally, Bollard noted that i its conclusions were based Inpart an proposed Project Design Features, including 6-foot nolse barriers along East Bidwell Strwet and Manginl Farkwiay. (Exh. 4, p.12.)
Conclusion:
With ion of the above miti identified in the FPASF EIR, Water Addendum, and Wesiland Eagle Addendum, Creeksione Phase 1 would not have any new ficant or sub jall noise impacts
(Guidelines, § 15162), nor would H result In any new significant Impacts that are peculiar to the project or its site (Guldelines, § 1516)
Creekstone Phase 1 (Mangini Ranch Phase 1 Lot 10)
CEQA ExempHon and Streambining Analysls ‘December, 2019




13. POPULATION AND HOUSING

Whete impact Was Do Proposed Any New Any New ‘Are There Effects Ate There Effects AreThercElfects | Are There Posentially | Are There Previously | Prior Environmental
Anatyzed In Prior Changes Invalve Circumstances Informatian of That Are Peculiar To | That Are Peculiar To That Were Not Significant Off-Site | Idemiifird Segnificant Document's
Envi ' i New Signi Involving New Substantial The Project Or The | The Project That WIll Analyzad As Impects And Blfects That, AsA | Mitigation Measures
Documents. Trapacts or urvp: Parcel On Which The | Not Be Effecnin | Ci Result Of i Impacts.
Issue Area Substanially More | Substantially More New Project Would Be Mitigated By APriorEROnThe | WhichWereNot | New knrmation
Severe Impacts? Severe Impacts? Analysks o Located That Have Application Of Zaning Actlon, DiscussedInThe | Not Known At The
Verifiaion? Not Been Disclased Uniformly Applied General Plan Or Prior BIR Prepared Time The EIR Was
[na Prior EIR On The | Development Policies Community Man For The General Certified, Are Now
Zonung Action, Or Standards That With Which The Plan, Commumity Determined Ta Have
General Plan, Oc Have Ben Project Is Cansistent? Plan Or Zaning A Mare Severe
Commurity Plan | Previously Adopied? Action? Adverse Impact?
With Which the
Praicct 1a Consistent?
13, Population and FPASP Draft EIR
Housing, Would pp.3A.13-1 to-16
the
a. Induce PP 3A.1311t0-15 No Ne No No No No No No None required
substantial
population growlh
inan area, either
directly (for
axample, by
propaosing new
homes and
busineases) or
indirectly (for
eample, through
extentslon of roads
or other
infrastruciuse)?
b. Displace p.3A13-16 No No No No No No No No None revquired
substantial
numbers of
exisdng housing,
necessitating Lhe
constructlon of
replacement
housing
elsewhare?
Creekstone Phase 1 (Mangini Ranch Phase 1 Lot 10)
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Wheve Impact Was Da Propased Any New Any New Are There Eflects Are There Effecty Are There Etfects Are Theve Petentfally | Are There Previgusly | Prior Environmental

Analyzed in Prior Changes involve Clrcumstances Informnation of Thal Are Pecullar To | That Are Peculiar Ta ‘That Were Not Signifiant Off-Site | Identified Significant Document’s
- . i New Significant Involving New Substantial The Project Or The | The Project That Will Analyzrd As Impacts And. Effects That, As A | Miligation Mewsures
Documents. Impacts or I L P Parce) On Which The | Nol Be igrifiant Bifects In | Cumub P Result OF dd Impacts.
Issue Area More Mote New Project Would Be Mitigated By A Prior EIR On The Which Were Not New Information
Severe mpscts? Severe Impacts? Analysis or Located That Have Application Of Zoning Action, Discussed In The Not Known Al The
Verificatton? Not Been Disclosed Uniformly Applied General Plan Or Trior EIR Prepared Tige The EIR Was
Ina Prior EIROn The | Development Polldes Commumnity Plan For The General Centifind, Are Now
Zoning Action, Or Standards That With Which The Man, Community Detrzrmined To Have
General Plan, Or Have Been Project 1s Consistent? Plan Or Zoning A More Severe
Community Plan Previousiy Adophed? Action? Adverse Impact?
With Which the
Prolect Is Coaslskeni?

13. Populationand | FFASF Draft EIR
Housing, Would pp.3A.13-110-16
the Project
¢ Displace p 3AI316 No No No No No No No No None required
substantial
numbers of people,
necesaliating the
construction of
replacement
housing
elsewhere?
Discuselon:

The FPASP EIR that all populati ! and housing impacts are less than significant and do not require mitigation. (FEIR, pp. 1-137 lo 1- 138; DEIR, p. 3A.13-16.) The pages indicated In the table above contain the relevant
analysls of the potential impacts.
Additionally, the 2012 Water Addendum inctudes a short discussion of how the changes to the water facllitles aspects of the FPASP project would have the same ot less impacts to population and housing when compared |0 the FPASP praject

as analyzed in the 2011 EIR and, thus, no new mitigation was required. (Water Addendum, p. 3-15.) The 2015 land Bagle A also includes a di ion of how project amendments would have the same or reduced impacts to
Llation and housing wh TP 10 the FPASF project a5 analyzed in the 2011 EIR. (Westland Eagle Addendum, pp. 475-4.76.)

pop

See Exhibit 3 for di ion of the C) Phase 1 project’s = with housing policies in the FPASP that may be relevant to population and housing Impacta. (Exh. 3, pp. 6-8)
Mitigation Measures:
*  None required
Condusfon:
With imp ion of the above identified in the FPAST EIR, Water A and land Eagle Addendum, Creek Phase 1 would not have arty new signil of ally mare severe population  and
houaing impacts (Gui § 15162). nar would it result in any new signlficant lmpacts that are peculiar o the profect or lis slte (Guldelines, § 15163).

Creekalone Fhage 1 {Mangini lanch Phase 1 Lot 10)
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-61-




14, PUBLIC SERVICES

Winere Impact Was Do Proposed Any New Any New Are There Elfects Ate There Elfects Are There Effects | Are There Potentially | Are There Previously | Prior Environmental
Aralyzed in Priar Changes Involve Circumslancess Infarmation of That Are Pecullar To | That Are Pecullar To That Were Not Signifian| Off-Site Identified Significant Document's
Brvi 1 New Signi Involving New Substantial The Profet Or The | The Project That Will Analyzed As tmpacts And. Effects That, As A Mitigation Measures
= Documents, Impacis or Sigrificant Lmpacis Impartance Parcel On Which The | Not Be Effects In | Cumulative Impacts | Result Of Substantia) | Addressing lmpacts.
Issue Area Submbambally Mare | or Subsiantially More | Requiring New Project Would Be Mitigaied By A Prior EIROn The Which Were Not New [nformation
Severe Impacts? Severe Impacts? Analysss or Locoted That Have Applicatian OF Zaning Action, Discussed In The Not Known At The
Vevification? Not Been Disclosed | Undformly Applled Ceneral Plan Prior EIR Prepared | Time The KIR Was
In a Prior ER On The | Developmen! Policies Community Plan For The Ceneral Certified, Are Now
Zoming Actian, Or Sandards That With Which The Plar, Community | Determined To Have
General Plan, Or Have Been Project ks Caresistent? Plan Or Zoning A More Severe
Community Plan Previously Adopsed? Actian? Adverse Impact?
With Which the
Projectis Consistent?
14 Publle FPASP Draft KIR
Services. pp-3A.14-1 to-30
2. Would Lthe PP-3A.14-1210-13 No No Ne No No No No No MM3A14-1
project result In
substantisl adverse
physical impacts
assoclated with the
provision of new
or physically
altered
governmental
facilities, need for
new or physically
altered
governmental
facilities, the
construction of
‘which could cause
significmt
environmental
impacts, in ordet to
maintain
acceptable service
ratics, response
times or other
performance
objectives for any
the public services:
Fire protection? PP-3A.1413 lo-20 No No No No No No No Ne MM3A.142
IA14-3
Creekstone Phase 1 (Mangini Ranch Phase 1 Lol 10)
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Where Impact Was Do Proposed Any New Any New Are There Effects Are There Elfecis Are There Effects | Are There Potentially | Are There Previously | Prior Environmental
Analyzed In Prior Changes Involve Circumstances Information of That Are Pecubiar To | That Are Pecullar To That Were Not Significan! Off-Slte | Identified Significant Document’s
B New Tnvolving New Substantial The Project Or The | The Project Thal Wil Analyzed As Impacts And Effects That, As A Mitigation Mezawes
Documents. Impacts or Significant mpacts Importance Parcel On Which The | Not ificant Rffecs In | ive [mpacts | Result Of 1 | Addressing mpacts.
Issue Area Substantially More | or Substantially More Requlring New Project Would Be Mitigaied By A Prlor EIR On The Which Were Not New nformation
Severe fmpacts? Severe Impacts? Analysis or Loasted That Have Appliaation Of Zoning Action, Discussed [n The Not Known At The
Yevifigtion? Not Been Disclased Uniformly Applied General Plan Or Prior EIR Prepared Time Tha EIR Was
In a Prior BIROn The | Development Palicles Commurdty Plan For The General Certified, Are Now
Zoning Actian, Or Standards That Wilh Which The Plan, Commundty Delermined To Have
Genexal Plan, Or Have Been Project [s Consbsbent? Plan Or Zonlng, A Mare Severe
Commumity Plan | Previously Adopted? Actlon? Adverse Impact?
With Which the
Proiect is Consicent?
14. Pablic FPASP Draft EIR
Services pp-3A.14-1 to 30
Police protaction? PP-3A.14-20t0-23 No No No No Ne No No No None required
Schools? PP- 3A.14-24 t0-30 No No No No Nea No No No None required
Parks? PP-3A.12-1410-17 No No No No Na No No No Nome required
(in Parks and
Recreation chapter,
ot the Public
Services chapter)
Orher public Same as (a) above No No No No No No No No Same as (3) above
facilitiea?
Creekatone Phase 1 (Mangini Ranch Phase 1 Lat 10)
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Where Impact Was Do Proposed Any New Any New Are There Effects Are There Effects AreThere Effects | Are Theve Potentlally | Are There Previously | Prios Enviranmental
Analyzed In Prior Changrs Involve Circumstmaes Information of That Are Pecullar To | That Are Peculiar To That Were Not Significan| QUi-Site | Identified Slgnificant Document's
Enviconmental New Invalving New Substantial The Praject Or The | The Project That Will Analyzed As Impwcts And Effects That, AsA | Mitigation Measures
Documents Impacts or Sly\lﬂﬂmlmpds Lirportance Parcel On Which The | Not Be 3 ificant Effects In | C Imp Resull Of ddressing bmpacts.
Issue Area Mare More New Project Would Be Mltigatad By APrior EIROnThe |  Which Were Not New Information
Severe Impacis? &vu!lmpds? Analysis or Located That Have Appliation Of Zoning Action, Discussed In The Not Known Al The
Verification? Not Been Disclased Uniformly Applied Genreral Pan Or Prior EIR Prepared Tirne The EIR Was
na Prior BIROn The | Developmend Polides Community Plan For The General Certified, Are Now
Action, Or Standards That With Which The Plan, Community Determined To Have
Gemeral Plan, Or Have Been Project Is Consistent? Plan Or Zoning A More Severe
Commumnity Plan. Previously Adopted? Actan? Adverse Impaci?
With Which the
Proiect ks Consisteni?
14, Public FPASP Draft EIR
Services. PP.3AL 0 30
Discussion:
The FPASF EIR ded that i ion of the i In the EIR would reduce all public servioes impacts to less than signiflcant levels, except for impacts from off-site elamenis constructed in areag under the jurisdiction

of Bl Dorado and Sacramento Cnunua, or Calirans (lmpﬂctSA 14-1). (FEIR, pp. 1-138 to 1- 141; DEIR, p. 3A.14-30.) The pages indicated In the table above contain the relevant analysis of the polental Impacts.

Additionally, the 2012 Water Addendum includes a short discusston of how the changes to Lhe water [acilities aspects of the FPASP project would have the same or less Impacts to public services when compared Lo the FPASP project as
analyzed in the 2011 EIR and, thus, no new mitigation was required. (Water Addendurn, p. 3-16.) The 2015 Ws!hnd Esgle Addendum also includes a discusslon of how project amendments would have Lhe same or reduced Lmpacts to publle
services when compared to the FPASP project as analyzed in the 2011 EIR with imp im of the f fram the FPASP EIR: MM 3A-14-1, MM 3A.14-2, MM 3A.14-3, (Westland Eagle Addendum, pp. 477478

See Bxhibit 3 for discuasion of the Creekstone Phase 1 project’s consistency with public services policies in the FPASP thal may be relevant to publlc services impacis. (Exh. 3, pp. 32-33.)

Mitigation Measures:
s MM3A141
¢ MM3A142
+ MM3A143

Conclusion:

With of Ihe above mitigall led in the FPASP EIR, Water Addeadum, and land Eagle Addend Ci Phase 1 would not have any new or ial i services
impacts (Guidelires, § 15162), nor would it result in any new significant impacts that are peculiar to the project ot its site (Guidelines, § 15183).
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15. RECREATION

Where Impact Was Do Proposed Any New Any New Are There Blfects A There Effects AreThere iftects | Are There Potentially | Are There Previously | Prior Envirommental
Analyzed In Priar Changes Involve Clraumstances Information of That Are Peculiar To | That Are Peculiar To That Were Not Signlfiant Off-Site | [derified Sigrdfiant Doument’s
[ " e New S Involving New Substantial The Project Or The | The Project That Will Analyzed As Impacts And Effects Thal, AsA | Mitigation Measures
= Documents. Impacts or - Impacs Parcel On Which The | Not Be B HfeesIn | C ive L Result Of ial | Addressing Impacts.
Issue Area Substantially More |  Substartially More Requiring New Project Would Be Mitgated By A Prior EIR On The Which Were Not New Infarmation
Severe mpacts? A Analys Located That Have Application Of Zoning Actian, Discussed In The Not Known At The
Verifaton? Not Been Disclased Uniformly Applied General Plan Or Prior EIR Prepared Time The EIR Was
Ina Pricr BIROn The | Development Pallcies Cammunity Plan For The General Cextified, Are Now
Zoning Actlon, Or Standards That With Which The Plan, Community Debermined To Have
General Plan, Or Have Been Project Is Consistent? Plan Or Zoning, A More Severe
Community Plan Previously Adopted? Actlan? Adverse Impact?
Wilh Which the
Project |s Consistent?
15. Recrastion. FPASP Draft EIR
pR3A12-1m.17
a. Would the PP.3A.12-12t0-17 No Na No No No No No No None required
project increase the
use of existing
neighborhood and
regional parks or
other recreational
facilities such that
substantial
physical
deteriaration of Lthe
facility would
occur or be
b. Does the project | Same as (a) sbove No No No No No No No No Same a5 (a) above
Include
recreational
facilities or require
the construction or
expansion of
recreational
facilitles which
might have an
adverse physical
effect on the
Creekstone Phase 1 (Mangini Ranch Phase 1 Lot 10)
December, 2019
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polential impacts.

reducedunpacﬁlomnwhmmpandmﬂwﬂﬁ?pw‘«tuzulyudm the 2011 BIR. (Westland Eagle Addendum, p. 4.79)

See Exhibit 3 for discussion of the Creekstone Phase 1 project’s consistency with parks and open space polldies in the FPASP that may be relevant to recreation impacts. (Exh. 3, pp. 34, 12-15)

Where Impact Was Da Proposed Any New Ary New Are There Effects Are There Effecls Are There Elfects Are There ly | AreThere i Prior
Aralyzed in Prior Changes Fnvolve Ciraumstances Information of That Are Peullar To | That Are Pecullar To That Were Not Signifanl Off-Stte | Identified Signifiant Docutment's
[ | New Involving New Substantial The Project Or The | The Project That Wil Analyzed As Impacts And Effects That, AsA | Mitigation Mewsiuzes
Documents. Tmpacts or ificant Impx r Parcel On Which The | Not BeSubstantially | SignifantEffectsn | Cusulativelmpacs | ResultOf Subsiantial | Addressing mpacts
Issue Area Substantially More | Substanially More Requiring New Project Would Be Mltigated By A Prior EIR On The Which Were Not New Information
Severe Impacts? Severe Impacts? Analysis or Located That Have Application Of Zoning Action, DiscussedInThe | Nod Known At The
Verlficaion? Not Been Disclosed Uniformly Applied Geneval Plan Or Priar EIR Prepared Time The EIR Was
In a Prior EIR On The | Development Polices. Comumurdty Plan For The General Certified, Are Now
Zaning Action, Or Standards That With Which The Plan, Community Determined To Have
General Plan, Or Have Been Project Is Cansistent? Plan Or Zoring A More Severe
Community Plan | Previously Adopted? AcHon? Adverse Impact?
With Which the
Prrect Is Consistent?
15.Recreation. FPASP Draft EIR
pp- 3A.12-1t0-17
Discussion:

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

Addltionally, the 2012 Water Addendum indndes a short dn:unm of how the changes to the water facililes aspects of (he FPASP project would have the same or less impacts to recreation when compared to the PPASP profect as analyzed
In the 2011 EIR after i af the foll MM 3B.12-1. {(Water Addendum, p. 3-15.) The 2015 Westland Fajle Addendum aleo includis o dincussion of how progect amend ments would have the ame o

Mitigation Measures:
¢ MM3B.12-1
Conclusion:
With impk ion of the above i identified in the FPASP EIR, Water Addendum, and i Eagle A G Phase 1 would ol have any new significant or ially mare severe
Iimpacts (Guidelines. § 15162). noe veculd (8 reasilt in anv new ignil impacts that are peculiar Lo the profect or lis site (Guld § 15183).
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16. TRANSPORTATION/ TRAFFIC

Where Impact Was Do Froposed Ary New Any New Are Theye Etfects Are There Effects AreThere Ellects | Are Theve Potentially | Are There Previously | Prior Enviranmental
Aralyzed In Prior Changes Involve Cirtumsitmnes Information of That Are Pecullar To | That Are Peculiar To ‘Thai Were Not Significant Off-Sie Identified Sigificart Document’s
Environmental New Involving New Substantial TheProject Or The | The Project That Will Analyzed As Impacts And Effects That As A | Mltigation Measures
Documents- Empacts of ficant Impacts p Parce] On Which The | Not ' ignificant Effecatn | C jvelmpacts | Result Ol dd tmpacts.
Insue Area jally More More New Project Would Be Mitigated By APrior BIROnThe |  Which Were Nol New Informution
Severe Impacts? Severe Imputs? Analysis or Located That Have Application Of Zoning Actlon, Discussed In The Not Known At The
Verification? Not Been Disclosed | Unifocraly Applied General Plan Or Priot EIR Prepared |  Time The ER Wos
InaPriacr EROnThe | Development Polices Plan Por The Genera) Certified, A Now
Zoning Acton, Or Standards That With Which The Plan, Comamunity Determined To Have
General Plan, Or Have Been Project Is Consistent? Pian Or Zoning A More Severe
Comaunity Plan | Previousty Adopied? Actlon? Advetse Impact?
With Which the
Proiect 1 Coreistent?
16. Traneportation/ | FPASP Drafi EIR
Traffle. Would the | pp 3A.15-1 to-157
| profect
a. Causean pp:3A.15-25 to - No No No No No No No No MM3IA15-1a
increase in traffic 157 3A.15-1b
whichis 3A151¢c
substantial in 3A.15-1f
relation to the 3A.15-11
existing traffic load 3A.15)
and capacity of the 3A.15-1
street system (i.e., 3A.15-10
resultina 3A.15-1p
substarial 3A151q
Increase in either 3A15-1r
the number of 3A 1518
vehicle trips, the 3A-15-1u
volume to capacity 3A 151v
ration on roads, or 3AI5-1w
congestion at 3A15-1x
intersections)? A 151y
3A151z
3A.15-1aa
3A.15-1dd
3A.15-1ee
3A.15-16f
3A.15-1gg
3A.15-1hh
3A.510
3A.152a
3A.15-2b
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Where Impact Was Do Pr Any New Any New Are There Effects Are There Effects Are There Effecls Are There Potentially | Are There Previously | Prior Environmental
Analyzed In Prior Changes Involve Circumstances Information of Tiuat Assy Pecullar To | That Are Pecullar To That Were Not SglfiantOff Sike | Tdenified Significant Duocument’s
Envirc 1 New i Tnvalving New Substantial The Project Or The | The Project That Will Analyzed As Impacty And Effects That, As A Midgation Measures
D Iopact ? Imp Parcel On Which The | Not B o BffectsIn | C ive Lmp Result Of i g Impacts.
Issue Area Substantielly More | Subslantially More Requiring New Project Would Be Mitigated By APAotEROnThe | Which Were Not New Information
Seveve impacts? Severe Impacts? Anslysis or Located That Have Application Of Zoning Action, Discussed In The Not Known At The
Verifiation? Not Been Discloved | Unlformiy Applied General Plan Or Priot EIRPrepared | Time The GIR Was
Ina Prior ER On The | Development Polides Cemanunity Plan For The General Certified, Are Now
Zoning Artion, Or Standards Thet With Which The Plan, Community Determined To Have
General Plan, Or Hove Been Project Is Consistent? Plan Or Zoning A Mare Severe
Cooununity Plan Previously Adophed? Action? Adverse Impact?
With Which the
Proiedt is Consiskent?
15, Transportation/ | FFPASP Draft EIR
Tratfic. Wouldthe | pp. 3A.15-1to-157
project:
3A 153
JA.154a
3A.154b
3A.154c
3A.154d
3A.1546
3A054g
3A.154i
154
3A154k
3A.1541
JA15-4m
3A.154n
3A.1540
3A.154p
3A154q
3A.154r
3A154s
3A154t
3A.154u
3A154v
3A.154w
JA154x
3A.154y
b. Exceed, either Same as (a) above No No No No No No No No Same 33 (a) above
individually or
cumulatively, a
level of service
standard
established by the
Creekatone Phase 1 (Mangini Ranch Phase 1 Lot 10)
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Where Impact Was Do Proposed Any New Any New Are There Elfects Arc There Eftects Are There Effects Are There Potentially | Are There Freviously | Pnar Enviroranental
Analyzed in Prior Changes Involve Clrcumstances Infprmation of That Are Peculiar To | That Are Pecullar To Thal Were Noi Significant Off-Site Identified Significant Document’s
oS 1 New Involving New Substantial The Profect Oz The The Progect That Will Analyzad As Impacts And Effects That, As A Mitigation Measures
Documents. Impacts or Significant fenpacts or Impostance Parcel On Which The | Not Be i Bffects In | Cumulti Rewilt Of Addresing Impacts
Issue Area Substantially Mare | Substantially More Requlring New Project Would Be Mitigated By APrior EROnThe | Which Were Not New Information
Severe Impacts? Severe Impacts? Analysts or Located That Have Application Of Zoming Action, Discussed In The Not Kngwn ALThe
Verlficatian? Not Been Discosed | Uniformly Applied General Plan Or Prior ER Prepared |  Time The BIR Way
In a Prior EIR On The | Development Polides ‘Commanity Plan For The General Certified, Are Now
Zoning Action, Or Standards That With Which The Plan, Communlty Determined To Have
Gareral Plan, Or Have Been Profect Is Consistent? Plan Or Zoning A More Severe
Community Plan Previously Adopled? Action? Adverse Impact?
With Which the
Proiect is Consistent?
16, Transportaion/ | FPASP Draft EIR
Trafflc Wouldthe | pp.3A 15-1 to-157
project:
counly congestion
management
agency for
designated roads
| or highways?
¢ Resultina Not relevant; no No No No No No No No No
change in air traffic changes to air
patterns, induding | traffic would result
either an incresse from the Project
in traffic levels or a
change in location
that results in
substanlial safety
risks?
d. S No No No No No No No No
incresse hazards traffic hazards
due toa design wereidentified in
feature (e.g., sharp the EIR
curvesor
d;
intersectians) or
incompatible uses
(e.g. farm
e Resultin 3A14121t0-13 No No No No No No No No MM3A.14-1
inadequate (in Public Services
emergency access? chapler, not
Trangporiation
chapter)
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Where Lmpact Was Do Propased Any New Any New Are There Blfects Are There Effects Are There Hllects | Are There Polentially | Are There Previously | Priar Environmental
Analyzed tn Prior Changes Involve Clrcumstances Informatian of That Are Pecullar To | That Are Peculiar Ta ‘That Were Not Significant Off.Sile | Tdentified Signlfcant Doonnent’s
- : New Involving New Substantial The Project Or The | The Project That Will Analyzed As Impacts And Effects That, AsA | Mitigstion Messures
g Documents. Impacts o Significant Lmpadts o Importance Parcel On Which The | Nol Be Substantially | Signifiemt EffectsIn | Cumul pacts | Result Of Addreming Impacts.
Issue Area Substantislly Mate |  Substantially More Requiring New Project Would Be Mirigated By A Prior EIROn The Which Were Not New Information
Severe mpacts? Severe Impacts? Analysis or Located That Have Application Of Zpning Actlon, Discusaed In The Not Knaown At The
Verifiation? Not Been Disclaged Uniformly Applied General Plan Or Prior E[R Prepared Time The BIR Was
In a Prior EIR On The | Development Policies Community Plan For The General Certified, Are Now
Zoning Action, Or Standards That With Which The Plan, Community Determined To Have
Ceneral Plan, Or Have Been Project Is Consistent? Pan Or Zaning A More Severe
Community Plan | Previously Adopted? Action? Adverse Impact?
With Which the
Proiect is Conslstent?
16. Trangportation/ FFPASP Drait EIR
Trafflc Would the | pp.3A.15-1 to-157
Project:
f. Result in Development will No No No No No No No No
ingdequate be required to
parking capadty? follow City
parking siandards
g Conlflict with 3A.15-27 No No No No No No No No None required
adopted policies,
plans, or programs
supporiing
alternative
transportation
(e.8~ bus tumnouts,
bi racks)?
Creekstone Phase 1 (Mangini Ranch Phase 1 Lot 10)
December, 2019

CEQA Bxemption and Sireamlining Analysls



Where Impact Was Do Proposed Any New Any New Are There Effects Are There Effects Are Theve Elfects Are There Polentially | Are There Previously | Prior Enviranmenial
Analyzed In Prior Changes Invalve Circumstanoss Information of That Are Peculiar To | That Are Peculiar To That Were Not Significant Off-Site Identified Signifiant Document’s
Frvi 1 L New Significant Involving New Substantial The Project Or The ‘The Project That Will Analyzed As Impacts And Bffects That, As A Mitigathan Measures
Documents. Impacts or Sigrificant Impacts or Importance Parcel On Which The | Not B Effects In | O pacts | ResaltOf Addressi
Issue Area Substantially More | Substantially More Requiring New Project Would Be Mitigated By AProrEROnThe |  Which Were Not New Information
Severe Impacis? Severe Impacts? Analysis or Located That Have Application Of Zoming Action, Discussed tn The Not Known At The
Verification? Not Been Disclosed Unlformly Applied General Plan Or Prior EIR Prepared Thme The EIR Was
[n a Prior RIR On The | Development Polidies Community Plan Far The General Certified, Are Now
Zonlng Actian, Or Standards That With Which The Man, Commumlty Determined To Have
General Plan, Or Have Been Project Is Cansistent? Plan Or Zaning A Mare Severe
Commurity Plan | Previously Adopted? Actian? Adverse Impact?
With Which the
Prainct Is Conslstent?
16, Transpartation/ | FPASP Draft ETR
Traffic. Would the | pp.3A.151 to-157
project:
The FPASP EIR that impl ion of the miligati: in the EIR would reduce al) except the following traffic and P ion Impacts to less than significant levels: Impacis 3A 15-15, 3A.15-13 3A.15-1), , 3A.15-10,

3A.15-1p, 3A-15-1g, 3A.15-11, 3A.'IS-IS, 3A.15-1y, JA.15-1v, 3A15-1w, 3A.15-1x, 3A.15-1y, 3A.15-12, 3A.15-1aa3A.15-1dd, 3A. 15—]2& 3A15-1#, 3A_15-1gg, IA15-1hh, 3A_15-1ii, 3A.15-2, 3A.15-4b, 3A.15-4d, 3A.15-4i, 3A.15-4], 3A.15-4m, 3A.15-
4n, 3A 1540, 3A.154p, A 1541, JA. 1548, 3A.154, 3A.15-4u, IA.154v, 3A-154w, JA.154x, 3A.154y. (FEIR, pp. 1-142 o 1-175) These impacts indude intersection impacts, such as the intersections at Oak Avenue Parkway/East Bidwell
Street and East Bidwell Street/Iron Point Road; and impadts at roadway segments, such as on eastbound U S. 5, including the Zinfandel Drive to Sunrise Boutevard segmen, the Rancho Cordova Parkway to Hazel Avenue segment, and Lhe
Folsom Boulevard to Prairie City Road segmeni. (DEIR, pp. 3A.15-157.) The pages indicated in the table above contain the relawant analysid of the potential impacts.

Addltionally, the 2012 Water Addendum includes a short dlscuumn nf Iww the changes to the water facililies aspecis of the FPASP project would have the same or less transportation and traffic impacts when compared to the FPASP project
aa analyzed in the 2011 EIR after imp of the MM 3B.15-13, MM 3B 15-1b. (Water Addendum, p. 3-16.) The 2015 Westland Eagle Addendum also Includes a discussion of how project amendments
would have the same or reduced Impects to transportation and traffic when compared to the FPASP praject ag analyzed in the 2011 EIR with impk fion of Lhe mitigati from the FPASP EIR listed below, as well as two new
millgation measures: MM 4.16-1, MM 4.16-2. (Westiand Eagle Addendum, pp. 480-490)

See Exhibit 3 for ot the C: Phase 1 project’s with ci ion pollcies in the FPASF that may be televanl to lraffic and transportation Impacts. (Exh. 3, pp. 8-12)

The Sep 6, 2019 Suppk | Traffic Evaluation e by Kimbey-Him (stsched zs Behibll ) updates the inlersection and rosdway segment analysis perfonmed lor the Mangini Piase | project, spproved in 2015, and delermined that
the addltion of the Creekstone Phase 1 prioject watsld not result in any additional slenificant impacts, (Exh: 5, p. 0 The Kimley: Hom Mamo reached this conchision, in part, basad on afready comtructed improvements (o Tarve geometey al - the
inbersections of East Bidwell Street and Mangin! Faskway, and Fast Blidwell Strest anid White Rock Boad, (Exh 5 . 3) Thet merrio alsa performed 2 slgnal warmant analysss, which found thi, with tha addition of ihe Creekstone Phase 1 projiet,
a.m. peak hour tratfic at the intersecticn of East Bidwell Street and White Rock Posd warrsnted sigrallzstion, (Exh 8, pp. 2-3,8.) This bs not a new significant impact. bowever. because thal infersection already warrantoll signalicatiin, — without
the adddition of the projec, based an p m. hour pask tatfic (Exh. 5, pp. 23, 5) Thus, Creekstons Phase 1 would not resuld in any new oy substantialty mozs severe pgraficant transportation and tratfic impsets. {Exh, 5, p.3)

Mitigation Meastires;

MM3A 141

MM 3A.15-1a through MM 3A.15-1¢
MMIA15-1€

MM 3A.15-11 through MM 3A.15-1§
MM3A.15-11

MM 3A.15-10 through MM 3A.15-13
MM 3A.15-1u through MM 3A.15-1z
MM A 15123
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Where Impact Was Do Proposed Any New Any New Are There Effects Are There Effects Are There Bffects Are There tially | Are There ‘ Prior
Analyzed in Prior Changes Fvolve Circumstances Information of That Are Pecubiar To | That Are Pecullar To That Were Not Slgnlfamt Off-5tte | Identified Signficant Document’s
Frut 1 New Signi Involving New * Substantial The Project Or The | The Project That Will Anstyzed As Impacts And Effects That, AS A Messures
-y Documents tmpacts o Impacts ar Farcel On Which The | Not g Efecsln | C p Result Of Sub do Impacis
Issue Area ially More lly More New Profect Would Be Mitigated By APriorEROnThe |  Which Were Not New Information
Severe Impacts? Severe Impacts? Aralysis or Located That Have Appliaation OF Zoning Action, Discussed InThe | Not Known At The
Verficstion? Not Been Disdosed | Uniformly Applied General Plan Or Prior EIR Prepared | Time The EIR Was
Ina Prior EIROn The | Developmeni Paficies |  Commumity Plan For Tha General Certified, Are Now
Zaring Action, Or Standards Thet With Which The Plan, Community Determined To Have
General Plan, Or Have Been Project s Conglstent? | Plan Or Zontng A More Severs
Community Plan | Previously Adopted? Action? Adverse Lmpact?
With Which the
Profect is Condsien!?
16. Trammportation/ |  FPASP Draft EIR
Traffic Wouldthe | pp.3A.151 t0-157
project

+  MM3A151dd through MM 3A.15-Tii
+  MM3A.15-28 through MM 3A.15-2b
+ MM3AI53

+  MM3A.15-4a through MM 3A.154d
+  MM3A.154( through MM 3A.154g
+  MM3A.154i hrough MM 3A.15-4y
+ MM3B151a

« MM3B151b

. MM4l61

. MMA4i62

Condusion:
With i ion of the above

identified in the FPASP EIR, Water Addend

[

Bagle
Ir-nspahhmltnlﬁc impacts (Guidelines, §15162), nor would It result in any new significant impacts that are p«:ulnr to the project ar its site (Guidelines, § 15183)

Phase 1 would not have any new signlficant or substantlally mare severe
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