City of Folsom
CEQA EXEMPTION AND STREAMLINING ANALYSIS
for WHITE ROCK SPRINGS RANCH (GRAGG RANCH)
1. Application No: PN15-147
2. Project Title:  White Rock Springs Ranch (Gragg Ranch)
3. Lead Agency Name and Address:


City of Folsom
50 Natoma Street
Folsom, CA 95630

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

5. Project Location:

138.9 acres adjacent to White Rock Road in the southeastern portion of the Folsom Plan Area Specific Plan
APN: 
072-0070-006
6. Project Applicant’s/Sponsor’s Name and Address:

RainTree Investment Corp.
c/o Michael McDonnell
7 Mt. Lassen Drive, Suite A-120
San Rafael, CA 94903-1160

7. General Plan Designation: SF, SFHD, PQP, OS
8. Zoning: SP-SF, SP-SFHD, SP-P, SP-PQP, SP-OS1, SP-OS2
9. Other public agencies whose approval is required or agencies that will 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 
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers
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I. INTRODUCTION

The White Rock Springs Ranch (Gragg Ranch) development proposal is entirely consistent with the Folsom Plan Area Specific Plan (FPASP). As a project that is consistent with existing plans and zoning, the White Rock Springs Ranch development is eligible for the exemption from review under the California Environmental Quality Act
 (“CEQA”) provided in Government Code section 65457 and CEQA Guidelines
 section 15182, 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 because the checklist provides a convenient vehicle for disclosing the City’s evidence and reasoning for determining the project’s consistency with the FPASP and eligibility for the claimed CEQA exemptions.

II. PROJECT DESCRIPTION

A. PROJECT OVERVIEW

The White Rock Springs Ranch project provides a variety of well-integrated housing opportunities to accommodate various family structures and income levels. The requested land use entitlements for the approximately 139-acre White Rock Springs Ranch project include: a Large Lot Vesting Tentative Subdivision Map, a Small Lot Vesting Tentative Subdivision Map, a Development Agreement Amendment, a Minor Administrative Amendment (land use plan refinement), and a Transfer of Development Rights (dwelling unit transfer). The Project will offer several single-family detached residential products and connect to the City’s infrastructure. The White Rock Springs Ranch Design Guidelines are attached as Exhibit 1.
The proposed land uses are consistent with the Folsom Plan Area Specific Plan adopted by the City in 2011, for which an EIR was certified.  The Folsom Plan Area 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.
B. PROJECT LOCATION
The Project site consists of a 138.9-acre portion of the FPASP plan area that is north of White Rock Road and east of Old Placerville Road. The project site has been known as the “Folsom 138 site.”
See the Area Map Exhibit (Figure 1) for the regional location of the project site. This map depicts the proposed site boundary and surrounding land uses and major buildings around the project site.

On May 19, 2015, a Boundary Line Adjustment application was submitted to the City of Folsom. The proposed adjustment would slightly reconfigure the lands of White Rock Springs Ranch and the adjacent “Carr Trust” properties to accommodate the proposed land use plan, including the allocation of three water tank sites on the Carr Trust per the approved Water Master Plan. When approved, the White Rock Springs Ranch property would total 138.9 acres, which is a 0.3 acre decrease from the original acreage of 139.2 acres. The Carr Trust property would increase from 14.7 acres to 15 acres.

FIGURE 1:  Area/ Vicinity Map
FIGURE 2:  Site Plan

C. EXISTING SITE CONDITIONS

Currently, the 138.9 acres of the Project site is vacant land with rolling hills.
The Specific Plan zoning for the Project site consists of Single Family (SF), Single Family High Density (SFHD), Open Space (OS), and Public/Quasi-Public (PQP) land uses.
D. PROJECT OBJECTIVES AND FPASP OBJECTIVES

The objectives of the White Rock Springs Ranch Project are:

· To provide a variety of housing types within the SF and SFHD land use category. 

· To provide the remaining portion of the school site that was allocated on the approved Russell Ranch project and a park site that satisfies the needs of the school district and park department. 

· To incorporate significant wetland preserve features per the wetland permitting process. 

· To provide bike and hiking trails commensurate with the development of the project so that the open space areas within the project area are useable to the residents of the project. 

· To provide a circulation system that allows Class 2 bike trails to connect to the future offsite Community Park East and to the future town center.
The Project is consistent with and aims to fulfill the specific policies and objectives in the Folsom Plan Area Specific Plan.  In particular, the White Rock Springs Ranch Project is consistent with the following Land Use objectives in the FPASP:
· Objective 4.1: Develop a distinct Town Center that acts as both a community focal point and destination attraction, and also helps to create a unique Plan Area identity. 

· Objective 4.2: Locate commercial centers, public buildings, parks, and schools within walking distance of residential neighborhoods.

· Objective 4.3: Provide open space areas for the preservation and conservation of natural features, for limited recreational facilities and to provide visual relief. 

· Objective 4.4: Provide required park sites throughout the Plan Area that are linked by sidewalks, bike paths and trails to promote pedestrian and bicycle usage. 

· Objective 4.5: Provide required school sites within walking distance of residential neighborhoods in the Plan Area to accommodate the needs of future residents. 

· Objective 4.6: Provide a public transit corridor that connects transit oriented developments of higher density residential uses to commercial, light industrial/office park and office uses and offers opportunities for regional transit connections.
(FPASP, pp. 4-2 to 4-3.)

E. PROJECT CHARACTERISTICS

1. Large Lot Vesting Tentative Subdivision Map
A Large Lot Vesting Tentative Subdivision Map consists of 18 large lots: 4 Single Family (SF) lots, 5 Single Family High Density (SFHD) lots, 1 SF lot for the clubhouse, 1 lot for the park, 1 Public/ Quasi-Public (PQP) lot for the school, and 6 open space lots.  The large lot map covers the entire 138.9 acres (after approval of the BLA). There will be no remainder parcels because all lots are proposed for development.
2. Small Lot Vesting Tentative Subdivision Map
All of the SF and SFHD large lots are proposed to be further subdivided in the Small Lot Vesting Tentative Map. The small lot map consists of 429 small lots: 395 residential lots (including the 15 lots in the proposed transfer of development rights (TDR) from CARR Trust), 1 SF lot for the clubhouse, 1 lot for the park, 1 Public/ Quasi-Public (PQP) lot for the school, 6 open space lots, and 25 landscape lots. A “Notice of Restriction” will be recorded for the non-residential lots. The small lot map may be developed in phases.
3. Minor Administrative Modification (Land Use Plan Refinement)

Section 13.3 of the FPASP provides for Administrative Procedures by which amendments to the Specific Plan can be adopted to allow for the changing market conditions, evolving developer preferences and changes in agency requirements. The Specific Plan provides two methods by which amendments can be made to the plan: (a) significant changes to the Specific Plan must be processed with Specific Plan Amendments; and (b) relatively minor changes are permitted with a Minor Administrative Modification approval.

The proposed White Rock Springs Ranch land use plan includes the same land uses as the FPASP, but with slight adjustments to thoughtfully match the land use and design objectives of the applicant to the needs of the current Folsom housing market. Therefore, the project seeks a Minor Administrative Modification (MAM) for the following minor land use refinements to the adopted FPASP for this area of the plan:
· Refinement of Street A alignment to preserve and protect wetland resources;

· Refinements to the Open Space (OS) and Single Family/Single Family High Density (SFHD) boundaries to preserve and protect wetland and cultural resources;

· Adjustment of some SF to SFHD to provide and promote a variety of housing types and income levels;

· Provision of additional parkland and a portion of a school site shifted from the Russell Ranch property; 

· Shift of the Public/ Quasi-Public (PQP) site to the Carr Trust Property, consistent with the Water Master Plan approved by the City of Folsom on February 25, 2015; and

· Transfer of 15 dwelling units from the Carr Trust Property to the White Rock Springs Ranch (Gragg Ranch) property (per FPASP section 13.3.2).
Under the proposed project, SF land use would decrease by 59 units and 21.7 acres, while SFHD would increase by 74 units and 23.1 acres. PQP land use would decrease by 1.1 acres, while Parks would increase by 1.7 acres and Open Space would increase by 1.3 acres.
MAM compliance criteria (FPASP, Section 13.3.1) are listed below. Justifications for compliance with the criteria are shown in italics.

• The proposed modification is within the Plan Area. 
· The proposed modifications are within the FPASP Plan Area.
• The modification does not reduce the size of the proposed Town Center. 
· The proposed modifications do not reduce the size of the proposed Town Center, which is not a part of this project.

• The modification maintains compliance with City Charter Article 7.08, previously known as Measure W. 
· The proposed modifications comply with Measure W and exceed the amount of open space allocated to the property per the approved FPASP 2011.

• The general land use pattern remains consistent with the intent and spirit of the FPASP. 
· The general land use pattern remains consistent with the intent and spirit of the FPASP. Refinements to the residential land uses allow more flexibility and diversity for home-ownership opportunity. Refinement to park and school location were made in a cooperative effort including the Russell Ranch applicants and the City.

• The proposed changes do not substantially alter the backbone infrastructure network. 
· The proposed changes do not substantially alter the backbone infrastructure network and retain the backbone street {Street A} connections on both project boundaries.

• The proposed modification offers equal or superior improvements to development capacity or standards. 
· The proposed modifications offer superior improvements to development capacity or standards. Street A realignment increases efficiency and minimizes roadway infrastructure. The relocated P/QP site better serves the region {consistent with the City-approved Water Master Plan} and offers design efficiencies not realized at the original location.

• The proposed modification does not increase environmental impacts beyond those identified in the EIR/EIS. 
· The proposed modifications do not increase environmental impacts beyond those identified in the EIR/EIS, and in fact retain the Plan’s highest value wetlands and the valued cultural site.

• Relocated park or school parcels continue to meet the standards for the type of park or school proposed. 
· Shifts to parks and school parcels continue to meet the standards for the type of park or school proposed.

• Relocated park or school parcels remain within walking distance of the residents they serve. 
· Refined park and school parcels continue to remain within walking distance of the residents they serve.
4. Transfer of Development Rights
The FPASP permits flexibility in transferring residential unit allocations (and commercial building area allocations) to reflect changing market demand. The transfer of residential unit allocations are “allowed as a [MAM] consistent with [FPASP] section 13.3.1,” if requirements set forth in FPASP sections 4.7 and 13.3.2 are met. (FPASP, p. 13-9.) As the FPASP explains:
The FPASP permits adjustments to the residential land use mix to reflect sensitive natural features as well as changing market demand for a particular housing type. Transfer of units is permitted between residential parcels provided that the Plan Area maximum entitlement of 10,210 dwelling units is not exceeded except by amendment of the FPASP. Each residential development parcel is allocated a certain number of dwelling units (see Table 4.3). If a particular parcel is developed at less than its allocation number, the remaining unbuilt units may be transferred to another residential parcel or parcels. Increases or decreases in residential density resulting in unit transfers shall not be less than the minimum or exceed the maximum allowable density for each residential land use category unless a request to increase or decrease the density is accompanied with a Specific Plan Amendment application pursuant to Section 13.3.1.

(FPASP, p. 4-16.)
The White Rock Springs Ranch project includes a Transfer of Development Rights to transfer 15 dwelling units from the adjacent Carr Trust property to the proposed White Rock Springs Ranch project area.

The conditions under Section 13.3.2 of the FPASP are met for the proposed TDR, as listed below. Justifications for compliance with these “Residential Dwelling Unit Allocation Transfers” conditions are shown in italics.
• The transferor and transferee parcel or parcels are located within the Plan Area and are designated for residential use. 
· The transferor (Carr Trust) and transferee (WRSR/Gragg Ranch) parcels are located adjacent to each other within the Plan Area, are designated for residential use, and are owned by the same entity.

• The transferor and transferee parcel or parcels conform to all applicable development standards contained in Appendix A. 

· The transferor and transferee parcels will conform to all applicable development standards contained in Appendix A.

• The transfer of units does not result in increased impacts beyond those identified in the FPASP EIR/EIS. 
· The transfer of units does not result in increased impacts beyond those identified in the FPASP EIR/EIS. With the approved Carr Trust / Russell Ranch Boundary Line Adjustment, the planned location of three water tanks on the Carr Trust property, and the natural steep terrain of the site, the Carr Trust site will likely not develop to its full, previously planned intensity of 87 dwelling units as shown in the approved FPASP 2011.

• The transfer of units does not adversely impact planned infrastructure, roadways, schools, or other public facilities; affordable housing agreements; or fee programs and assessment districts unless such impacts are reduced to an acceptable level though project-specific mitigation measures. 

· The transfer of units will not adversely impact planned infrastructure, roadways, schools, or other public facilities; affordable housing agreements; or fee programs and assessment districts.

5. Development Agreement (for O&M Plan)

The project includes an amendment to the Development Agreement’s open space operations and management plan.
6. Open Space, Parks, and Trails

The proposed open space preserve land areas have been designed to preserve and protect the area’s wetland resources that have been determined to have the highest value wetlands and waters of the U.S. occurring within the project area. Although the boundaries of the open space area have been slightly shifted, the locations and acreages are generally consistent with the open space lands identified in the FPASP. The minor revisions to the boundaries were made upon further study by the project’s biologists and during refinement of the land plan. While the FPASP allocated a total of 27.9 acres of open space lands on the project site, the proposed project provides 29.2 acres of open space lands. This represents a 1.3 acre increase in open space from the FPASP’s allocation. The applicant will also preserve the few cottonwood trees that are located in the open space area near White Rock Road. 
Under the FPASP, a total of 3.8 acres of parkland was allocated to the project area. The White Rock Springs Ranch project provides 5.5 acres of parkland, increasing the FPASP’s required parkland for the property by 1.7 acres. The neighborhood park will be co-located with the elementary school site (0.2 acres) along the primary residential street that links smaller neighborhoods throughout the project and connects to the project’s trail system. Moreover, the project provides an additional 1.8-acre private recreation facility with a pool and spa.
The trail system includes off-street Class 1- 12’ wide paved trails with 2’/4’ shoulders, two locations of 10’ wide detached sidewalk trails along landscape enhanced street corridors and attached sidewalks along all street corridors. 
7. School Site

A 0.2 acre elementary school site is “co-located” with the 5.5 acres of park land in the White Rock Springs Ranch project. There is one contiguous school site that is largely situated in the Russell Ranch project area and 0.2 acres of that school site juts into the WRSR project area. The other 1.1 acre of the school site was allocated to the approved Russell Ranch plan area in the FPASP. The school and park sites are adjacent to each other.
8. Preserving the “White Rocks” Cultural Resource

On the project site just northeast of the intersection of White Rock Road and Placerville Road, a visible outcrop of natural quartz-bearing bedrock serves as a reminder of the ranch that served as a hotel and stage stop for early wagon travelers in the mid- to late- 1800s. Known as the “White Rocks,” these white quartz rocks marked the location of nearby springs and became a popular rest stop for travelers and freighters making the difficult trek between Sacramento and the gold mines of El Dorado County in the mid-1800s. During that time, the Chapman family operated a hotel, corral, and dairy on a 480-acre farm complex known as the White Rocks Spring Ranch.
Under the proposed project, the “White Rocks” historic/ cultural resource will be preserved and protected in perpetuity under a conservation easement. A low fence will mark the conservation area and protect the site.
9. Circulation
The White Rock Springs Ranch project includes realignment of Street A to better conform to the existing land contours and to minimize project impacts to wetland resources. As envisioned in the FPASP, Street A retains its approved connections to the adjacent properties on the west and east sides of the project. Internal project circulation includes residential streets that are intended to functionally and visually link project neighborhoods together and lead residents to nearby amenities, such as the school parks, and trailheads without having to travel on a collector street. The proposed modifications to Street A increases efficiency and minimizes roadway infrastructure.
Additionally, the project provides a 25’ wide paved emergency vehicle access/ bike trail that extends from Village 1 to Village 2, 3, 4.
III. EXEMPTION AND STREAMLINING ANALYSIS
F. 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 Supplies, (4) New Water Conveyance Facilities. (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 Addendum are still applicable.

All of the proposed uses envisioned in the White Rock Springs Ranch Project are permitted or conditionally permitted uses as shown on Table 4.3 of the FPASP. (See also FPASP DEIR, Table 3A.10-4.)

G. 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). A copy is also available for download from the City’s website at:

https://www.folsom.ca.us/home_nav/sphere/current_documents.asp;

ii. CEQA Addendum for the Folsom South of U.S. 50 Specific Plan Project- Revised Proposed Off-site Water Facility Alternative prepared November, 2012, (“Addendum to the FPASP EIR/EIS”), 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). A copy is also available for download from the City’s website at: https://www.folsom.ca.us/home_nav/sphere/current_documents.asp; and

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

Each of the environmental documents listed above includes mitigation measures imposed on the FPASP 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 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 White Rock Springs Ranch project have been analyzed and addressed in the CEQA analysis and other regulatory permits required for the White Rock Springs Ranch project and/or the Backbone Infrastructure project. 

H. Introduction to CEQA Exemption and Streamlining Provisions
The City finds that the White Rock Springs Ranch (Gragg Ranch) development proposal is entirely consistent with the Folsom Plan Area Specific Plan (FPASP) and therefore exempt from CEQA under Government Code section 65457 and Guidelines section 15182 as a residential project undertaken pursuant to and in conformity with a specific plan. 
The City also finds that the White Rock Springs Ranch (Gragg Ranch) project is eligible for streamlined CEQA review provided in Public Resources Code section 21083.3, and CEQA Guidelines section 15183 for projects consistent with a community plan, general plan, or zoning. Because the Project is exempt from CEQA, the City is not required to provide the following streamlined CEQA analysis. Nonetheless, the City provides the following checklist exploring considerations raised by sections 15182 and 15183 because the checklist provides a convenient vehicle for disclosing the City’s 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 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 gives the Plan Area a more feasible and reliable water supply.

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 for subsequent development projects. (See Exhibits 3 [Air Quality and Greenhouse Gas Assessment], 4 [Biological Resources Mitigation Report], 5 [Letter Report on Cultural Resources], 6 [Noise Study], and 7 [Traffic Evaluation].) These studies have and will document the conclusion that the White Rock Springs Ranch development proposal would not have any new significant or substantially more severe impacts (Guidelines, § 15162), nor would it result in any new significant impacts that are peculiar to the project or its site (Guidelines, § 15183).
10. Exemption provided by Government Code, § 65457, and CEQA Guidelines, § 15182

Government Code section 65457 and CEQA Guidelines section 15182 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 Guidelines section 15162 (relating to the preparation of a supplemental EIR) are not present. (Gov. Code, § 65457, subd. (a); Guidelines, §§ 15182, subd. (c), 15162, subd. (a).)
The FPASP Policy Consistency Analysis attached as Exhibit 8 provides exhaustive analysis that supports the determination that the Project is undertaken pursuant to and in conformity with the FPASP.

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

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

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

I. 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; c) discusses whether new circumstances surrounding the previously-analyzed program would involve new or substantially more severe significant impacts; d) discusses any substantially important new information requiring new analysis; and e) describes the mitigation measures which were incorporated or refined from the earlier document and the extent to which they address site-specific conditions for the project. (Guidelines, § 15162, subd. (a).)

The checklist serves a second purpose. Public Resources Code section 21083.3 and its parallel Guidelines provision, section 15183, provide for streamlined environmental review for projects consistent with the development densities established by existing zoning, general plan, or community plan policies for which an EIR was certified.  Such projects require no further environmental review except as might be necessary to address effects that (a) are peculiar to the project or the parcel on which the project would be located, (b) were not analyzed as significant effects in the prior EIR, (c) are potentially significant off-site impacts or cumulative impacts not discussed in the prior EIR, or (d) were previously identified significant effects but are more severe than previously assumed in light of substantial new information not known when the prior EIR was certified.  If an impact is not peculiar to the parcel or to the project, has been addressed as a significant impact in the prior EIR, or can be substantially mitigated by the imposition of uniformly applied development policies or standards, then an additional EIR need not be prepared for the project solely on the basis of that impact.  
A “no” answer does not necessarily mean that there are no potential impacts relative to the environmental category, but that there is no change in the condition or status of the impact since it was analyzed and addressed with mitigation measures in the prior environmental documents approved for the zoning action, general plan, or community plan.  The environmental categories might be answered with a “no” in the checklist since the White Rock Springs Ranch project does not introduce changes that would result in a modification to the conclusion of the FPASP EIR.
The purpose of each column of the checklist is described below.

12. 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.

13. 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.
14. 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.
15. Any New Information of Substantial Importance Requiring New Analysis or Verification?

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

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

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

(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. 
16. Are There Effects That Are Peculiar To The Project Or The Parcel On Which The Project Would Be Located That Have Not Been Disclosed In A Prior EIR On The Zoning Action, General Plan, Or Community Plan With Which the Project is Consistent?

Pursuant to Section 15183, subdivision (b)(1), of the CEQA Guidelines, this column indicates whether there are project-specific significant effects that are peculiar to the project or its site.  Although neither section 21083.3 nor section 15183 defines the term “effects on the environment which are peculiar to the parcel or to the project,” a definition can be gleaned from what is now the leading case interpreting section 21083.3, Wal-Mart Stores, Inc. v. City of Turlock (2006) 138 Cal.App.4th 273 (Wal-Mart Stores).  In that case, the court upheld the respondent city’s decision to adopt an ordinance banning discount “superstores.”  The city appropriately found that the adoption of the ordinance was wholly exempt from CEQA review under CEQA Guidelines section 15183 as a zoning action consistent with the general plan, where there were no project-specific impacts – of any kind – associated with the ordinance that were peculiar to the project.  The court concluded that “a physical change in the environment will be peculiar to [a project] if that physical change belongs exclusively and especially to the [project] or it is characteristic of only the [project].”  (Id. at p. 294.)  As noted by the court, this definition “illustrate[s] how difficult it will be for a zoning amendment or other land use regulation that does not have a physical component to have a sufficiently close connection to a physical change to allow the physical change to be regarded as ‘peculiar to’ the zoning amendment or other land use regulation.”  (Ibid.)
A “yes” answer in the checklist indicates that the project has effects peculiar to the project relative to the environmental category that were not discussed in the prior environmental documentation for the zoning action, general plan or community plan.  A “yes” answer will be followed by an indication of whether the impact is “potentially significant”, “less than significant with mitigation incorporated”, or “less than significant”.  An analysis of the determination will appear in the Discussion section following the checklist.
17. 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 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.

18. 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.

19. Are There Potentially Significant Off-Site Impacts And Cumulative Impacts That Were Not Discussed In The Prior EIR Prepared For The General Plan, Community Plan, Or Zoning Action?

Pursuant to Section 15183, subdivision (b)(3), of the CEQA Guidelines, this column indicates whether there are any potentially significant off-site impacts and cumulative impacts that were not discussed in the prior EIR prepared for the general plan, community plan or zoning action with which the project is consistent.  

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

This section does not affect any requirement to analyze potentially significant offsite or cumulative impacts if those impacts were not adequately discussed in the prior EIR.  If a significant offsite or 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.

20. Are There Previously Identified Significant Effects That, As A Result Of Substantial New Information Not Known At The Time The EIR Was Certified, Are Now Determined To Have A More Severe Adverse Impact?

Pursuant to Section (b)(4) of the CEQA Guidelines, this column indicates whether there are previously identified significant effects that are now determined to be more severe than previously assumed based on substantial information not known at the time the EIR for the zoning action, general plan or community plan was certified.

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

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

21. 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”].)

J. Checklist and Discussion

22. AESTHETICS

	Environmental

Issue

Area
	Where Impact Was Analyzed in Prior Environmental Documents.
	Do Proposed Changes Involve New Significant Impacts or Substantially More Severe Impacts?
	Any New Circumstances Involving New Significant Impacts or Substantially More Severe Impacts?
	Any New Information of Substantial Importance Requiring New Analysis or Verification?
	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?
	Are There Effects That Are Peculiar To The Project That Will Not Be Substantially Mitigated By Application Of Uniformly Applied Development Policies Or Standards That Have Been Previously Adopted?
	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?
	Are There Potentially Significant Off-Site Impacts And Cumulative Impacts Which Were Not Discussed In The Prior EIR Prepared For The General Plan, Community Plan Or Zoning Action?
	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?
	Prior Environmental Document’s Mitigation Measures Addressing Impacts.

	1. Aesthetics.  Would the Project:
	FPASP Draft EIR

pp. 3A.1-1 to -34
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	a.  Have a substantial adverse effect on a scenic vista?
	pp. 3A.1-24 to -25
	No
	No
	No
	No
	No
	No
	No
	No 
	MM 3A.1-1

	b.  Substantially damage scenic resources, including but not limited to, trees, rock outcroppings, and historic buildings within a state scenic highway?
	pp. 3A.1-26 to -27
	No
	No
	No
	No
	No
	No
	No
	No 
	No feasible MM

	c.  Substantially degrade the existing visual character or quality of the site and its surroundings?
	pp. 3A.1-27 to -30
	No
	No
	No
	No
	No
	No
	No
	No 
	MM 3A.1-1

3A.7-4

3A.1-4

	d.  Create a new source of substantial light or glare which would adversely affect day or nighttime views in the area?
	pp. 3A.1-31 to -33
	No
	No
	No
	No
	No
	No
	No
	No 
	MM 3A.1-5

	Discussion:

The FPASP EIR concluded that implementation of the mitigation measures in the EIR would reduce all except the following aesthetic and visual impacts to less than significant levels: Impact 3A.1-1 (Substantial Adverse Effect on a Scenic Vista); Impact 3A.1-2 (Damage to Scenic Resources Within a Designated Scenic Corridor); Impact 3A.1-4 (Temporary, Short-Term Degradation of Visual Character for Developed Project Land Uses During Construction); Impact 3A.1-6 (New Skyglow Effects); and impacts from the off-site improvements constructed in areas under the jurisdiction of El Dorado and Sacramento Counties (Impacts 3A.1-4 and 3A.1-5). (FEIR, pp. 1-15 to 1-19; DEIR, p. 3A.1-34.) The pages indicated in the table above contain the relevant analysis of the potential impacts. 

Additionally, the 2012 Addendum includes a short discussion of how the changes to the water facilities aspects of the FPASP project would have the same or less impacts to aesthetic resources when compared to the FPASP project as analyzed in the 2011 EIR after implementation of the following mitigation measures: MM 3B.1-2a, MM 3B.1-2b, MM 3B.1-3a, and MM 3B.1-3b. (Addendum, p. 3-5.)
See Exhibit 8 for discussion of the White Rock Springs Ranch project’s consistency with landscaping policies in the FPASP that may be relevant to aesthetic and visual impacts. (Exh. 8, p. 32.) See Exhibit 1 (the WRSR Design Guidelines) for more discussion of the architectural design guidelines and landscape design guidelines that apply to the Project. 
Mitigation Measures:

· MM 3A.1-1

· MM 3A.1-4

· MM 3A.1-5

· MM 3A.7-4

· MM 3B.1-2a

· MM 3B.1-2b

· MM 3B.1-3a

· MM 3B.1-3b

Conclusion:
With implementation of the above mitigation measures identified in the FPASP EIR and Addendum, White Rock Springs Ranch (Gragg Ranch) would not have any new significant or substantially more severe aesthetic impacts (Guidelines, § 15162), nor would it result in any new significant impacts that are peculiar to the project or its site (Guidelines, § 15183).


23. AGRICULTURE AND FOREST RESOURCES

	Environmental

Issue 

Area
	Where Impact Was Analyzed in Prior Environmental Documents.
	Do Proposed Changes Involve New Significant Impacts or Substantially More Severe Impacts?
	Any New Circumstances Involving New Significant Impacts or Substantially More Severe Impacts?
	Any New Information of Substantial Importance Requiring New Analysis or Verification?
	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?
	Are There Effects That Are Peculiar To The Project That Will Not Be Substantially Mitigated By Application Of Uniformly Applied Development Policies Or Standards That Have Been Previously Adopted?
	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?
	Are There Potentially Significant Off-Site Impacts And Cumulative Impacts Which Were Not Discussed In The Prior EIR Prepared For The General Plan, Community Plan Or Zoning Action?
	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?
	Prior Environmental Document’s Mitigation Measures Addressing Impacts.

	2. Agriculture. Would the project:
	FPASP Draft EIR pp. 3A.10-1 to -49
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	a.  Convert Prime Farmland, Unique Farmland, or Farmland of Statewide Importance (Farmland), as shown on the maps prepared pursuant to the Farmland Mapping and Monitoring Program of the California Resources Agency, to non-agricultural use?
	p. 3A.10-29
	No
	No
	No
	No
	No
	No
	No
	No
	None required

	b.  Conflict with existing zoning for agricultural use, or a Williamson Act contract?
	pp. 3A.10-41 to -43
	No
	No
	No
	No
	No
	No
	No
	No
	No feasible MM

	c.  Involve other changes in the existing environment which, due to their location or nature, could result in conversion of Farmland, to non-agricultural use?
	p. 3A.10-29
	No 
	No 
	No 
	No 
	No 
	No 
	No 
	No 
	None required

	Discussion:

The FPASP EIR concluded that there were no feasible mitigation measures that would reduce the two agriculture impacts to less than significant levels. Impacts 3A.10-3 (Cancellation of Existing On-Site Williamson Act Contracts) and 3.10-4 (Potential Conflict with Existing Off-Site Williamson Act Contracts) remain significant and unavoidable. (FEIR, pp. 1-123 to 1- 124; DEIR, pp. 3A.10-41 to -43.) The pages indicated in the table above contain the relevant analysis of the potential impacts. 

Additionally, the 2012 Addendum includes a short discussion of how the changes to the water facilities aspects of the FPASP project would have the same or less impacts to agricultural resources when compared to the FPASP project as analyzed in the 2011 EIR after implementation of the following mitigation measures: MM 3B.10-5. (Addendum, p. 3-12.)

See Exhibit 8 for discussion of the White Rock Springs Ranch project’s consistency with open space policies in the FPASP that may be relevant to agriculture and forest resources impacts. (Exh. 8, pp. 3, 15-17.) Note, there are no oak woodlands on the Project site.
Mitigation Measures:

· MM 3B.10-5
Conclusion:
With implementation of the above mitigation measures identified in the FPASP EIR and Addendum, White Rock Springs Ranch (Gragg Ranch) would not have any new significant or substantially more severe agriculture and forest resources impacts (Guidelines, § 15162), nor would it result in any new significant impacts that are peculiar to the project or its site (Guidelines, § 15183).


24. AIR QUALITY

	Environmental

Issue Area
	Where Impact Was Analyzed in Prior Environmental Documents.
	Do Proposed Changes Involve New Significant Impacts or Substantially More Severe Impacts?
	Any New Circumstances Involving New Significant Impacts or Substantially More Severe Impacts?
	Any New Information of Substantial Importance Requiring New Analysis or Verification?
	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?
	Are There Effects That Are Peculiar To The Project That Will Not Be Substantially Mitigated By Application Of Uniformly Applied Development Policies Or Standards That Have Been Previously Adopted?
	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?
	Are There Potentially Significant Off-Site Impacts And Cumulative Impacts Which Were Not Discussed In The Prior EIR Prepared For The General Plan, Community Plan Or Zoning Action?
	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?
	Prior Environmental Document’s Mitigation Measures Addressing Impacts.

	3. Air Quality.  Would the project:
	FPASP Draft EIR pp. 3A.2-1 to -63
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	a.  Conflict with or obstruct implementation of the applicable air quality plan?
	pp. 3A.2-23 to -59
	No 
	No 
	No 
	No 
	No 
	No 
	No 
	No 
	MM 3A.2-1a

3A.2-1b

3A.2-1c

3A.2-1d

3A.2-1e

3A.2-1f

3A.2-1g

3A.2-1h

3A.2-2

3A.2-4a

3A.2-4b

3A.2-5

	b.  Violate any air quality standard or contribute substantially to an existing or projected air quality violation?
	Same as (a) above
	No 
	No 
	No 
	No 
	No 
	No 
	No 
	No 
	Same as (a) above

	c.  Result in a cumulatively considerable net increase of any criteria pollutant for which the project region is non-attainment under an applicable federal or state ambient air quality standard (including releasing emissions which exceed quantitative thresholds for ozone precursors)?
	Same as (a) above
	No 
	No 
	No 
	No 
	No 
	No 
	No 
	No 
	Same as (a) above

	d.  Expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant concentrations?


	Same as (a) above
	No 
	No 
	No 
	No 
	No 
	No 
	No 
	No 
	Same as (a) above

	e.  Create objectionable odors affecting a substantial number of people?
	pp. 3A.2-59 to -63
	No 
	No 
	No 
	No 
	No 
	No 
	No 
	No 
	MM 3A.2-6

	Discussion:

The FPASP EIR concluded that implementation of the mitigation measures in the EIR would reduce all except the following air quality impacts to less than significant levels: temporary short-term construction-related emissions of criteria air pollutants and precursors (Impact 3A.2-1, for PM10 concentrations); long-term operation-related, regional emissions of criteria air pollutants and precursors (Impact 3A.2-2); exposure to TACs (Impact 3A.2-4); and exposure to odorous emissions from construction activity (Impact 3A.2-6, for construction diesel odors and for corporation yard odors); and exposure to odorous emissions from operation of the proposed corporation 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 analysis of the potential impacts. 

Additionally, the 2012 Addendum includes a short discussion of how the changes to the water facilities aspects of the FPASP project would have the same or less impacts to air quality resources when compared to the FPASP project as analyzed in the 2011 EIR after implementation of the following mitigation measures: MM 3B.2-1a, MM 3B.2-1b, MM 3B.2-1c, MM 3B.2-3a, MM 3B.2-3b. (Addendum, pp. 3-5 to 3-6.)

See Exhibit 8 for discussion of the White Rock Springs Ranch project’s consistency with air quality policies in the FPASP that may be relevant to air quality impacts. (Exh. 8, p. 28-29.)
The July 2015 Air Quality and Greenhouse Gas Emissions Analysis by PMC (attached as Exhibit 3) concluded that: 

The White Rock Springs Ranch development consists of a land use mix consistent with the Folsom Plan Area Specific Plan; no Specific Plan amendment is required. While the development consists of 1.9 additional acres and 15 additional residential units than originally contemplated for the site, this increase in acreage and development potential at the site is offset by equal reductions at the Carr Trust property, which is also located in the Folsom Plan Area Specific Plan. As demonstrated with this assessment, the development complies with the requirements of the EIR/EIS. Therefore, since the White Rock Springs Ranch development is consistent with the requirements of the EIR/EIS and consists of the land uses analyzed under the Specific Plan EIR/EIS, air quality pollutants associated with the White Rock Springs Ranch development would be the same as analyzed in the Specific Plan EIR/EIS and there would not be an increase in the severity of air quality impacts. There would not be a new or substantially more severe significant impact compared with the significance determination contained in the Specific Plan EIR/EIS.
(Exh. 3, pp. 2.0-13 to 2.0-14.)
Although the FPASP EIR concluded that long-term operation-related air quality impacts were significant and unavoidable, the White Rock Springs Ranch development’s operational emissions would not exceed Sacramento Metropolitan Air Quality Management District’s significance thresholds. (Exh. 3, p. 2.0-8.) Moreover, the land use mix in the White Rock Springs Ranch project is consistent with the FPASP, and the mitigation measures in the MMRP for the FPASP EIR are applicable to and will be implemented for the White Rock Springs Ranch development. 
Mitigation Measures:

· MM 3A.2-1a

· MM 3A.2-1b

· MM 3A.2-1c

· MM 3A.2-1d

· MM 3A.2-1e

· MM 3A.2-1f

· MM 3A.2-1g

· MM 3A.2-1h

· MM 3A.2-2

· MM 3A.2-4a

· MM 3A.2-4b

· MM 3A.2-5

· MM 3A.2-6

· MM 3B.2-1a

· MM 3B.2-1b

· MM 3B.2-1c
· MM 3B.2-3a

· MM 3B.2-3b

Conclusion:
With implementation of the above mitigation measures identified in the FPASP EIR and Addendum, White Rock Springs Ranch (Gragg Ranch) would not have any new significant or substantially more severe air quality impacts (Guidelines, § 15162), nor would it result in any new significant impacts that are peculiar to the project or its site (Guidelines, § 15183).


25. BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES

	Environmental Issue Area
	Where Impact Was Analyzed in Prior Environmental Documents.
	Do Proposed Changes Involve New Significant Impacts or Substantially More Severe Impacts?
	Any New Circumstances Involving New Significant Impacts or Substantially More Severe Impacts?
	Any New Information of Substantial Importance Requiring New Analysis or Verification?
	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?
	Are There Effects That Are Peculiar To The Project That Will Not Be Substantially Mitigated By Application Of Uniformly Applied Development Policies Or Standards That Have Been Previously Adopted?
	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?
	Are There Potentially Significant Off-Site Impacts And Cumulative Impacts Which Were Not Discussed In The Prior EIR Prepared For The General Plan, Community Plan Or Zoning Action?
	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?
	Prior Environmental Document’s Mitigation Measures Addressing Impacts.

	4. Biological Resources.  Would the project:
	FPASP Draft EIR pp. 3A.3-1 to -94
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	a.  Have a substantial adverse effect, either directly or through habitat modifications, on any species identified as a candidate, sensitive, or special status species in local or regional plans, policies, or regulations, or by the California Department of Fish and Game or U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service?
	pp. 3A.3-50 to -72
	No
	No
	No
	No
	No
	No
	No
	No
	MM 3A.3-1a

3A.3-1b

3A.3-2a

3A.3-2b

3A.3-2c

3A.3-2d

3A.3-2g

3A.3-2h

3A.3-3

	b.  Have a substantial adverse effect on any riparian habitat or other sensitive natural community identified in local or regional plans, policies, regulations or by the California Department of Fish and Game or US Fish and Wildlife Service?


	pp. 3A.3-72 to -75
	No
	No
	No
	No
	No
	No
	No
	No
	MM 3A.3-1a

3A.3-1b

3A.3-4a

3A.3-4b

	c.  Have a substantial adverse effect on federally protected wetlands as defined by Section 404 of the Clean Water Act (including, but not limited to, marsh, vernal pool, coastal, etc.) through direct removal, filling, hydrological interruption, or other means?
	pp. 3A.3-28 to -50
	 No 
	 No 
	 No 
	 No 
	 No 
	 No 
	 No 
	 No 
	MM 3A.3-1a

3A.3-1b

	d.  Interfere substantially with the movement of any native resident or migratory fish and wildlife species or with established native resident or migratory wildlife corridors, or impede the use of native wildlife nursery sites?
	pp. 3A.3-88 to -93
	No
	No
	No
	No
	No
	No
	No
	No
	None required

	e.  Conflict with any local policies or ordinances protecting biological resources, such as a tree preservation policy or ordinance.
	pp. 3A.3-75 to -88

(oak woodland and trees)
	No
	No
	No
	No
	No
	No
	No
	No
	MM 3A.3-5

	f.  Conflict with the provisions of an adopted Habitat Conservation Plan, Natural Community Conservation Plan, or other approved local, regional, or state habitat conservation plan?
	pp. 3A.3-93 to -94


	No 
	No 
	No 
	No 
	No 
	No 
	No 
	No 
	None required

	Discussion:

The FPASP EIR concluded that implementation of the mitigation measures in the EIR would reduce all except the following biological resources impacts to less than significant levels: impacts on jurisdictional waters of the United States, including wetlands (Impact 3A.3-1); cumulative impacts on aquatic resources, oak woodlands, nesting and foraging habitat for raptors, including Swainson’s hawk, and potential habitat for special-status plant species (Impact 3A.3-2); impacts on blue oak woodlands and on trees protected under Folsom Municipal Code and County Tree Preservation Ordinance (Impact 3A.3-5); as well as the impacts of off-site improvements which would be located in the jurisdiction of El Dorado County, Sacramento County, or Caltrans. (FEIR, pp. 1-38 to 1-63; DEIR, p. 3A.3-94.) 
The pages indicated in the table above contain the relevant analysis of the potential impacts. 

Additionally, the 2012 Addendum includes a short discussion of how the changes to the water facilities aspects of the FPASP project would have the same or less impacts to biological resources when compared to the FPASP project as analyzed in the 2011 EIR after implementation of the following mitigation measures: MM 3B.3-1a, MM 3B.3-1b, MM 3B.3-1c, MM 3A.3-1a, and MM 3B.3-2. (Addendum, p. 3-7.)

See Exhibit 8 for discussion of the White Rock Springs Ranch project’s consistency with wetlands and wildlife policies in the FPASP that may be relevant to biological resources impacts. (Exh. 8, pp. 19-22.) Note, there are no oak woodlands on the Project site.
Under Section 401 of the Clean Water Act (CWA), an applicant for a Section 404 permit must obtain a certificate from the appropriate state agency stating that the intended dredging or filling activity is consistent with the state’s water quality standards and criteria. In California, the authority to grant water quality certification is delegated by the State Water Resources Control Board to the nine RWQCBs. On August 20, 2014, the Central Valley Regional Water Quality Control Board issued the “certification of the United States Army Corps of Engineers’ Individual Permit (SPK# 2008-00326) under § 401 of the Clean Water Act, and a Waste Discharge Requirement under the Porter-Cologne Water Quality Control Act and State Water Board Order 2003-0017-DWQ” for an area covering the White Rock Springs Ranch Project (“Folsom 138” site) as described above. (See Exhibit 4, Attachment C, p. 1.) On September 18, 2014, the Army Corps of Engineers issued a Letter of Permission for the Folsom 138 site. (Exhibit 4, Attachment B.) This satisfies one of the requirements in the FPASP EIR’s Mitigation Measure 3A.3-1b (Secure Clean Water Act Section 404 Permit and Implement All Permit Conditions; Ensure No Net Loss of Functions and Values of Wetlands, Other Waters of the U.S., and Waters of the State). (FEIR, pp. 1-40 to 1-44.)
Similarly, Mitigation Measures 3A.3-2e, 3A.3-2f, 3A.3-2g and 3A.3-2h in the FPASP EIR require the applicant to consult with the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) and to secure a Biological Opinion. (FEIR, pp. 1-49 to 1-53.) The USFWS has authority over projects that may result in take of a species listed as threatened or endangered under ESA (i.e., a Federally listed species). If a proposed project would result in take of a Federally listed species, the project applicant must acquire either an incidental-take permit, under Section 10(a) of ESA, or a Federal interagency consultation, under Section 7 of ESA before the take occurs. On April 2, 2014, the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service issued its Biological Opinion (Exhibit 4, Attachment E) for the Folsom Plan Area project, which consists of nine individual developments each with separate Corps 404 permit applications. One of these projects is the City’s Backbone Infrastructure project, and another is the Folsom 138 project that encompasses White Rock Springs Ranch. (Exh. 4, Attachment E, pp. 6, 8-9.)
There are ongoing efforts to complete the South Sacramento HCP, which is referenced in the FPASP EIR. But the South Sacramento HCP is not relevant to the White Rock Springs Ranch Project because the City did not choose to participate in the HCP and the project site is outside of the boundaries of the proposed HCP plan area. (See South Sacramento HCP Notice of Preparation, October 28, 2013, available at http://www.per.saccounty.net/PlansandProjectsIn-Progress/Documents/SSCHP/EIR%20Materials%202013-2014/SSHCP%20NOP%2010-28-13.pdf (last visited July 24, 2015).)
Mitigation Measures:

· MM 3A.3-1a

· MM 3A.3-1b

· MM 3A.3-2a

· MM 3A.3-2b

· MM 3A.3-2c

· MM 3A.3-2d

· MM 3A.3-2e

· MM 3A.3-2f

· MM 3A.3-2g

· MM 3A.3-2h

· MM 3A.3-3
· MM 3A.3-4a

· MM 3A.3-4b

· MM 3A.3-5

· MM 3B.3-1a 

· MM 3B.3-1b 

· MM 3B.3-1c 

· MM 3A.3-1a 

· MM 3B.3-2
The September 2015 CEQA Biological Resources Mitigation Report by ECORP is attached as Exhibit 4. The impacts analyzed by ECORP are of the same type, scope, and scale as those impacts addressed in the FPASP EIR. In other words, ECORP’s analysis did not find any new impacts, any effects that are peculiar to the project or project site, or any substantially more severe impacts than those analyzed in the FPASP EIR. The CEQA Biological Resources Mitigation Report provides recommendations for how to implement the FPASP EIR’s mitigation measures to avoid or minimize potential impacts to special-status species and sensitive habitat types. These recommendations, which appear on pages 1-5, are consistent with the mitigation measures in the FPASP EIR and simply add new details about the timing of surveys required in the previously adopted mitigation measures. ECORP’s recommendations for how to implement the FPASP EIR’s mitigation measures will be required as conditions of approval. As explained in the Biological Resources Mitigation Report, the California Department of Fish and Wildlife (CDFW) has not approved the Swainson’s Hawk Plan. Therefore, it is possible that the plan’s mitigation measures for impacts to Swainson’s hawks may change. Nonetheless, the report makes clear that WRSR will comply with the mitigation ratios and requirements as approved by CDFW.
Conclusion:
With implementation of the above mitigation measures identified in the FPASP EIR and Addendum, White Rock Springs Ranch (Gragg Ranch) would not have any new significant or substantially more severe biological resources impacts (Guidelines, § 15162), nor would it result in any new significant impacts that are peculiar to the project or its site (Guidelines, § 15183).


26. CULTURAL RESOURCES

	Environmental Issue Area
	Where Impact Was Analyzed in Prior Environmental Documents.
	Do Proposed Changes Involve New Significant Impacts or Substantially More Severe Impacts?
	Any New Circumstances Involving New Significant Impacts or Substantially More Severe Impacts?
	Any New Information of Substantial Importance Requiring New Analysis or Verification?
	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?
	Are There Effects That Are Peculiar To The Project That Will Not Be Substantially Mitigated By Application Of Uniformly Applied Development Policies Or Standards That Have Been Previously Adopted?
	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?
	Are There Potentially Significant Off-Site Impacts And Cumulative Impacts Which Were Not Discussed In The Prior EIR Prepared For The General Plan, Community Plan Or Zoning Action?
	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?
	Prior Environmental Document’s Mitigation Measures Addressing Impacts.

	5. Cultural Resources.  Would the project:
	FPASP Draft EIR pp. 3A.5-1 to -25
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	a.  Cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of a historical resource as defined in §15064.5?
	pp. 3A.5-17 to -23
	No
	No
	No
	No
	No
	No
	No
	No
	MM 3A.5-1a

3A.5-1b

3A.5-2

	b.  Cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of an archaeological resource pursuant to §15064.5?
	Same as (a) above
	No
	No
	No
	No
	No
	No
	No
	No
	Same as (a) above

	c.  Directly or indirectly destroy a unique paleontological resource or site or unique geologic feature?
	Same as (a) above
	No
	No
	No
	No
	No
	No
	No
	No
	Same as (a) above

	d.  Disturb any human remains, including those interred outside the formal cemeteries?
	pp. 3A.5-23 to -24
	No
	No
	No
	No
	No
	No
	No
	No
	MM 3A.5-3

	Discussion:

The FPASP EIR concluded that implementation of the mitigation measures in the EIR would reduce all except the following cultural resources impacts to less than significant levels: impacts on identified and previously undiscovered cultural resources (Impacts 3A.5-1 and 3A.5-2); and impacts from off-site improvements constructed in areas under the jurisdiction of El Dorado County, Sacramento County, or Caltrans (Impacts 3A.5-1 through 3A.5-3). (FEIR, pp. 1-81 to 1- 86; DEIR, p. 3A.5-25.) The pages indicated in the table above contain the relevant analysis of the potential impacts. 

Additionally, the 2012 Addendum includes a short discussion of how the changes to the water facilities aspects of the FPASP project would have the same or less impacts to cultural resources when compared to the FPASP project as analyzed in the 2011 EIR after implementation of the following mitigation measures: MM 3A.5-1a, MM 3A.5-1b, MM 3A.5-2, MM 3A.5-3. (Addendum, pp. 3-8 to 3-9.)

See Exhibit 8 for discussion of the White Rock Springs Ranch project’s consistency with cultural resources policies in the FPASP that may be relevant to cultural resources impacts. (Exh. 8, p. 25.)
The July 16, 2015, Letter Report on cultural resources by ECORP Consulting, Inc. (attached as Exhibit 5) assembles the various cultural resources permit conditions and mitigation measures for the project and reconciles them with the activities and studies carried out to date towards compliance with the same. (Exh. 5, p. 1.) Based on the reconciliation and analysis, ECORP made the following recommendations to the City for conditions of approval that are intended to be consistent and coordinated with the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers in order to satisfy the overall requirements of the EIR:
1. Prior to grading within the White Rock Springs Ranch area, the applicant shall demonstrate proof of compliance that the following applicable mitigation from the White Rock Springs Ranch HPTP, as determined in consultation with the USACE, was implemented as appropriate: data recovery report and curation of artifacts for P-34-906, interpretive panels, and updated HPMP; record a conservation easement over the white rocks site; ensure geoarchaeological monitoring during construction, as described in the HPTP; and carry out contractor awareness training. Final proof of compliance is defined as written compliance verification from the USACE..

2. Prior to grading activities, the applicant shall retain a qualified professional archeologist to prepare and disseminate a contractor awareness training program for all construction supervisors. The sensitivity training program will provide information about notification procedures when potential archaeological material is discovered, procedures for coordination between construction personnel and monitoring personnel, and information about other treatment or issues that may arise if cultural resources (including human remains) are discovered during project construction. The training shall be carried out each time a new contractor will begin work in the project area, and a minimum of once at the start of each construction season by that contractor. The qualified archeologist shall submit the completed training attendance roster and a copy of the training materials to the City and USACE within 48 hours of delivery of the training program.
3. The collecting, digging or removal of any artifact or other prehistoric or historic object located in public or open space areas, and the disturbance of any archaeological site or historic property, is prohibited and notice of such shall be included in the Covenants, Codes, and Restrictions (CC&R’s) of all Homeowner’s Associations. A copy of the CC&R’s shall be submitted to the City.
4. If grading activities will occur in areas determined to require geoarcheological monitoring (see Attachment B of the White Rock Springs Ranch HPTP for areas requiring geoarcheological monitoring), the applicant shall retain a qualified professional geoarchaeologist who has a graduate degree in the specialized discipline, possesses a demonstrated ability to carry research to completion, and has at least 24 months of professional experience and/or specialized training in geoarchaeology. The geoarchaeoloigst shall monitor grounddisturbing activities in the areas shown in red cross-hatch below down to 1.5 meters below the surface. The monitoring geoarchaeologist shall submit proof of monitoring in the form of daily field monitoring logs to the City and USACE within 48 hours of completion of monitoring activities.
(Exh. 5, pp. 10-11.)

Mitigation Measures:

· MM 3A.5-1a

· MM 3A.5-1b

· MM 3A.5-2
· MM 3A.5-3

Conclusion:
With implementation of the above mitigation measures identified in the FPASP EIR and Addendum, White Rock Springs Ranch (Gragg Ranch) would not have any new significant or substantially more severe cultural resources impacts (Guidelines, § 15162), nor would it result in any new significant impacts that are peculiar to the project or its site (Guidelines, § 15183).



27. GEOLOGY AND SOILS

	Environmental Issue Area
	Where Impact Was Analyzed in Prior Environmental Documents.
	Do Proposed Changes Involve New Significant Impacts or Substantially More Severe Impacts?
	Any New Circumstances Involving New Significant Impacts or Substantially More Severe Impacts?
	Any New Information of Substantial Importance Requiring New Analysis or Verification?
	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?
	Are There Effects That Are Peculiar To The Project That Will Not Be Substantially Mitigated By Application Of Uniformly Applied Development Policies Or Standards That Have Been Previously Adopted?
	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?
	Are There Potentially Significant Off-Site Impacts And Cumulative Impacts Which Were Not Discussed In The Prior EIR Prepared For The General Plan, Community Plan Or Zoning Action?
	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?
	Prior Environmental Document’s Mitigation Measures Addressing Impacts.

	6. Geology and Soils.  Would the project:
	FPASP Draft EIR pp. 3A.7-1 to -40
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	a.  Expose people or structures to potential substantial adverse effects, including the risk of loss, injury, or death involving:  

1.  Rupture of a known earthquake fault, as delineated on the most recent Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault Zoning Map issued by the State Geologist for the area or based on other substantial evidence of a known fault?  Refer to Division of Mines and Geology Special Publication 42.

2. Strong seismic ground shaking?

3. Seismic-related ground failure, including liquefaction?

4. Landslides?
	pp. 3A.7-24 to -28
	No
	No
	No
	No
	No
	No
	No
	No
	MM 3A.7-1a

3A.7-1b

	b.  Result in substantial soil erosion or the loss of topsoil?
	pp. 3A.7-28 to -31
	No
	No
	No
	No
	No
	No
	No
	No
	MM 3A.7-3

	c.  Be located on a geologic unit or soil that is unstable, or that would become unstable as a result of the project, and potentially result in on-or off-site landslide, lateral spreading, subsidence, liquefaction or collapse?
	pp. 3A.7-31 to -34
	No 
	No 
	No 
	No 
	No 
	No 
	No 
	No 
	MM 3A.7-1a

3A.7-4

3A.7-5

	d.  Be located on expansive soil, as defined in Table 18- 1-B of the Uniform Building Code (1994), creating substantial risks to life or property?
	pp. 3A.7-34 to -35
	No
	No
	No
	No
	No
	No
	No
	No
	MM 3A.7-1a

3A.7-1b

	e.  Have soils incapable of adequately supporting the use of septic tanks or alternative waste water disposal systems where sewers are not available for the disposal of waste water?
	pp. 3A.7-35 to -36
	No
	No
	No
	No
	No
	No
	No
	No
	None required

	Discussion:

The FPASP EIR concluded that implementation of the mitigation measures in the EIR would reduce all except the following geology impacts to less than significant levels: impacts from off-site elements under the jurisdiction of El Dorado and Sacramento Counties and Caltrans. (FEIR, pp. 1-89 to 1- 95; DEIR, p. 3A.7-40.) The pages indicated in the table above contain the relevant analysis of the potential impacts. 

Additionally, the 2012 Addendum includes a short discussion of how the changes to the water facilities aspects of the FPASP project would have the same or less impacts to cultural resources when compared to the FPASP project as analyzed in the 2011 EIR after implementation of the following mitigation measures: MM 3B.7-1a, MM 3B.7-1b, MM 3B.7-4, MM 3B.7-5. (Addendum, p. 3-10.)

See Exhibit 8 for discussion of the White Rock Springs Ranch project’s consistency with floodplain protection policies in the FPASP that may be relevant to geology and soils impacts. (Exh. 8, pp. 26-28.) Note, Alder Creek is not on the Project site.
Mitigation Measures:

· MM 3A.7-1a

· MM 3A.7-1b 

· MM 3A.7-3

· MM 3A.7-4

· MM 3A.7-5

· MM 3B.7-1a

· MM 3B.7-1b

· MM 3B.7-4

· MM 3B.7-5
Conclusion:
With implementation of the above mitigation measures identified in the FPASP EIR and Addendum, White Rock Springs Ranch (Gragg Ranch) would not have any new significant or substantially more severe geology and soils impacts (Guidelines, § 15162), nor would it result in any new significant impacts that are peculiar to the project or its site (Guidelines, § 15183).


28. GREENHOUSE GAS EMISSIONS

	Environmental Issue Area
	Where Impact Was Analyzed in Prior Environmental Documents.
	Do Proposed Changes Involve New Significant Impacts or Substantially More Severe Impacts?
	Any New Circumstances Involving New Significant Impacts or Substantially More Severe Impacts?
	Any New Information of Substantial Importance Requiring New Analysis or Verification?
	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?
	Are There Effects That Are Peculiar To The Project That Will Not Be Substantially Mitigated By Application Of Uniformly Applied Development Policies Or Standards That Have Been Previously Adopted?
	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?
	Are There Potentially Significant Off-Site Impacts And Cumulative Impacts Which Were Not Discussed In The Prior EIR Prepared For The General Plan, Community Plan Or Zoning Action?
	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?
	Prior Environmental Document’s Mitigation Measures Addressing Impacts.

	7. Greenhouse Gas Emissions. Would the project: 
	FPASP Draft EIR pp. 3A.4-1 to -49
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	a.  Generate greenhouse gas emissions, either directly or indirectly, that may have a significant impact on the environment??
	pp. 3A.4-13 to -30
	No
	No
	No
	No
	No
	No
	No
	No
	MM 3A.2-1a

3A.2-1b

3A.4-1

3A.2-2

3A.4-2a

3A.4-2b

	b.  Conflict with an applicable plan, policy or regulation adopted for the purpose of reducing the emissions of greenhouse gases?
	pp. 3A.4-10 to -13
	No
	No
	No
	No
	No
	No
	No
	No
	None required

	Discussion:

The FPASP EIR concluded that FPASP project’s incremental contributions to greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions from project-related construction (Impact 3A.4-1) and from long-term operation (Impact 3A.4-2) are cumulatively considerable and significant and unavoidable. (FEIR, pp. 1-70 to 1- 79; DEIR, pp. 3A.4-23, 3A.4-30.) The pages indicated in the table above contain the relevant analysis of the potential impacts. 

Additionally, the 2012 Addendum includes a short discussion of how the changes to the water facilities aspects of the FPASP project would have the same or less impacts to GHG emissions and climate changes when compared to the FPASP project as analyzed in the 2011 EIR after implementation of the following mitigation measures: MM 3B.4-1a, MM 3B.4-1b. (Addendum, p. 3-8.)

See Exhibit 8 for discussion of the White Rock Springs Ranch project’s consistency with energy policies in the FPASP that may be relevant to GHG emissions and climate change impacts. (Exh. 8, pp. 33-35.)

The July 2015 Air Quality and Greenhouse Gas Emissions Analysis by PMC (attached as Exhibit 3) concluded that: 
The White Rock Springs Ranch development consists of a land use mix consistent with the Folsom Plan Area Specific Plan; no Specific Plan amendment is required. While the development consists of 1.9 additional acres and 15 additional residential units than originally contemplated for the site, this increase in acreage and development potential at the site is offset by equal reductions at the Carr Trust property, which is also located in the Folsom Plan Area Specific Plan. As demonstrated with this assessment, the development complies with the requirements of the EIR/EIS. The White Rock Springs Ranch residential development emissions would be reduced by 29.2 percent from [No Action Taken (NAT), Business as Usual scenario] due to the required implementation of EIR/EIS mitigation measures in conjunction with State-led GHG reduction measures such as the Pavley Standard, the Low Carbon Fuel Standard, 2013 Building Energy Efficiency Standards, and the Renewables Portfolio Standard. Therefore, since the White Rock Springs Ranch development is consistent with the requirements of the EIR/EIS and consists of the land uses analyzed under the Specific Plan EIR/EIS, GHG emissions associated with the White Rock Springs Ranch development would be the same as analyzed in the Specific Plan EIR/EIS and there would not be an increase in the severity of climate change impacts from GHG emissions. There would not be a new or substantially more severe significant impact compared with the significance determination contained in the Specific Plan EIR/EIS.

(Exh. 3, pp. 3.0-10 to 3.0-11.) Moreover, because the FPASP EIR concluded the FPASP project’s incremental contributions to construction-related GHG emissions were cumulatively considerable and significant and unavoidable, the fact that the PMC report was unable to quantify the reduction in emissions that would result from the implementation of mitigation measure 3A.4-1 does not mean that the White Rock Springs Ranch project’s impacts would result in an increase in the severity of these GHG emissions impacts compared with the FPASP EIR. (Exh. 3, p. 3.0-6.) The land use mix in the White Rock Springs Ranch project is consistent with the FPASP, and the mitigation measures in the MMRP for the FPASP EIR are applicable to and will be implemented for the White Rock Springs Ranch development. Therefore, the PMC analysis concluded that there would not be a new or substantially more severe climate change and GHG emission impact compared with the significance determination contained in the FPASP EIR. (Exh. 3, pp. 3.0-10 to 3.0-11.)
Mitigation Measures:

· MM 3A.2-1a

· MM 3A.2-1b

· MM 3A.4-1

· MM 3A.2-2

· MM 3A.4-2a

· MM 3A.4-2b
· MM 3B.4-1a

· MM 3B.4-1b 
Conclusion:
With implementation of the above mitigation measures identified in the FPASP EIR and Addendum, White Rock Springs Ranch (Gragg Ranch) would not have any new significant or substantially more severe GHG emissions and climate change impacts (Guidelines, § 15162), nor would it result in any new significant impacts that are peculiar to the project or its site (Guidelines, § 15183).


29. HAZARDS AND HAZARDOUS MATERIALS

	Environmental Issue Area
	Where Impact Was Analyzed in Prior Environmental Documents.
	Do Proposed Changes Involve New Significant Impacts or Substantially More Severe Impacts?
	Any New Circumstances Involving New Significant Impacts or Substantially More Severe Impacts?
	Any New Information of Substantial Importance Requiring New Analysis or Verification?
	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?
	Are There Effects That Are Peculiar To The Project That Will Not Be Substantially Mitigated By Application Of Uniformly Applied Development Policies Or Standards That Have Been Previously Adopted?
	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?
	Are There Potentially Significant Off-Site Impacts And Cumulative Impacts Which Were Not Discussed In The Prior EIR Prepared For The General Plan, Community Plan Or Zoning Action?
	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?
	Prior Environmental Document’s Mitigation Measures Addressing Impacts.

	8. Hazards and Hazardous Materials.  Would the project:
	FPASP Draft EIR pp. 3A.8-1 to -36
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	a.  Create a significant hazard to the public or the environment through the routine transport, use, or disposal of hazardous materials?

	pp. 3A.8-19 to -20
	No
	No
	No
	No
	No
	No
	No
	No
	None required

	b.  Create a significant hazard to the public or the environment through reasonably foreseeable upset and accident conditions involving the release of hazardous materials into the environment?

	pp. 3A.8-20 to -22
	No
	No
	No
	No
	No
	No
	No
	No
	MM 3A.8-2

3A.9-1

	c.  Emit hazardous emissions or handle hazardous or acutely hazardous materials, substances, or waste within one-quarter mile of an existing or proposed school?
	pp. 3A.8-31 to -33


	No
	No
	No
	No
	No
	No
	No
	No
	MM 3A.8-6

	d.  Be located on a site which is included on a list of hazardous materials sites compiled pursuant to Government Code Section 65962.5 and, as a result, would it create a significant hazard to the public or the environment?
	pp. 3A.8-22 to -28
	No 
	No 
	No 
	No 
	No 
	No 
	No 
	No 
	MM 3A.8-3a

3A.8-3b

3A.8-3c

	e.  For a project located within an airport land use plan or, where such a plan has not been adopted, within two miles of a public airport or public use airport, would the project result in a safety hazard for people residing or working in the project area?
	pp. 3A.8-18 to -19
	No
	No
	No
	No
	No
	No
	No
	No
	None required

	f.  For a project within the vicinity of a private airstrip, would the project result in a safety hazard for people residing or working on the project area?
	pp. 3A.8-18 to -19
	No
	No
	No
	No
	No
	No
	No
	No
	None required

	g.  Impair implementation of or physically interfere with an adopted emergency response plan or emergency evacuation plan?
	p. 3A.8-29
	No
	No
	No
	No
	No
	No
	No
	No
	None required

	h.  Expose people or structures to a significant risk of loss, injury or death involving wildland fires, including where wildlands are adjacent to urbanized areas or where residences are intermixed with wildlands?
	pp. 3A.8-18 to -19
	No 
	No 
	No 
	No 
	No 
	No 
	No 
	No 
	None require

	Discussion:

The FPASP EIR concluded that implementation of the mitigation measures in the EIR would reduce all hazards and hazardous materials impacts to less than significant levels, except for the impacts from off-site elements that fall under the jurisdiction of El Dorado and Sacramento Counties (Impacts 3A.8-2, 3A.8-3, 3A.8-5, 3A.8-7). (FEIR, pp. 1-99 to 1- 108; DEIR, pp. 3A.8-35 to -36.) The pages indicated in the table above contain the relevant analysis of the potential impacts. The DEIR also analyzes Impact 3A.8-7 related to mosquito and vector control. (See pp. 3A.8-33 to -35; MM 3A.8-7.)

Additionally, the 2012 Addendum includes a short discussion of how the changes to the water facilities aspects of the FPASP project would have the same or less hazards and hazardous materials impacts when compared to the FPASP project as analyzed in the 2011 EIR after implementation of the following mitigation measures: MM 3B.8-1a, MM 3B.8-1b, MM 3B.16-3a, MM 3B.16-3b, MM 3B.8-5a, MM 3B.8-5b. (Addendum, pp. 3-10 to 3-11.)

Mitigation Measures:

· MM 3A.8-2

· MM 3A.9-1

· MM 3A.8-6

· MM 3A.8-3a

· MM 3A.8-3b

· MM 3A.8-3c

· MM 3A.8-7

· MM 3B.8-1a

· MM 3B.8-1b

· MM 3B.16-3a 

· MM 3B.16-3b

· MM 3B.8-5a

· MM 3B.8-5b
Conclusion:
With implementation of the above mitigation measures identified in the FPASP EIR and Addendum, White Rock Springs Ranch (Gragg Ranch) would not have any new significant or substantially more severe hazards and hazardous materials impacts (Guidelines, § 15162), nor would it result in any new significant impacts that are peculiar to the project or its site (Guidelines, § 15183).


30. HYDROLOGY AND WATER QUALITY 

	Environmental Issue Area
	Where Impact Was Analyzed in Prior Environmental Documents.
	Do Proposed Changes Involve New Significant Impacts or Substantially More Severe Impacts?
	Any New Circumstances Involving New Significant Impacts or Substantially More Severe Impacts?
	Any New Information of Substantial Importance Requiring New Analysis or Verification?
	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?
	Are There Effects That Are Peculiar To The Project That Will Not Be Substantially Mitigated By Application Of Uniformly Applied Development Policies Or Standards That Have Been Previously Adopted?
	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?
	Are There Potentially Significant Off-Site Impacts And Cumulative Impacts Which Were Not Discussed In The Prior EIR Prepared For The General Plan, Community Plan Or Zoning Action?
	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?
	Prior Environmental Document’s Mitigation Measures Addressing Impacts.

	9. Hydrology and Water Quality.  Would the Project:
	FPASP Draft EIR pp. 3A.9-1 to -51
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	a.  Violate any water quality standards or waste discharge requirements?
	pp. 3A.9-24 to -28
	No
	No
	No
	No
	No
	No
	No
	No
	MM 3A.9-1

	b.  Substantially deplete groundwater supplies or interfere substantially with groundwater recharge such that there would be a net deficit in aquifer volume or a lowering of the local groundwater table level (e.g., the production rate of pre-existing nearby wells would drop to a level which would not support existing land uses or planned uses for which permits have been granted?
	pp. 3A.9-45 to -50
	No
	No
	No
	No
	No
	No
	No
	No
	None required

	c.  Substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of the site or area, including through the alteration of the course of a stream or river, in a manner which would result in substantial erosion or siltation on- or off-site?
	pp. 3A.9-24 to -28
	No
	No
	No
	No
	No
	No
	No
	No
	MM 3A.9-1

	d.  Substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of the site or area, including through the alteration of the course of a stream or river, or substantially increase the rate or amount of surface runoff in a manner which would result in flooding on- or off-site?
	pp. 3A.9-28 to -37
	No
	No
	No
	No
	No
	No
	No
	No
	MM 3A.9-2

	e.  Create or contribute runoff water which would exceed the capacity of existing or planned storm water drainage systems or provide substantial additional sources of polluted runoff?
	pp. 3A.9-28-42
Also see generally Backbone Infrastructure MND
	No
	No
	No
	No
	No
	No
	No
	No
	MM 3A.9-1

MM 3A.9-2



	f.  Otherwise substantially degrade water quality?
	See generally pp. 3A.9-1 to -51
	No
	No
	No
	No
	No
	No
	No
	No
	None required

	g.  Place housing within a 100-ytear flood hazard area as mapped on a federal Flood Hazard Boundary or Flood Insurance Rate Map or other flood hazard delineation map?
	p. 3A.9-45
	No
	No
	No
	No
	No
	No
	No
	No
	None required

	h.  Place within a 100-year flood hazard area structures which would impede or redirect flood flows?
	p. 3A.9-45
	No 
	No 
	No 
	No 
	No 
	No 
	No 
	No 
	None required

	i.  Expose people or structures to a significant risk of loss, injury or death involving flooding, including flooding as a result of the failure of a levee or dam?
	pp. 3A.9-43 to -44
	No 
	No 
	No 
	No 
	No 
	No 
	No 
	No 
	MM 3A.9-4

	j.  Inundation by seiche, tsunami, or mudflow?
	Not relevant
	No 
	No 
	No 
	No 
	No 
	No 
	No 
	No 
	None required

	Discussion:

The FPASP EIR concluded that implementation of the mitigation measures in the EIR would reduce all hydrology and water quality impacts to less than significant levels, except for the impacts from off-site elements that fall under the jurisdiction of El Dorado and Sacramento Counties and Caltrans (Impacts 3.10-1, 3.10-2, 3.10-3, 3.10-5). (FEIR, pp. 1-113 to 1- 118; DEIR, p. 3A.9-51.)  The pages indicated in the table above contain the relevant analysis of the potential impacts. Additionally, the 2012 Addendum includes a short discussion of how the changes to the water facilities aspects of the FPASP project would have the same or less impacts to hydrology and water quality when compared to the FPASP project as analyzed in the 2011 EIR after implementation of the following mitigation measures: MM 3B.9-1a, MM 3B.9-1b, MM 3A.3-1a, MM 3A.3-1b, MM 3B.9-3a, MM 3B.9-3b. (Addendum, pp. 3-11 to 3-12.)

See Exhibit 8 for discussion of the White Rock Springs Ranch project’s consistency with water efficiency and floodplain protection policies in the FPASP that may be relevant to hydrology and water quality impacts. (Exh. 8, pp. 26-28, 35.) Note, Alder Creek is not on the Project site.
Under Section 401 of the CWA, an applicant for a Section 404 permit (to discharge dredged or fill material into waters of the U.S.) must first obtain a certificate from the appropriate state agency stating that the fill is consistent with the state’s water quality standards and criteria. The Project requires a Section 401 water quality certification because it would require a Section 404 permit and is under the jurisdiction of the Central Valley RWQCB. On August 20, 2014, the Central Valley Regional Water Quality Control Board issued the “certification of the United States Army Corps of Engineers’ Individual Permit (SPK# 2008-00326) under § 401 of the Clean Water Act, and a Waste Discharge Requirement under the Porter-Cologne Water Quality Control Act and State Water Board Order 2003-0017-DWQ” for an area covering the White Rock Springs Ranch Project as described above. (See Exhibit 4, Attachment C, p. 1.) On September 18, 2014, the Army Corps of Engineers issued a Letter of Permission for the Folsom 138 site. (Exhibit 4, Attachment B.) This satisfies one of the requirements in the FPASP EIR’s Mitigation Measure 3A.3-1b (Secure Clean Water Act Section 404 Permit and Implement All Permit Conditions; Ensure No Net Loss of Functions and Values of Wetlands, Other Waters of the U.S., and Waters of the State). (FEIR, pp. 1-40 to 1-44.)
Mitigation Measures:

· MM 3A.9-1
· MM 3A.9-2

· MM 3A.9-4

· MM 3B.9-1a

· MM 3B.9-1b

· MM 3A.3-1a

· MM 3A.3-1b

· MM 3B.9-3a

· MM 3B.9-3b 
Conclusion:
With implementation of the above mitigation measures identified in the FPASP EIR and Addendum, White Rock Springs Ranch (Gragg Ranch) would not have any new significant or substantially more severe hydrology and water quality impacts (Guidelines, § 15162), nor would it result in any new significant impacts that are peculiar to the project or its site (Guidelines, § 15183).


31. LAND USE AND PLANNING

	Environmental Issue Area
	Where Impact Was Analyzed in Prior Environmental Documents.
	Do Proposed Changes Involve New Significant Impacts or Substantially More Severe Impacts?
	Any New Circumstances Involving New Significant Impacts or Substantially More Severe Impacts?
	Any New Information of Substantial Importance Requiring New Analysis or Verification?
	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?
	Are There Effects That Are Peculiar To The Project That Will Not Be Substantially Mitigated By Application Of Uniformly Applied Development Policies Or Standards That Have Been Previously Adopted?
	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?
	Are There Potentially Significant Off-Site Impacts And Cumulative Impacts Which Were Not Discussed In The Prior EIR Prepared For The General Plan, Community Plan Or Zoning Action?
	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?
	Prior Environmental Document’s Mitigation Measures Addressing Impacts.

	10. Land Use and Planning.  Would the project:
	FPASP Draft EIR pp. 3A.10-1 to -49
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	a.  Physically divide an established community?

	p. 3A.10-29
	No
	No
	No
	No
	No
	No
	No
	No
	None required

	b.  Conflict with any applicable land use plan, policy, or regulation of an agency with jurisdiction over the project (including, but not limited to the general plan, specific plan, local coastal program, or zoning ordinance) adopted for the purpose of avoiding or mitigating an environmental effect?

	pp. 3A.10-34 to -41
	No
	No
	No
	No
	No
	No
	No
	No
	None require

	c.  Conflict with any applicable habitat conservation plan or natural community conservation plan?
	pp. 3A.3-93 to -94


	No
	No
	No
	No
	No
	No
	No
	No
	None required

	d.  Contribute to the decay of an existing urban center?
	Not relevant; also
see Folsom South of U.S. Highway 50 Specific Plan Project’s CEQA Findings of Fact and Statement of Overriding Considerations, pp. 361-363
	No
	No
	No
	No
	No
	No
	No
	No
	

	Discussion:

The FPASP EIR concluded that the following land use impacts were less than significant and no mitigation was required: Impacts 3A.10-1 (Consistency with Sacramento LAFCo Guidelines) and 3.10-2 (Consistency with the SACOG Sacramento Region Blueprint). (FEIR, pp. 1-123 to 1- 124; DEIR, pp. 3A.10-36, 3A.10-39.) But impacts from off-site elements that fall under the jurisdiction of El Dorado and Sacramento Counties and Caltrans would be potentially significant and unavoidable. The pages indicated in the table above contain the relevant analysis of the potential impacts. 

Additionally, the 2012 Addendum includes a short discussion of how the changes to the water facilities aspects of the FPASP project would have the same or less impacts to land use when compared to the FPASP project as analyzed in the 2011 EIR after implementation of the following mitigation measures: MM 3B.10-5. (Addendum, p. 3-12.)

See Exhibit 8 for discussion of the White Rock Springs Ranch project’s consistency with land use policies in the FPASP that may be relevant to land use impacts. (Exh. 8, pp. 1-3.) The White Rock Springs Ranch Design Guidelines (Exhibit 1) is a complementary document to the Folsom Plan Area Specific Plan and the Folsom Plan Area Specific Plan Community Guidelines.
There are ongoing efforts to complete the South Sacramento HCP, which is referenced in the FPASP EIR. But the South Sacramento HCP is not relevant to the White Rock Springs Ranch Project because the project site is outside of the boundaries of the proposed HCP plan area. (See South Sacramento HCP Notice of Preparation, October 28, 2013, available at http://www.per.saccounty.net/PlansandProjectsIn-Progress/Documents/SSCHP/EIR%20Materials%202013-2014/SSHCP%20NOP%2010-28-13.pdf (last visited July 24, 2015).)
Mitigation Measures:

· MM 3B.10-5
Conclusion:
With implementation of the above mitigation measures identified in the FPASP EIR and Addendum, White Rock Springs Ranch (Gragg Ranch) would not have any new significant or substantially more severe land use impacts (Guidelines, § 15162), nor would it result in any new significant impacts that are peculiar to the project or its site (Guidelines, § 15183).


32. MINERAL RESOURCES

	Environmental Issue Area
	Where Impact Was Analyzed in Prior Environmental Documents.
	Do Proposed Changes Involve New Significant Impacts or Substantially More Severe Impacts?
	Any New Circumstances Involving New Significant Impacts or Substantially More Severe Impacts?
	Any New Information of Substantial Importance Requiring New Analysis or Verification?
	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?
	Are There Effects That Are Peculiar To The Project That Will Not Be Substantially Mitigated By Application Of Uniformly Applied Development Policies Or Standards That Have Been Previously Adopted?
	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?
	Are There Potentially Significant Off-Site Impacts And Cumulative Impacts Which Were Not Discussed In The Prior EIR Prepared For The General Plan, Community Plan Or Zoning Action?
	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?
	Prior Environmental Document’s Mitigation Measures Addressing Impacts.

	11. Mineral Resources.  Would the Project:
	FPASP Draft EIR pp. 3A.7-1 to -40
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	a.  Result in the loss of availability of a known mineral resource that would be of value to the region and the residents of the state?
	pp. 3A.7-36 to -38
	No
	No
	No
	No
	No
	No
	No
	No
	MM 3A.7-9

	b.  Result in the loss of availability of a locally-important mineral resource recovery site delineated on a local general plan, specific plan or other land use plan? 
	Same as (a) above
	No
	No
	No
	No
	No
	No
	No
	No
	Same as (a) above

	Discussion:

The FPASP EIR concluded that implementation of the mitigation measures in the EIR would reduce all except one of the impacts to mineral resources to less than significant levels. Impact 3A.7-9 (Possible Loss of Mineral Resources-Kaolin Clay) remains significant and unavoidable. (FEIR, pp. 1-89 to 1- 95; DEIR, pp. 3A.7-37 to -38.) The pages indicated in the table above contain the relevant analysis of the potential impacts. 

Additionally, the 2012 Addendum includes a short discussion of how the changes to the water facilities aspects of the FPASP project would have the same or less impacts to mineral resources when compared to the FPASP project as analyzed in the 2011 EIR and that no mitigation measures were necessary to address the water supply and water facilities aspect of the FPASP project. (Addendum, p. 3-13.)

Mitigation Measures:

· MM 3A.7-9
Conclusion:
With implementation of the above mitigation measures identified in the FPASP EIR and Addendum, White Rock Springs Ranch (Gragg Ranch) would not have any new significant or substantially more severe mineral resources impacts (Guidelines, § 15162), nor would it result in any new significant impacts that are peculiar to the project or its site (Guidelines, § 15183).


33. NOISE

	Environmental Issue Area
	Where Impact Was Analyzed in Prior Environmental Documents.
	Do Proposed Changes Involve New Significant Impacts or Substantially More Severe Impacts?
	Any New Circumstances Involving New Significant Impacts or Substantially More Severe Impacts?
	Any New Information of Substantial Importance Requiring New Analysis or Verification?
	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?
	Are There Effects That Are Peculiar To The Project That Will Not Be Substantially Mitigated By Application Of Uniformly Applied Development Policies Or Standards That Have Been Previously Adopted?
	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?
	Are There Potentially Significant Off-Site Impacts And Cumulative Impacts Which Were Not Discussed In The Prior EIR Prepared For The General Plan, Community Plan Or Zoning Action?
	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?
	Prior Environmental Document’s Mitigation Measures Addressing Impacts.

	12. Noise.  Would the project result in:
	FPASP Draft EIR pp. 3A.11-1 to -52


	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	a.  Exposure of persons to or generation of noise levels in excess of standards established in the local general plan or noise ordinance, or applicable standards of other agencies?
	pp. 3A.11-50 to -51
	No
	No
	No
	No
	No
	No
	No
	No
	MM 3A.11-4

	b.  Exposure of persons to or generation of excessive groundborne vibration or groundborne noise levels?
	pp. 3A.11-33 to -35
	No
	No
	No
	No
	No
	No
	No
	No
	MM 3A.11-3

	c.  A substantial permanent increase in ambient noise levels in the project vicinity above levels existing without the project?
	pp. 3A.11-36 to -48
	No
	No
	No
	No
	No
	No
	No
	No
	MM 3A.11-4 

3A.11-5

	d.  A substantial temporary or periodic increase in ambient noise levels in the project vicinity above levels existing without the project?

	pp. 3A.11-27 to -35
	No
	No
	No
	No
	No
	No
	No
	No
	MM 3A.11-1

3A.11-3

	e.  For a project located within an airport land use plan or where such a plan has not been adopted, within two miles of a public airport or public use airport, would the project expose people residing or working in the project area to excessive noise levels?

	pp. 3A.11-27 and 3A.11-49
	No
	No
	No
	No
	No
	No
	No
	No
	None required

	f.  For a project within the vicinity of a private airstrip, would the project expose people residing or working in the project area to excessive noise levels?
	pp. 3A.11-27
	No
	No
	No
	No
	No
	No
	No
	No
	None required

	Discussion:

The FPASP EIR concluded that implementation of the mitigation measures in the EIR would reduce all except the following noise impacts to less than significant levels: temporary, short-term exposure of sensitive receptors to increased equipment noise and groundborne noise and vibration from project construction (Impacts 3A.11-1, 3A.11-3); long-term exposure of sensitive receptors to increased operational traffic noise levels from project operation (Impact 3A.11-4); and impacts from off-site elements that are under the jurisdiction of El Dorado County, Sacramento County, or Caltrans. (FEIR, pp. 1-127 to 1- 132; DEIR, pp. 3A.11-51 to -52.) The pages indicated in the table above contain the relevant analysis of the potential impacts. 

Additionally, the 2012 Addendum includes a short discussion of how the changes to the water facilities aspects of the FPASP project would have the same or less noise impacts when compared to the FPASP project as analyzed in the 2011 EIR after implementation of the following mitigation measures: MM 3B.11-1a, MM 3B.11-1b, MM 3B.11-1c, MM 3B.11-1d, MM 3B.11-1e, and MM 3B.11-3. (Addendum, p. 3-14.)

See Exhibit 8 for discussion of the White Rock Springs Ranch project’s consistency with noise policies in the FPASP that may be relevant to noise impacts. (Exh. 8, p. 30.)
Mitigation Measures:

· MM 3A.11-1

· MM 3A.11-3

· MM 3A.11-4

· MM 3A.11-5

· MM 3B.11-1a

· MM 3B.11-1b

· MM 3B.11-1c

· MM 3B.11-1d

· MM 3B.11-1e

· MM 3B.11-3
The September 2, 2015 Noise Study completed by Bollard Acoustical Consultants (attached as Exhibit 6) found that, consistent with the noise impact analysis in the FPASP EIR, a portion of the White Rock Springs Ranch project site will be exposed to future traffic noise levels in excess of the City of Folsom’s 60 dB Ldn exterior noise level standard. The impacts analyzed in the Noise Study are of the same type, scope, and scale as those impacts addressed in the FPASP EIR. In other words, the Noise Study did not find any new impacts, any effects that are peculiar to the project or project site, or any substantially more severe impacts than those analyzed in the FPASP EIR. The Noise Study provides recommendations for how to implement the FPASP EIR’s mitigation measures to achieve compliance with the City’s exterior and interior noise standards. These recommendations, which are listed below, are consistent with the mitigation measures in the FPASP EIR and simply add new details about noise barriers (e.g., required height and materials) and windows required in the previously adopted mitigation measures. 
The following Noise Study recommendations for how to implement the FPASP EIR’s mitigation measures will be required as conditions of approval:

· A 7-foot solid noise barrier would be required to reduce future White Rock Road traffic noise levels to the City of Folsom exterior criteria of 60 dB Ldn. This barrier is specified relative to backyard/building pad elevation.
· Masonry is considered a suitable material for the traffic noise barriers. To preserve views, all or a portion of the recommended noise barriers could also be constructed of glass, provided the glass meets a minimum sound transmission class (STC) rating of 20. If glass is used as a barrier material, the height of the White Rock Road barrier required to achieve satisfaction with City noise standards would remain 7 feet relative to backyard elevation.

· Other materials may be acceptable but should be either approved by the City or reviewed by an acoustical consultant prior to use.
· Mechanical ventilation (air conditioning) should be provided for all residences in this development to allow the occupants to close doors and windows as desired to achieve compliance with the applicable interior noise level criteria.

· All second-floor bedroom windows of the lots located adjacent to White Rock Road from which the roadway is visible should have a minimum STC rating of 32. Figure 2 shows the specific lots where upgrades are recommended.

(Exh. 6, p. 14.) Additionally, Bollard concluded that construction noise impacts at offsite locations are predicted to be insignificant. (Exh. 6, p. 12.)
Conclusion:
With implementation of the above mitigation measures identified in the FPASP EIR and Addendum, White Rock Springs Ranch (Gragg Ranch) would not have any new significant or substantially more severe noise impacts (Guidelines, § 15162), nor would it result in any new significant impacts that are peculiar to the project or its site (Guidelines, § 15183).



34. POPULATION AND HOUSING

	Environmental Issue Area
	Where Impact Was Analyzed in Prior Environmental Documents.
	Do Proposed Changes Involve New Significant Impacts or Substantially More Severe Impacts?
	Any New Circumstances Involving New Significant Impacts or Substantially More Severe Impacts?
	Any New Information of Substantial Importance Requiring New Analysis or Verification?
	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?
	Are There Effects That Are Peculiar To The Project That Will Not Be Substantially Mitigated By Application Of Uniformly Applied Development Policies Or Standards That Have Been Previously Adopted?
	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?
	Are There Potentially Significant Off-Site Impacts And Cumulative Impacts Which Were Not Discussed In The Prior EIR Prepared For The General Plan, Community Plan Or Zoning Action?
	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?
	Prior Environmental Document’s Mitigation Measures Addressing Impacts.

	13. Population and Housing. Would the Project:
	FPASP Draft EIR pp. 3A.13-1 to -16
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	a.  Induce substantial population growth in an area, either directly (for example, by proposing new homes and businesses) or indirectly (for example, through extension of roads or other infrastructure)?

	pp. 3A.13-11 to -15
	No
	No
	No
	No
	No
	No
	No
	No
	None required

	b.  Displace substantial numbers of existing housing, necessitating the construction of replacement housing elsewhere?

	p. 3A.13-16
	No
	No
	No
	No
	No
	No
	No
	No
	None required

	c.  Displace substantial numbers of people, necessitating the construction of replacement housing elsewhere?
	p. 3A.13-16
	No
	No
	No
	No
	No
	No
	No
	No
	None required

	Discussion:

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

Additionally, the 2012 Addendum includes a short discussion of how the changes to the water facilities aspects of the FPASP project would have the same or less impacts to population, employment, and housing when compared to the FPASP project as analyzed in the 2011 EIR and, thus, no new mitigation was required. (Addendum, p. 3-15.)

See Exhibit 8 for discussion of the White Rock Springs Ranch project’s consistency with housing policies in the FPASP that may be relevant to population and housing impacts. (Exh. 8, pp. 7-9.)
Mitigation Measures:

· None required
Conclusion:
With implementation of the above mitigation measures identified in the FPASP EIR and Addendum, White Rock Springs Ranch (Gragg Ranch) would not have any new significant or substantially more severe population and housing impacts (Guidelines, § 15162), nor would it result in any new significant impacts that are peculiar to the project or its site (Guidelines, § 15183).


35. PUBLIC SERVICES

	Environmental Issue Area
	Where Impact Was Analyzed in Prior Environmental Documents.
	Do Proposed Changes Involve New Significant Impacts or Substantially More Severe Impacts?
	Any New Circumstances Involving New Significant Impacts or Substantially More Severe Impacts?
	Any New Information of Substantial Importance Requiring New Analysis or Verification?
	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?
	Are There Effects That Are Peculiar To The Project That Will Not Be Substantially Mitigated By Application Of Uniformly Applied Development Policies Or Standards That Have Been Previously Adopted?
	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?
	Are There Potentially Significant Off-Site Impacts And Cumulative Impacts Which Were Not Discussed In The Prior EIR Prepared For The General Plan, Community Plan Or Zoning Action?
	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?
	Prior Environmental Document’s Mitigation Measures Addressing Impacts.

	14. Public Services.
	FPASP Draft EIR pp. 3A.14-1 to -30
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	a.  Would the project result in substantial adverse physical impacts associated with the provision of new or physically altered governmental facilities, need for new or physically altered governmental facilities, the construction of which could cause significant environmental impacts, in order to maintain acceptable service ratios, response times or other performance objectives for any the public services:
	pp. 3A.14-12 to -13
	No
	No
	No
	No
	No
	No
	No
	No
	MM 3A.14-1

	Fire protection?
	pp. 3A.14-13 to -20


	No
	No
	No
	No
	No
	No
	No
	No
	MM 3A.14-2

3A.14-3

	Police protection?
	pp. 3A.14-20 to -23


	No
	No
	No
	No
	No
	No
	No
	No
	None required

	Schools?
	pp. 3A.14-24 to -30


	No
	No
	No
	No
	No
	No
	No
	No
	None required

	Parks?
	pp. 3A.12-14 to -17

(in Parks and Recreation chapter, not the Public Services chapter)


	No
	No
	No
	No
	No
	No
	No
	No
	None required

	Other public facilities?
	Same as (a) above
	No
	No
	No
	No
	No
	No
	No
	No
	Same as (a) above

	Discussion:

The FPASP EIR concluded that implementation of the mitigation measures in the EIR would reduce all public services impacts to less than significant levels, except for impacts from off-site elements constructed in areas under the jurisdiction of El Dorado and Sacramento Counties, or Caltrans (Impact 3A.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 potential impacts. 

Additionally, the 2012 Addendum includes a short discussion of how the changes to the water facilities aspects of the FPASP project would have the same or less impacts to public services when compared to the FPASP project as analyzed in the 2011 EIR and, thus, no new mitigation was required. (Addendum, p. 3-16.)

The White Rock Springs Ranch project area includes a 0.2 acre elementary school site, with an adjoining 1.1-acre school site that was allocated to the approved Russell Ranch Plan. This means that there is one contiguous school site that is largely situated in the Russell Ranch project area and only 0.2 acres of that school site is situated in the WRSR project area. The school site in the White Rock Springs Ranch project is also “co-located” with and adjacent to 5.5 acres of park land.
See Exhibit 8 for discussion of the White Rock Springs Ranch project’s consistency with public services policies in the FPASP that may be relevant to public services impacts. (Exh. 8, p. 37.)
Mitigation Measures:

· MM 3A.14-1
· MM 3A.14-2

· MM 3A.14-3

Conclusion:
With implementation of the above mitigation measures identified in the FPASP EIR and Addendum, White Rock Springs Ranch (Gragg Ranch) would not have any new significant or substantially more severe public services impacts (Guidelines, § 15162), nor would it result in any new significant impacts that are peculiar to the project or its site (Guidelines, § 15183).



36. RECREATION

	Environmental Issue Area
	Where Impact Was Analyzed in Prior Environmental Documents.
	Do Proposed Changes Involve New Significant Impacts or Substantially More Severe Impacts?
	Any New Circumstances Involving New Significant Impacts or Substantially More Severe Impacts?
	Any New Information of Substantial Importance Requiring New Analysis or Verification?
	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?
	Are There Effects That Are Peculiar To The Project That Will Not Be Substantially Mitigated By Application Of Uniformly Applied Development Policies Or Standards That Have Been Previously Adopted?
	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?
	Are There Potentially Significant Off-Site Impacts And Cumulative Impacts Which Were Not Discussed In The Prior EIR Prepared For The General Plan, Community Plan Or Zoning Action?
	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?
	Prior Environmental Document’s Mitigation Measures Addressing Impacts.

	15. Recreation.  
	FPASP Draft EIR pp. 3A.12-1 to -17
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	a.  Would the project increase the use of existing neighborhood and regional parks or other recreational facilities such that substantial physical deterioration of the facility would occur or be accelerated?
	pp. 3A.12-12 to -17
	No
	No
	No
	No
	No
	No
	No
	No
	None required

	b.  Does the project include recreational facilities or require the construction or expansion of recreational facilities which might have an adverse physical effect on the environment?
	Same as (a) above
	No
	No
	No
	No
	No
	No
	No
	No
	Same as (a) above

	Discussion:

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

Additionally, the 2012 Addendum includes a short discussion of how the changes to the water facilities aspects of the FPASP project would have the same or less impacts to parks and recreation resources when compared to the FPASP project as analyzed in the 2011 EIR after implementation of the following mitigation measure: MM 3B.12-1. (Addendum, p. 3-15.)

See Exhibit 8 for discussion of the White Rock Springs Ranch project’s consistency with parks and open space policies in the FPASP that may be relevant to recreation impacts. (Exh. 8, pp. 3-5, 15-19.)
Mitigation Measures:

· MM 3B.12-1
Conclusion:
With implementation of the above mitigation measures identified in the FPASP EIR and Addendum, White Rock Springs Ranch (Gragg Ranch) would not have any new significant or substantially more severe recreation impacts (Guidelines, § 15162), nor would it result in any new significant impacts that are peculiar to the project or its site (Guidelines, § 15183).


37. TRANSPORTATION/ TRAFFIC

	Environmental Issue Area
	Where Impact Was Analyzed in Prior Environmental Documents.
	Do Proposed Changes Involve New Significant Impacts or Substantially More Severe Impacts?
	Any New Circumstances Involving New Significant Impacts or Substantially More Severe Impacts?
	Any New Information of Substantial Importance Requiring New Analysis or Verification?
	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?
	Are There Effects That Are Peculiar To The Project That Will Not Be Substantially Mitigated By Application Of Uniformly Applied Development Policies Or Standards That Have Been Previously Adopted?
	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?
	Are There Potentially Significant Off-Site Impacts And Cumulative Impacts Which Were Not Discussed In The Prior EIR Prepared For The General Plan, Community Plan Or Zoning Action?
	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?
	Prior Environmental Document’s Mitigation Measures Addressing Impacts.

	16. Transportation/ Traffic.  Would the project:
	FPASP Draft EIR pp. 3A.15-1 to -157
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	a.  Cause an increase in traffic which is substantial in relation to the existing traffic load and capacity of the street system (i.e., result in a substantial increase in either the number of vehicle trips, the volume to capacity ration on roads, or congestion at intersections)?  
	pp. 3A.15-25 to -157
	No
	No
	No
	No
	No
	No
	No
	No
	MM 3A.15-1a

3A.15-1b

3A.15-1c

3A.15-1f

3A.15-1i

3A.15-1j

3A.15-1l

3A.15-1o

3A.15-1p

3A.15-1q

3A.15-1r

3A.15-1s

3A.15-1u

3A.15-1v

3A.15-1w

3A.15-1x

3A.15-1y

3A.15-1z

3A.15-1aa

3A.15-1dd

3A.15-1ee

3A.15-1ff

3A.15-1gg

3A.15-1hh

3A.15-1ii

3A.15-2a

3A.15-2b

3A.15-3

3A.15-4a

3A.15-4b

3A.15-4c

3A.15-4d

3A.15-4f

3A.15-4g

3A.15-4i

3A.15-4j

3A.15-4k

3A.15-4l

3A.15-4m

3A.15-4n

3A.15-4o

3A.15-4p

3A.15-4q

3A.15-4r

3A.15-4s

3A.15-4t

3A.15-4u

3A.15-4v

3A.15-4w

3A.15-4x

3A.15-4y

	b.  Exceed, either individually or cumulatively, a level of service standard established by the county congestion management agency for designated roads or highways?
	Same as (a) above
	No
	No
	No
	No
	No
	No
	No
	No
	Same as (a) above

	c.  Result in a change in air traffic patterns, including either an increase in traffic levels or a change in location that results in substantial safety risks?
	Not relevant; no changes to air traffic would result from the Project
	No
	No
	No
	No
	No
	No
	No
	No
	

	d.  Substantially increase hazards due to a design feature (e.g., sharp curves or dangerous intersections) or incompatible uses (e.g., farm equipment)?
	No significant traffic hazards were identified in the EIR
	No
	No
	No
	No
	No
	No
	No
	No
	

	e.  Result in inadequate emergency access?
	3A.14-12 to -13

(in Public Services chapter, not Transportation chapter)
	No
	No
	No
	No
	No
	No
	No
	No
	MM 3A.14-1

	f.  Result in inadequate parking capacity?
	Development will be required to follow City parking standards
	No
	No
	No
	No
	No
	No
	No
	No
	

	g.  Conflict with adopted policies, plans, or programs supporting alternative transportation (e.g., bus turnouts, bicycle racks)?
	3A.15-27
	No
	No
	No
	No
	No
	No
	No
	No
	None required

	Discussion:

The FPASP EIR concluded that implementation of the mitigation measures in the EIR would reduce all except the following traffic and transportation impacts to less than significant levels: Impacts 3A.15-1i, 3A.15-1j, 3A.15-1l, , 3A.15-1o, 3A.15-1p, 3A.15-1q, 3A.15-1r, 3A.15-1s, 3A.15-1u, 3A.15-1v, 3A.15-1w, 3A.15-1x, 3A.15-1y, 3A.15-1z, 3A.15-1aa3A.15-1dd, 3A.15-1ee, 3A.15-1ff, 3A.15-1gg, 3A.15-1hh, 3A.15-1ii, 3A.15-2, 3A.15-4b, 3A.15-4d, 3A.15-4i, 3A.15-4l, 3A.15-4m, 3A.15-4n, 3A.15-4o, 3A.15-4p, 3A.15-4r, 3A.15-4s, 3A.15-4t, 3A.15-4u, 3A.15-4v, 3A.15-4w, 3A.15-4x, 3A.15-4y. (FEIR, pp. 1-142 to 1-175.) These impacts include intersection impacts, such as the intersections at Oak Avenue Parkway/East Bidwell Street and East Bidwell Street/Iron Point Road; and impacts at roadway segments, such as on eastbound U.S. 50, including the Zinfandel Drive to Sunrise Boulevard segment, the Rancho Cordova Parkway to Hazel Avenue segment, and the Folsom Boulevard to Prairie City Road segment. (DEIR, pp. 3A.15-157.) The pages indicated in the table above contain the relevant analysis of the potential impacts. 

Additionally, the 2012 Addendum includes a short discussion of how the changes to the water facilities aspects of the FPASP project would have the same or less traffic and transportation impacts when compared to the FPASP project as analyzed in the 2011 EIR after implementation of the following mitigation measures: MM 3B.15-1a, MM 3B.15-1b. (Addendum, p. 3-16.)

See Exhibit 8 for discussion of the White Rock Springs Ranch project’s consistency with circulation policies in the FPASP that may be relevant to traffic and transportation impacts. (Exh. 8, pp. 10-15.)

The September 3, 2015 Traffic Evaluation completed by Kimley Horn (attached as Exhibit 7) assessed the White Rock Springs Ranch project’s traffic impacts and made the following conclusions:
The proposed project is one of several components of the Folsom Plan Area. The project’s contribution to the documented unacceptable operations at the East Bidwell Street intersection with Iron Point Road

is consistent with the Plan Area environmental documentation’s impact and mitigation measure 3A.15‐4d. Accordingly, the project should “pay a fair share to fund the construction of improvements” at this

location. Because the ultimate improvements were determined by the environmental documentation to be infeasible, the project’s impact at this intersection remains significant and unavoidable. 
As for the project’s impact at the East Bidwell Street intersection with the US‐50 Westbound Ramps (Intersection #3) and the White Rock Road intersection with Placerville Road (Intersection #9), impact

and mitigation measure 3A.15‐3 from the environmental documentation provides context. Accordingly, project applicants are required to “fully fund all improvements only required by” the subject project or

alternative. Measure W specified that all Plan Area mitigations, on both sides of US‐50, be funded by the Plan Area’s development. The timing of this mitigation is specified as being “a condition of project

approval and/or as a development agreement for all project phases.” Because the timing of the full funding for these improvements was difficult to identify, these impacts were considered significant and

unavoidable in the Plan Area’s environmental documentation.

A Development Agreement and Public Facilities Financing Plan (PFFP) have been approved by the Folsom City Council for the Folsom Plan Area. The identified mitigations documented for the East

Bidwell Street intersection with the US‐50 Westbound Ramps (Intersection #3) and the White Rock Road intersection with Placerville Road (Intersection #9) (M1 and M2 above) have been included in the PFFP,

and are fully funded by the Folsom Plan Area. The Folsom Plan Area’s contribution to these, and all necessary transportation improvements, is through the payment of fees at the building permit stage or,

alternatively, conditioned as improvements to be constructed as part of discretionary approvals to mitigate project impacts (such as improvements M1 and M2 herein). These improvements conditioned

on the project, therefore, are understood to be subject to a credit and reimbursement agreement to be negotiated between the applicant and the City.

Finally, the environmental document’s Mitigation Measure 3A.15‐4 identified a significant and unavoidable impact at the East Bidwell Street intersection with Iron Point Road due to the timing and

uncertainty in guaranteeing the improvements would be constructed. The document further recognized that if the City was able to ultimately fully fund the fee program through fair‐share contributions, the

impacts would be reduced to less‐than‐significant levels. As discussed above, since the PFFP fully funds the impacts identified in Mitigation Measure 3A.15‐4 and further, since the project is proposed to be

conditioned with improvements M1 and M2, these impacts are considered to be reduced to a level that is less‐than‐significant. With the implementation of these improvements with the White Rock Springs Ranch (Gragg Ranch) project, Mitigation Measure 3A.15‐3 is considered to be satisfied.
(Exh. 7, pp. 7-9.)
Mitigation Measures:

· MM 3A.14-1

· MM 3A.15-1a through MM 3A.15-1c

· MM 3A.15-1f

· MM 3A.15-1i through MM 3A.15-1j

· MM 3A.15-1l 

· MM 3A.15-1o through MM 3A.15-1s

· MM 3A.15-1u through MM 3A.15-1z

· MM 3A.15-1aa

· MM 3A.15-1dd through MM 3A.15-1ii

· MM 3A.15-2a through MM 3A.15-2b

· MM 3A.15-3

· MM 3A.15-4a through MM 3A.15-4d

· MM 3A.15-4f through MM 3A.15-4g

· MM 3A.15-4i through MM 3A.15-4y

· MM 3B.15-1a 

· MM 3B.15-1b

Conclusion:
With implementation of the above mitigation measures identified in the FPASP EIR and Addendum, White Rock Springs Ranch (Gragg Ranch) would not have any new significant or substantially more severe transportation/traffic impacts (Guidelines, § 15162), nor would it result in any new significant impacts that are peculiar to the project or its site (Guidelines, § 15183).




38. UTILITIES

	Environmental Issue Area
	Where Impact Was Analyzed in Prior Environmental Documents.
	Do Proposed Changes Involve New Significant Impacts or Substantially More Severe Impacts?
	Any New Circumstances Involving New Significant Impacts or Substantially More Severe Impacts?
	Any New Information of Substantial Importance Requiring New Analysis or Verification?
	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?
	Are There Effects That Are Peculiar To The Project That Will Not Be Substantially Mitigated By Application Of Uniformly Applied Development Policies Or Standards That Have Been Previously Adopted?
	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?
	Are There Potentially Significant Off-Site Impacts And Cumulative Impacts Which Were Not Discussed In The Prior EIR Prepared For The General Plan, Community Plan Or Zoning Action?
	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?
	Prior Environmental Document’s Mitigation Measures Addressing Impacts.

	17. Utilities and Service Systems. Would the Project:
	FPASP Draft EIR pp. 3A.16-1 to -43
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	a.  Exceed wastewater treatment requirements of the applicable Regional Water Quality Control Board?
	pp. 3A.16-13 to -28
	No
	No
	No
	No
	No
	No
	No
	No
	MM 3A.16-1

3A.16-3

3A.16-4

3A.16-5

	b.  Require or result in the construction of new water or wastewater treatment facilities or expansion of existing facilities, the construction of which could cause significant environmental effects?
	Same as (a) above
	No
	No
	No
	No
	No
	No
	No
	No
	Same as (a) above

	c.  Require or result in the construction of new storm water drainage facilities or expansion of existing facilities, the construction of which could cause significant environmental effects?
	pp. 3A.9-28 to -43
Also see generally Backbone Infrastructure MND
	No
	No
	No
	No
	No
	No
	No
	No
	

	d.  Have sufficient water supplies available to serve the project from existing entitlements and resources, or are new or expanded entitlements needed?
	Addendum, pp. 2-1 to 4-1.

See generally DEIR, pp. 3A.18-7 to -53

	No
	No
	No
	No
	No
	No
	No
	No
	

	e.  Result in a determination by the wastewater treatment provider which serves or may serve the project that it has adequate capacity to serve the project’s projected demand in addition to the provider’s existing commitments?
	Same as (a) above
	No
	No
	No
	No
	No
	No
	No
	No
	Same as (a) above

	f.  Be served by a landfill with sufficient permitted capacity to accommodate the project’s solid waste disposal needs?
	pp. 3A.16-28 to -32
	No
	No
	No
	No
	No
	No
	No
	No
	None required

	g.  Comply with federal, state, and local statutes and regulations related to solid waste?
	pp. 3A.16-28 to -32
	No
	No
	No
	No
	No
	No
	No
	No
	None required

	Discussion:

The FPASP EIR concluded that implementation of the mitigation measures in the EIR would reduce all except the following utilities impacts to less than significant levels: impacts that result from increased demand for SRWTP facilities and that are related to air quality impacts identified in the 2020 Master Plan EIR (Impact 3A.16-3); and impacts associated with improvements to treatment plant facilities for which feasible mitigation may not be available to reduce impacts to a less-than-significant level (Impacts 3A.16-4, 3A.16-5). (FEIR, pp. 1-177 to 1-182; DEIR, p. 3A.16-43.) The pages indicated in the table above contain the relevant analysis of the potential impacts. 
In the Utilities and Service Systems chapter, the DEIR also addresses energy impacts, citing Appendix F of the CEQA Guidelines. See Impact 3A.16-8 (Electricity Demand and Infrastructure, pp. 3A.16-33 to -36); Impact 3A.16-9 (Natural Gas, pp. 3A.16-36 to -39); Impact 3A.16-10 (Telecommunications, pp. 3A.16-39 to -40); Impact 3A.16-11 (Cable TV, pp. 3A.16-40 to -41); Impact 3A.16-12 (Increased Energy Demand, pp. 3A.16-41 to -43).

Additionally, the 2012 Addendum includes a short discussion of how the changes to the water facilities aspects of the FPASP project would have the same or less impacts to utilities and service systems when compared to the FPASP project as analyzed in the 2011 EIR after implementation of the following mitigation measures: MM 3B.16-3a, MM 3B.16-3b. (Addendum, p. 3-17.)

See Exhibit 8 for discussion of the White Rock Springs Ranch project’s consistency with utilities, water efficiency, and energy efficiency policies in the FPASP that may be relevant to utilities and service systems impacts. (Exh. 8, pp. 33-36, 38.)
See Exhibit 9 for a comparison of the proposed project’s potable water demand to the water demand of the land uses approved in the FPASP. The approved land uses in the FPASP require a total of 218 acre feet per year (AFY) in normal years and 225 AFY in dry years. The proposed project’s water demand is lower, with a normal year demand of 216 AFY and a dry year demand of 223 AFY.
Mitigation Measures:

· MM 3A.16-1

· MM 3A.16-3

· MM 3A.16-4

· MM 3A.16-5

· MM 3B.16-3a

· MM 3B.16-3b
Conclusion:
With implementation of the above mitigation measures identified in the FPASP EIR and Addendum, White Rock Springs Ranch (Gragg Ranch) would not have any new significant or substantially more severe utilities and service systems impacts (Guidelines, § 15162), nor would it result in any new significant impacts that are peculiar to the project or its site (Guidelines, § 15183).


39. MANDATORY FINDINGS OF SIGNIFICANCE

	Environmental Issue Area
	Where Impact Was Analyzed in Prior Environmental Documents.
	Do Proposed Changes Involve New Significant Impacts or Substantially More Severe Impacts?
	Any New Circumstances Involving New Significant Impacts or Substantially More Severe Impacts?
	Any New Information of Substantial Importance Requiring New Analysis or Verification?
	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?
	Are There Effects That Are Peculiar To The Project That Will Not Be Substantially Mitigated By Application Of Uniformly Applied Development Policies Or Standards That Have Been Previously Adopted?
	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?
	Are There Potentially Significant Off-Site Impacts And Cumulative Impacts Which Were Not Discussed In The Prior EIR Prepared For The General Plan, Community Plan Or Zoning Action?
	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?
	Prior Environmental Document’s Mitigation Measures Addressing Impacts.

	18. Mandatory Findings of Significance. 
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	a.  Does the project have the potential to degrade the quality of the environment, substantially reduce the habitat of a fish or wildlife species, cause a fish or wildlife population to drop below self-sustaining levels, threaten to eliminate a plant or animal community, substantially reduce the number or restrict the range of an endangered, rare or threatened species, or eliminate important examples of the major periods of California history or prehistory?

	See Folsom South of U.S. Highway 50 Specific Plan Project’s CEQA Findings of Fact and Statement of Overriding Considerations, pp. 45-316
	No
	No
	No
	No
	No
	No
	No
	No
	n/a

	b.  Does the project have impacts that are individually limited, but cumulatively considerable?  (“Cumulatively considerable” means that the incremental effects of a project are considerable when view in connection with the effects of past projects, the effects of other current projects, and the effects of probable future projects)?

	Folsom South of U.S. Highway 50 Specific Plan Project’s CEQA Findings of Fact and Statement of Overriding Considerations, pp. 316-345
	No
	No
	No
	No
	No
	No
	No
	No
	n/a

	c.  Does the project have environmental effects which will cause substantial adverse effects on human beings, either directly or indirectly?
	Folsom South of U.S. Highway 50 Specific Plan Project’s CEQA Findings of Fact and Statement of Overriding Considerations, pp. 45-316
	No
	No
	No
	No
	No
	No
	No
	No
	n/a

	Discussion:

The City finds that:

(a) impacts on the environment under a wide range of topics, including extensive detail regarding on-site biological resources and their habitats, were analyzed and disclosed in the FPASP EIR;
(b) cumulative impacts were analyzed for each impact topic throughout the FPASP EIR; and
(c) adverse impacts on humans were included and analyzed where relevant as part of the environmental impact analysis of all required topics under CEQA in the FPASP EIR (e.g., air quality, hazards, noise, etc.).

Mitigation Measures:

See those listed in sections E.1 (Aesthetics) to E.17 (Utilities) above.



K. Conclusion

As indicated above, the City finds that the White Rock Springs Ranch (Gragg Ranch) Project is exempt from CEQA under Government Code section 65457 and Guidelines section 15182. Though not required to do so, the City also makes the following additional findings to facilitate informed decisionmaking.

Based on the preceding review, the City’s FPASP EIR has adequately addressed the following issues, and no further environmental review is required pursuant to CEQA Guidelines section 15183: Aesthetics, Agriculture and Forestry Resources, Geology and Soils, Hazards and Hazardous Materials, Hydrology and Water Quality, Mineral Resources, Population and Housing, Public Services, Recreation, and Utilities. 
The following site-specific impacts have been analyzed and determined to be less than significant: Air Quality, Biological Resources, Cultural Resources, Greenhouse Gas Emissions, Land Use and Planning, Noise and Transportation/Traffic. Thus pursuant to CEQA Guidelines section 15183, no further environmental analysis is required. 

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