A% FOOTHILL ASSOCIATES

ENVIRONMENTAL CONSULTING e PLANNING e LANDSCAPE ARCHITECTURE

December 18, 2012

Lisa Gibson

U.S. Army Corps of Engineers
1325 J Street, Room 1350
Sacramento, CA 95814

Re: Updated Folsom South Section 404(b)(1) Alternatives Analysis (SPK 2006-00035)
Dear Ms. Gibson:

Please find enclosed a revised version of the Section 404(b)(1) Alternatives Analysis Report
prepared for the Folsom South Project (SPK 2006-00035). In addition, below we have prepared
responses to your August 20, 2012 comments on the previous (June 29, 2012) version of the
Alternatives Analysis Report.

A. Overall Comments: These are common issues | saw throughout the document
that need to be addressed.

1. The City of Folsom is requiring the 30% open space for the entire SPA. For the
alternative drainages in which we requested information on why they cannot be avoided,
this would add additional open space to the City’s 30%. Therefore, | think that I would
like information on whether it is possible to retain the amount of open space currently
under the Proposed Project, while avoiding some of the other features. This may be done
by potentially reducing the buffer widths along some of the other drainages currently
proposed to be preserved. Currently, within the SPA, the buffer from Alder Creek is a
minimum of 100’ on either side. Within the other ““secondary” drainages, the buffer is
75’, which includes a 25 “preserve” and 50’ of open space, which would also include
trails. You should look at some of these other, smaller drainages, and see if there are
areas where the buffer widths can be reduced from 75’ to 25’ or 50°. This would provide
you with additional areas for development, while still meeting the 30% requirement.

The potential reduction of buffer widths has been examined in light of the Proposed Project.
Within areas not otherwise constrained by slopes, a potential gross land use area acreage gain of
approximately eight acres would be possible with incorporation of reduced buffers.

In addition, the portion of the land plan in the Folsom South wetland permit located just east of
Scott Road along the north property line has been revised to incorporate and preserve Native
American bedrock mortar sites. Specifically, two sites were found and the easternmost site
enlarges the open space area and the westernmost site will bifurcate Parcel 130. The result to the
land plan is greater open space in these areas and less multi-family low density land to develop.
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As summarized below in Table 1, MLD, MMD, MHD, and SFHD land use acreages would be

increased, while CC, PQP, and P land use acreage gains would be negligible.

Table 1 — Reduced Buffer Land Use Summary

FPA Approved Area Gained Due
Land Use Lot Area to Reduced Setback
(acres) (acres)
Single-Family High Density (SFHD) 184.72 1.36
Multi-Family Low Density (MLD) 92.65 3.66
Multi-Family Medium Density (MMD) 13.62 1.32
Multi-Family High Density (MHD) 9.11 1.27
Community Commercial (CC) 0.72 0.09
Public/Quasi-Public (PQP) 79.63 0.06
Parks- Neighborhood (P) 37.82 0.90
Total 418.27 8.66

The resulting findings, as presented in the summary of the revised Alternatives Analysis Report,
conclude that the “Reduced Buffer Alternative” would consist of a land use configuration
modified to incorporate a reduction in buffers along select drainage segments throughout the
Folsom Plan Area Specific Plan (FPASP), resulting in an approximate gain of eight acres of
developable land. As shown in Table 2 and Table 3, this gain in land use potential is partially
balanced by the incorporation of additional preserved areas of open space within Lots 150
through 154 relevant to cultural resource preservation, as well as an additional loss of 2.42 acres
of SFHD and 0.94 acre of P for preservation of the additional drainage segment within the

northwest corner of Lot 111 (Table 3).

Table 2 — Cultural Resource Site(s) Preservation Land Use Summary

Revised
Development Net Area Changes
FPA Approved Area due to Due to Cultural
Lot Number Land Use Lot Area Cultural Resources
(acres) Resources Preservation
Preservation (acres)
(acres)
Multi-Family Low 27.38 26.41 -0.97
150,153, 154 Density (MLD)
151 Multi-Family High 5.70 6.17 0.47
Density (MHD)
152 Mixed Use (MU) 6.52 6.77 0.25
R/W 3.78 1.88 -1.90
Total 43.38 41.23 -2.15
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Table 3— Lot 111 Drainage Segment Preservation Land Use Summary

Revised
oeveapment | ML DS
FPA Approved Area Due to T Preservgtion of
Lot Number Land Use Lot Area Preservation of Lot 111 Drainage
(acres) Lot 111 Drainage g
Segment
Segment (acres)
(acres)
Single-Family High Density )
134, 142 (SFHD) 79.10 76.68 2.42 (41 lots)
135 Public/Quasi-Public (PQP) 9.89 10.00 0.11
136 Parks- Neighborhood (P) 11.70 10.76 -0.94
Total 100.69 97.44 -3.25

The land use summaries quantifying estimated changes in land use areas are based on best
available current project-specific preliminary engineering design data and are approximate.
Final design may ultimately modify net acreages by land use. However, the resulting land use
configuration will be subject to the FPASP cap for total residential units. In summary, as shown
in Table 4, the net developable land use area gained by the reduced setbacks along select
drainage segments within the FPASP totals approximately three acres.

Table 4 — Net Estimated Developable Land Use Potential Gains and
Reductions Summary

Affected Land
Description Use Area Changes
(acres)
Developable Land Use Potential Gained By The Reduced Setback 8.66
Developable Land Use Potential Lost By the Cultural Resource Preservation Site(s) -2.15
Developable Land Use Potential Lost By Preservation of The Lot 111 Drainage Segment -3.25
Net Developable Land Use Potential Gained 3.26
2. Provide more specifics on what the alternative would be, what would the size of the

additional preserve areas be (using 25’ buffers)? How much area would be lost for each
particular land use (in acreage as well as # of residences if housing and sq. footage of
commercial).

Please refer to Table 1, Table 2, and Table 3 above for a summary of land use changes resulting
from reduced buffers within the project area, as well as additional cultural resource preservation,
and preservation of the drainage segment crossing Lot 111. The resulting wetland preserve
would encompass approximately 82 acres, including 17.285 acres of jurisdictional aquatic
features, with an additional 290 acres of surrounding open space. The Reduced Buffer
Alternative (LEDPA) would include trenching and culverted crossings, except in two locations
where the backbone infrastructure footprint crosses Alder Creek (these impacts are analyzed by
the 404 application for the backbone infrastructure), where bridge crossings would be
constructed and bore and jack would be utilized for utility crossings.
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Development of the Reduced Buffer Alternative would result in the fill of 7.74 acres of
jurisdictional aquatic features, and incorporate an additional 0.68 acre fill required east of
Placerville Payen Road, as well as project specific engineering design for proposed utility
trenching and culvert crossings, ultimately resulting in a 0.12 acre increase in impacts to
jurisdictional waters from that analyzed for the Proposed Project. The additional area of fill
(approximately 0.68 acre) located east of Placerville Payen Road was evaluated in the Folsom
South of U.S. 50 Specific Plan Project DEIR/DEIS (SCH# 2008092051), but not included in
previous versions of these project-specific analyses.

Therefore, the Reduced Buffer Alternative incorporates this required additional volume of fill as
shown below in Table 5.

Table 5 — Reduced Buffer Impacts to Jurisdictional Aquatic Features

WATERS OF THE U.S. ACREAGES
Classification Project Backbone Preserved | Total
Impact | Infrastructure
Acreage Fill
(Fill)
Depressional Wetlands
Seasonal Wetland 0.360 0.126 0.219 0.705
Vernal Pool 0.140 0.042 0.202 0.384
Seep - 0.020 0.420 0.440
Riverine Wetlands
Seasonal Wetland 4.026 1.871 3.781 9.678
Seep 0.060 0.072 0.725 0.857
Seasonal Marsh - - 0.061 0.061
Slope Wetlands
Seasonal Wetland 0.109 0.187 0.188 0.484
Seep 0.468 0.489 4.225 5.182
Other Waters of the U.S.
Ephemeral Drainage 1.494 0.788 2.927 5.209
Intermittent Drainage - 0.345 4.116 4.461
Pond 0.973 0.159 0.419 1.551
Ditch/Canal 0.114 0.029 0.002 0.145

TOTAL 7.74 413 17.29 29.16
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As summarized in Table 6, impacts associated with proposed culvert crossings will result in a
total of 0.357 acre of impacts (0.074 acre temporary and 0.283 permanent).

Table 6 — Impacts by Crossing

WATERS OF THE U.S. ACREAGES
Total
Crossing Reference Number . VEITREIEL PRGNS |- (i[eel
Classification Impacts Impacts by
(acres) (acres) Crossing
(acres)
LA Ephemeral Drainage 0.006 0.013 0.019
Riverine Seasonal Wetland 0.004 0.006 0.010
1-B Ephemeral Drainage 0.008 0.029 0.037
2-A Ephemeral Drainage 0.002 0.009 0.011
2-B Ephemeral Drainage 0.003 0.024 0.027
3 Ephemeral Drainage 0.006 0.006 0.012
4 Riverine Seasonal Wetland 0.026 0.079 0.105
5 Riverine Seasonal Wetland 0.109 0.117 0.136
TOTAL — 0.074 0.283 0.357

Although impacts to jurisdictional waters are increased within the Reduced Buffer Alternative as
a result of additional impacts related to trenching and culvert installation at crossings, this
alternative ultimately offers greater environmental conservation through the preservation of the
two cultural sites, as well as the 0.10 acre drainage segment crossing Lot 111. A summary of the
Reduced Buffer Alternative (LEDPA) is presented within the “Conclusion” section of the revised
Alternative Analysis Report.

3. I’m confused on how the loss of any SFHD area would conflict with planning principles.
| don’t understand how the loss of a limited amount of SFHD would make the entire
project impracticable. Also, for each alternative that would result in the loss of SFHD,
why can’t some of the other uses be converted to SFHD, in cases where comment A (1)
doesn’t apply.

The Folsom Plan Area embodies the “smart” planning principles of Sacramento Area Council of
Governments’ (SACOG) Blueprint, AB 375 (sustainable development) and AB 32 (California’s
global warming act). Whereas in the past, local planning was left to the local agencies to
determine the appropriate housing mix in a proposed development, these regional and state wide
laws now dictate that the housing allocation in new communities shall be a greater share of
higher density and multi-family housing. The objective of these laws is to reduce the amount of
global warming associated with new development by increasing higher density housing and
directing the location of housing to support mass transportation options, i.e., less automobile use
by the individual for commuting. These legislations and planning guidelines are fairly recent
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and the Folsom Plan Area is one of the first master-planned areas that are required to comply
with the laws.

The effect of these laws is that the housing ratio for single-family detached in a planned
community has given way to higher density attached housing. By way of example, the Folsom
Plan Area is comprised of approximately 45% single-family uses and 55% multi-family uses,
whereas, north of U.S. 50 in the existing built areas of Folsom, the ratio is approximately 80%
single-family and 20% multi-family. While the trend to higher density development patterns has
its benefit by creating more walkable communities, lower priced housing and improved effects to
global warming, it makes the financing of large scale developments troublesome.

Since the passage of Proposition 13 in 1978, jurisdictions require local developments to fund the
necessary public infrastructure to serve the projects. Inthe 1980’s, the state created Community
Facility Districts (CFD’s) or so called Mello-Roos districts, which allow a jurisdiction to finance
infrastructure by selling bonds secured by the taxes paid by the homeowners that will comprise a
community or development project. The bonds are usually scaled to the prices of a home in a
community, i.e., higher priced homes can pay more in bond taxes and this in turn yields greater
bond proceeds to fund infrastructure. In contrast, lower priced homes can afford less and rental
units can usually afford none.

To complicate the financing of a project, the first few phases are always the most expensive
because the initial water, wastewater and road improvements must be installed with the first
house. For instance, the first house in the Folsom Plan Area will cost upwards of $20 million to
fund water, wastewater, and roads. The only practical way to assist in the financing of these first
phases is with CFD bonds.

The unintended consequences with the global warming laws is that the infrastructure burden is
greater with more compact, higher density developments, yet the ability to pay for the
infrastructure is significantly reduced because single-family homes are not available to fund the
infrastructure. Higher density developments still require the same level of service for roads,
parks, schools, open space, trails, etc.; however, this product type’s ability to fund its fair share
of the infrastructure is severely limited. The financial burden is shifted to single-family
products, yet there is a tax sensitivity in that the buyer will refuse to buy a home if the CFD taxes
become too high. The result for cities and land planners in structuring a land financing plan is to
preserve as much single-family housing as possible so that it can finance a greater share of the
infrastructure.

With respect to the Folsom Plan Area, the larger parcels of single-family, such as Parcel 111, are
critical to the feasibility of financing the project’s needs. These larger parcels will be the first
phases to proceed. The land sales accompanied with the CFD bond financing will fund the
infrastructure requirements for the project, which in turn will allow the higher density products
to develop without having to front infrastructure improvements since these will be installed by
the single-family products.

The size of the parcels for single-family products is key to the success of the builder who builds
them. The builder will need parcels large enough to meet their needs. A builder will usually
need a minimum of 50 acres, preferably 75-100 acres, in a parcel size to make a subdivision of
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four to five models with enough homes to meet the demands of the homebuyer. The needs of the
Folsom Plan Area to comply with AB 375, AB 32 and the Blueprint, the City’s demands for park
sites (as opposed to park in-lieu fees), the need for a comprehensive roadway system that
complies with the Memorandum of Agreement between the City and County on how the Folsom
Plan Area will develop, and the needs of preserving the more significant biological corridors and
oak woodlands, comprise the land plan. The single-family parcels, here the SFHD product, are
few and limited and those that remain in the land plan, are required to maintain sufficient size to
make the project feasible with respect to marketability to builders, who in turn sell homes that
finance the infrastructure necessary for the project.

4. It would be beneficial to have a table depicting each of the alternatives, including no fill
and Proposed Project. This would show the acreage of impacts to waters, the acreage of
each of the land uses, the acreage of the open space areas, etc.

A comparison matrix is presented within Table 7 below. Please see revised Alternatives
Analysis Report for additional updated tables.

5. It would be useful to show the acreages of each of the land uses on the land use figures,
as well as showing all of the waters on the site, not just the ones being preserved, but also
the waters being impacted.

Figures have been updated to show all jurisdictional features. In addition, land use acreages are
summarized on updated versions of Figures 4 through Figure 10, and are summarized within
updated tables within the revised Alternatives Analysis Report.

6. | think that for some crossings within avoided areas, it may be possible to install utilities
through trenching and restoring the area, and that all of the utility line installation does
not have to be directional drilling.

In addition to the incorporation of reduced buffers, the installation of utilities through trenching,
rather than bore and jack installation, has been evaluated throughout the FPASP as presented by
the Reduced Buffer Alternative and shown on Figure 10 of the revised Alternatives Analysis
Report.
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B. Alternative Specific Comments:
1. Alternative 1:

a. Second Drainage Segment

1) As we discussed in the April meeting, | do not agree that there needs to be a 75’ buffer
from the aquatic resource, as the drainage is fairly small and there is no adjacent
riparian area. Please evaluate this alternative using a 25° buffer. Please refer to the
response to A.1. above addressing buffer reductions throughout the project site.

Please refer to response to A.1. above.

(2) 1do not agree that the there has to be a bridge crossing to connect the two parts of Lot
111. Please evaluate this crossing with a culvert crossing. Because the drainage is
fairly small, a culvert crossing could likely be done with that is sufficiently sized to
minimize direct and indirect impacts to the rest of the feature.

The crossings within Lot 111 and Lot 116 have been re-evaluated with culvert crossings,
resulting in a revised Additional In-Tract Construction Cost of $147,250, as summarized in
Table 8.

Table 8 — Alternative 1 Revised Additional In-Tract Construction Requirements

and Costs
Additional Required In-Tract Improvements Cost

Lot 109

Water Quality Basin $50,000

12-Inch Outfall Structure $7,250
Lot 111

Culvert with Headwalls, 48” X 100’ $50,000
Lot 146

Culvert with Headwalls, 36° X 100’ $40,000
Additional In-Tract Construction Cost Total $147,250

The revised additional In-Tract Construction Cost combined with the development cost due to
wetland avoidance equates to a total cost of $7,285,250 to preserve the additional wetlands
identified by Alternative 1. However, Alternative 1 would result in the loss of 22 acres of
developable land for every additional acre of preserved jurisdictional features. As a result of
having less development land to spread the backbone infrastructure cost burden over, combined
with the cost of additional infrastructure required to incorporate a wetland buffer corridor (Table
8), the cost to develop Alternative 1 increases by $7,285,250, as summarized in Table 9,
resulting in an adjusted total estimated development cost of $58,464,670. Although the overall
Alternative 1 development cost would be less than that estimated for the Proposed Project
($65,054,100), the configuration of Alternative 1 would result in the loss of 29.2 acres of
developable area and the subsequent loss of 299 residential units available for sale.
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Table 9 — Costs to Preserve 1.34 Acres of Waters of the U.S. — Alternative 1

Description Cost
Additional Development Costs Due to Avoidance of 1.34 Acre of Waters of the U.S. $7,138,000
Additional Construction Costs Due to Avoidance of 1.34 Acre of Waters of the U.S. $147,250
Total Increased Cost for Development of Alternative 1 $7,285,250

Source: MacKay & Somps, 2012

As revised, the increased development cost of $7,285,250 ($5,436,754 per additional acre of
preserved jurisdictional features) coupled with the loss of 29.2 acres of development areas), and
the subsequent overall loss of 299 residential units available for sale, adversely affects this
development from providing a project with competitive prices. Therefore, even as revised with
culvert crossings, Alternative 1 does not meet the Cost criteria.

(3) For this area, | am unsure as to why on Figure 6 it shows the *““Alternative 1 Proposed
Project Land Use Boundary’ as substantially larger than the ““Alternative 1 Proposed
Preserve & Open Space Expansion.” From what | can tell, there are no strange
configurations to this feature that would require the development line to be that far from
the feature, when the other features proposed to be preserved under the Proposed Project
(which have similar configurations) do not show a land use boundary substantially
separated from the open space boundary.

Exhibit ALT-1 is enclosed showing a refined land use configuration adjacent to the preserved
Drainage Segment 2 proposed within Alternative 1. Under the Proposed Project, 365 SFHD
units would be developed. As summarized by Exhibit ALT-1, preservation of this drainage
segment as proposed by Alternative 1 would result in the loss of 34% of the SFHD units (124
SFHD units). In addition, we have modified the legend for Figure 6, to clarify the area
designated by the thin red line to represent the Alternative 1 Focused Study Area analyzed by the
Alternatives Analysis Report.

(4)  The information provided states that “dividing lot 11 into two smaller neighborhoods
would reduce marketability to builders...”” | need more information on why this would
occur.

Please refer to the discussion addressing the loss of SFHD land uses presented under A.3.

b. Third Drainage Segment
1) See above comments B(1)(a)(1) and B(1)(a)(3) above, which also apply to this feature.

Please refer to response to A.1. above. Figure 6 for Alternative 1 has been updated.

2 | don’t understand why the detention basin would need to be relocated. Currently the
Proposed Project has the detention basin within a proposed preserved area. | don’t
understand why preserving a tributary to that channel would require the detention basin
to be relocated. | need more information on this.
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As shown on Exhibit DET-1, the relocation of Alder Creek Water Quality Detention Basin
(ACWQDB) 1 to the southeast corner of Lot 162 would be required to prevent untreated and
uncontrolled storm runoff releases from entering the new open space corridor. Due to the
topography of Lots 109 and 162, the relocation of ACWQDB 1 would create the need for an
additional water quality/detention basin on the north side of the new wetland buffer corridor to
control untreated storm runoff to it from the MLD neighborhood, as opposed to the Proposed
Project, which, as shown on Exhibit DET-2 would accommodate storm water within a single
basin (ACWQDB 1) and allow development of adjacent MLD land uses.



Grading and base data provided by CTA.

Note: The approved Folsom Plan Area Specific
Plan allocates Lot 134 with 365 SFHD units.

The preservation of this wetland feature reduces
the SFHD yield of Lot 134 by 124 SFHD units.

NOT TO SCALE

Revised Lot 134 Wetland Buffer

Layout By: MMB
Date: 10/11/12

Exhibit ALT-1

Folsom South

ALT-1.pub © 2012



Grading and base data provided by CTA.

Alternative 1 MLD Lot Grading Drainage Plan
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Grading and base data provided by CTA.

Proposed Project MLD Lot Grading Drainage Plan
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Layout By: MMB
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3) The information provided states that “the reduction in size of the MLD neighborhood,
and the resultant irregular lot configuration the preserved wetland features creates,
would reduce the viability of the affected MLD neighborhood and may affect the success
of the larger TOD site.” | need more information on this. How would it affect the
viability?

As shown on Exhibit DET-1 and Exhibit DET-2, preservation of this drainage segment would
result in a reduction of 8.32 acres of land (54% of the developable land) within the buildable area
for a loss of 74 MLD lots. One of the guiding FPASP planning principles is to provide transit
oriented development (TOD) multi-family residential sites at appropriate locations along the
entire length of the Plan Area transit corridor. The MLD neighborhood affected by Alternative 1
is a vital part of a larger TOD site and insures that a sufficient number of multi-family housing
units will be located within walking distance of the proposed transit stop located at the
intersection of Street ‘A’ and Placerville Road.

2. Alternative 2:

a. First Drainage Segment

1) See above comments B(1)(a)(1) through B(1)(a)(3) above, which also apply to this
feature.

Please refer to response to A.1. above. Figure 7 for Alternative 2 has been updated.

The crossings throughout Alternative 2 within Lots 112, 118, 125, 128, and 130 have been re-
evaluated with culvert crossings, resulting in a revised Additional In-Tract Construction Cost of
$250,000, as summarized in Table 10.

Table 10 — Alternative 2 Revised Additional Construction Requirements and Costs

Additional Required In-Tract Improvements Cost

Lot 112

Culvert with Headwalls, 48’ X 100’ ‘ $50,000
Lot 118

Culvert with Headwalls, 48’ X 100° | 550,000
Lot 125

Culvert with Headwalls, 48’ X 100’ ‘ $50,000
Lot 128

Culvert with Headwalls, 48° X 100’ ‘ $50,000

Lot 130

Culvert with Headwalls, 48° X 100’ $50,000
Additional In-Tract Construction Cost Total $250,000

The revised additional In-Tract Construction Cost combined with the development cost due to
wetland avoidance equates to a total cost of $5,785,000 to preserve the additional jurisdictional
aquatic features identified by Alternative 2. In addition, the revised Alternative 2 Backbone
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Infrastructure Cost of $100,000 includes a culvert crossing at Scott Road, as summarized below
in Table 11.

Table 11 — Revised Backbone Infrastructure Costs — Alternative 2

Additional Required In-Tract Improvements Cost
Scott Road
Culvert with Headwalls, 48’ X 200’ $100,000
Additional In-Tract Construction Cost Total $100,000

The configuration of Alternative 2 would result in the loss of 14 acres of developable area for
every additional acre of preserved jurisdictional features. As a result of having less development
land to spread the backbone infrastructure cost burden over, combined with the cost of additional
infrastructure required to incorporate a wetland buffer corridor within the Alternative 2
development area (Table 10), the cost to develop Alternative 2 increases by $5,785,000, as
summarized in Table 12, resulting in an adjusted total estimated development cost of
$107,894,468. Although the overall Alternative 2 development cost would be less than that
estimated for the Proposed Project ($112,188,650), the configuration of Alternative 2 would
result in the loss of 23 acres of developable area and the subsequent loss of 213 residential units
available for sale.

Table 12 — Costs to Preserve 1.60 Acres of Waters of the U.S. — Alternative 2

Description Cost
Additional Development Costs Due to Avoidance of 1.60 Acre of Waters of the U.S. $5,435,000
Additional Construction Costs Due to Avoidance of 1.60 Acre of Waters of the U.S. $350,000
Total Increased Cost for Development of Alternative 2 $5,785,000

Source: MacKay & Somps, 2012

As revised, the increased development cost of $5,785,000 ($3,615,625 per additional acre of
preserved jurisdictional features) coupled with the loss of 23 acres of development area (14 acres
of developable area for every additional acre of preserved jurisdictional features), and the
subsequent overall loss of 213 residential units available for sale, adversely affects this
development from providing a project with competitive prices. Therefore, even as revised with
culvert crossings, Alternative 2 does not meet the Cost criteria.

2 Why would the neighborhood park have to be relocated?
The City of Folsom Parks Master Plan defines Neighborhood Parks as follows:

Neighborhood Parks are areas for intense recreational activities/facilities with field
games, court games, playground apparatus, picnic tables, and wading pools.
Neighborhood Parks are the essential core park for residential areas, as they provide the
most close-at-hand recreational facilities. Neighborhood parks should be easily
accessible to the neighborhood population, geographically centered, and within safe
walking and/or biking distance, and are often developed in conjunction with an
elementary school.
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Normally neighborhood parks serve a ¥4 to %2 mile radius and serve a population of 2,000 to
5,000 or a standard residential neighborhood. The desirable size is 15 acres.

Neighborhood parks are located adjacent to elementary schools, to meet the recreational needs of
neighborhood residents and provide and promote joint use activities with the Folsom Cordova
Unified School District. This concept of “Joint Use” is also defined by State standards for
school site selection. Therefore, the Neighborhood Park site and Elementary School site must
remain adjacent to each other. Preservation of the intermittent drainage segment crossing Lot
112 and Lot 113 would bisect Elementary School 3 (Lot 112) and Neighborhood Park 3 (Lot
113), resulting in substantially reduced lots sizes (5 acres for Lot 112 and 9 acres for Lot 113).
City standards for Neighborhood Parks specify 15 acres as the desirable size. Therefore, in order
to meet the size criteria for Neighborhood Parks, the Park site would require an additional 6
acres and would be required to be relocated. In addition, wetland swale bifurcating these sites
would be incompatible and impracticable for developing the sites for their intended uses not only
due to conflicting land uses and nonconformance with existing City standards, but also safety
concerns. As specified by General Plan Policy 9.11 “All parks shall be sited and designed with
special attention to safety and visibility.”

3) Instead of extending this preserve to the intersection of *“A’” Street, what if the preserve
begins at the southern end of the elementary school site? The school would then not have
to be relocated. Would this alternative be practicable, and if not, why?

Preserving the wetland swale through Lots 119, 118, 113 and 112 would render those parcels too
small to be economically feasible to develop. Lot 119, a Multi-Family Low Density site, would
be bifurcated in two and would have insufficient area for a developer to construct a project.
Likewise, with Lot 118, a single-family high density site, would be bifurcated and with
insufficient area and access constraints resulting from the preserved swale would render the
property undevelopable.

b. Second Drainage Segment

1) See above comments B(1)(a)(1) through B(1)(a)(3) above, which also apply to this
feature.

Please refer to response to A.1. above. Figure 7 for Alternative 2 has been updated.

@) The document says that “reduction of residential unit count and increases in project
infrastructure costs affect overall project feasibility and marketability.”” How would
these effects make the project impracticable.

Please see response to A.3. above. In addition:
The following statement was identified as Objective 1 defined for the Proposed Project:

“Develop a large-scale mixed-use and mixed-density residential housing development
consistent with the City of Folsom’s General Plan and the SACOG Smart Growth
Principles.”
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The SFHD neighborhoods are the “Blueprint Smart Growth” alternative to lower density
conventional large lot single-family development. Any loss of SFHD area conflicts with FPASP
planning principles of compact development with connected and walkable neighborhoods and
the defined project objectives relevant to implementing development consistent with “Blueprint
Smart Growth” principles and reduces the overall marketability of the project. In addition, the
size and cost of the backbone infrastructure improvements such as water treatment plants,
regional sanitary sewer pump stations, drainage detention basins, freeway interchanges, and
arterial and collector roadways does not change due to the loss of SFHD area and associated
residential units. Therefore, these costs are spread over fewer residential units increasing the
proportional share of the backbone infrastructure burden. Alternative 2 therefore fails to meet
the defined project purpose, as well as the Logistics and Cost screening criteria, and is therefore
considered impracticable.

In addition, the portion of the land plan in the Folsom South wetland permit located just east of
Scott Road along the north property line has been revised to incorporate and preserve Native
American bedrock mortar sites. Specifically, two sites were found and the easternmost site
enlarges the open space area and the westernmost site will bifurcate Parcel 130. The result to the
land plan is greater open space in these areas and less multi-family low density land to develop.

By preserving the wetland swale depicted in Alternative 2, Lot 130 would be rendered
undevelopable because between the Native American site and the swale, insufficient land and
parcel configuration renders this parcel undevelopable. Likewise, the drainage swale
encompasses a substantial portion of Lot 127, the multi-family high density site, resulting in an
undevelopable parcel.

¢. Third Drainage Segment

1) See above comments B(1)(a)(1) through B(1)(a)(3) above, which also apply to this
feature.

Please refer to response to A.1. above. Figure 7 for Alternative 2 has been updated.

(@) For the existing park site. Do you have a figure showing the proposed facilities on this
site and a description of what’s proposed? How would the site be configured under the
Proposed Project? | spoke with the City of Folsom, and they are willing to review a
proposal to have a preserve through the community park, provided the community parks
within the SPA could provide for their needs.

As shown on Exhibit CE-1, Community Park East is envisioned as accommodating a range of
active recreation uses including but not limited to adult baseball and softball, Little League
baseball and youth softball; adult and youth soccer, youth football; and other outdoor activities
such as swimming, basketball, tennis and sand volleyball. Community Park East is planned for
Plan Area residents and will include permanent restroom facilities, parking, lighted sports
facilities for nighttime use, miscellaneous site furnishings, and a community/aquatic center,
inclusive of senior facilities, teen and art facilities, pre-school/day camp facilities, gym, etc.
Passive recreational uses may include picnicking, strolling and exercising, since this park is
located abutting a planned wetland corridor consisting of passive and preserve wetland areas.
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Conceptual grading plans have been prepared to demonstrate the required extent of grading and
cut/fill slopes, and the resulting “Super Pads” that would be required to preserve the drainage
segment crossing the Community Park East site. As shown on Exhibit CP-1, the usable acreage
would be confined to “islands” surrounded by cut slopes and retaining walls posing safety
hazards and reducing the usable acreage from 26 acres to less than 16 acres, ultimately
conflicting with the City’s standards for Community Parks encompassing a minimum size of 20
acres and lacking the site’s ability to support the intended uses. The City has confirmed that the
preservation of this drainage segment would preclude this site from accommodating a
Community Park meeting City standards (Attachment 1).
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3) If it’s not practicable to avoid this feature with it extending to the northern property
boundary, is it practicable to avoid a portion of the feature?

Any reduction in the size of the Community Park site would result in increased difficulty to
include the facilities necessitated by the FPASP and required by City Park Standards. Preserving
any portion of the drainage segment crossing the Community Park East site would involve major
grading and the subsequent loss of developable land area due to slope constraints, compromising
the ability of the site to accommodate necessary recreational facilities.

3. Alternative 3

a. Second Drainage Segment

1) See above comments B(1)(a)(1) through B(1)(a)(3) above, which also apply to this
feature.

Please see response to A.1 above and Figure 8 for Alternative 3 has been updated.

The crossings throughout Alternative 3 within Lots 111 and 116 have been re-evaluated to
include culvert crossings resulting in a revised Additional In-Tract Construction Cost of
$100,000, as summarized in Table 13.

Table 13 — Alternative 3 Revised Additional Construction Requirements and Costs

Additional Required In-Tract Improvements Cost
Lot 111
Culvert with Headwalls, 48’ X 100’ $50,000
Lot 116
Culvert with Headwalls, 48” X 100’ $50,000
Additional In-Tract Construction Cost Total $100,000

The revised additional In-Tract Construction Cost combined with the development cost due to
wetland avoidance equates to a total cost of $7,331,000 to preserve the additional wetlands
identified by Alternative 3. However, Alternative 3 would result in the loss of 32 acres of
developable land for every additional acre of preserved jurisdictional feature and would lose 214
residential units for sale.

As a result of having less development land to spread the backbone infrastructure cost burden
over, combined with the cost of additional infrastructure required to incorporate a wetland buffer
corridor (Table 13), the cost to develop Alternative 3 increases by $7,431,000, as shown in
Table 14 , resulting in an adjusted total estimated development cost of $63,372,704. Although
the overall Alternative 3 development cost would be less than that estimated for the Proposed
Project ($66,281,400), the configuration of Alternative 3 would result in the loss of 22 acres of
developable area (32 acres of developable land for every additional acre of preserved
jurisdictional feature) and the subsequent loss of 214 residential units available for sale.
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Table 14 — Costs to Preserve Additional 0.69 Acre of Waters of the U.S. —
Alternative 3

Description Cost
Additional Development Costs Due to Avoidance of 0.69 Acre of Waters of the U.S. $7,331,000
Additional Construction Costs Due to Avoidance of 0.69 Acre of Waters of the U.S. $100,000
Total Increased Cost for Development of Alternative 3 $7,431,000

Source: MacKay & Somps, 2012

As revised, the increased development cost of $7,431,000 ($10,769,565 per additional acre of
preserved jurisdictional feature) coupled with the loss of 22 acres of development area, and the
subsequent overall loss of 214 residential units available for sale, adversely affects this
development from providing a project with competitive prices. Therefore, even as revised with
culvert crossings, Alternative 3 does not meet the Cost criteria.

(2 I’m unclear as to why the western portion of the community commercial site would only
be useful as inclusion in the open space. Also, with smaller buffers the size of the area on
the western side would be larger. Also, what if, instead of the feature that goes through
the center, you avoided the feature to the southeast, which cuts through the south west
corner of the MHD site?

As shown on Exhibit CC-1, the preservation of this drainage segment would result in the
decrease of approximately half of the Community Commercial (CC) area on this parcel, as well
as the creation of a “sliver” or remainder, of land adjacent to the western border of the preserved
feature, extending along the eastern edge of Scott Road. Development standards specified by the
City’s zoning ordinance would preclude development within the remainder, due to setback
requirements, access requirements, etc., resulting in the creation of an area of land that could
only be designated as open space.

In addition, the lot configuration resulting from preservation of this drainage segment would
result in the need for an additional crossing, resulting in further increased development costs, and
the lot will not meet the market demand for CC (This site was slated for +85,000. This layout
only provides for 53,000 square feet.). The enclosed site layout shown on Exhibit CC-1 utilizes
the entire lot in order to achieve the parking and the maximum building square footage.
However, delivery and fire access behind the building will more than likely be required. Thus
the 53,000 square feet will be reduced even more.

3) Although not labeled, so I’m not entirely sure, but it looks as though the majority of the
northern portion of this site is a detention basin. To the east, you are proposing that the
preserve include a portion of a detention basin within the avoided drainage. Why can’t
that occur here, where waters are not being filled for a detention basin?

The shaded area within the CC Lot represents the extent of grading required to construct
proposed improvements associated with the backbone infrastructure. No detention basin is
proposed here. Figure 8 has been updated to reflect the current extent of the backbone
infrastructure improvements.
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b. Third Drainage Segment

1) See above comments B(1)(a)(1) through B(1)(a)(3) above, which also apply to this
feature.

Please see response to A.1 above. Figure 8 for Alternative 3 has been updated.

(2 For this alternative, why can’t you shift the elementary school to the east, to border on
the preserve boundary, and shift the park to the east, to encompass portions of the
drainage preserve? Then you can expand the SFHD located west of the elementary
school. This would then result in the removal very little of the SFHD, which may be able
to be made up through reduction in some of the buffer widths in the Proposed Project
site.

Upon further review of this third drainage segment we are proposing to preserve a portion of this
segment. This additional loss of SFHD was reflected in our response to your comment Al
above.

The resulting land use configuration incorporating reduced buffers along select drainage
segments, incorporating additional areas of cultural resource preservation and open space, and
preserving this drainage segment has been analyzed and is presented in an updated graphic
enclosed within the revised Alternatives Analysis Report as Figure 10. In addition, we have
included text addressing the suggested reconfiguration as part of the LEDPA presented within
the revised Alternatives Analysis Report.

4. Alternative 5:

a. | think that this was created to address my original comments about having a less than 75
foot buffer. However, this was supposed to apply to changing the buffer widths for all of
the alternatives, not just this alternative. Also, I’m confused as to how you would have to
reduce buffer widths for all drainages except Alder Creek on the site from 75-feet to 10-
feet in order to make up enough SFHD for the loss of approximately 1.4 acres on lot 111
(1,200 ft wide X 50” wide). | don’t understand how you’d have to reduce the overall open
space by 66 acres to account for less than 2 acres.

Alternative 5 has been eliminated from the Alternatives Analysis Report.

b. I don’t necessarily think that this is a necessary alternative. From our previous meeting,
I was more anticipating that there would be changes made to the four alternatives
discussed, to reduce the buffer sizes of those, and potentially find some areas where it
makes sense to reduce buffer widths on other drainages while still allowing for the 30%
overall open space required by the City.

Alternative 5 has been eliminated from the Alternatives Analysis Report.
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If you have any questions or need additional information about the project, please contact me at
your earliest convenience at (916) 435-1202 or email kshields@foothill.com.

Once again, thank you for your continuing efforts on this project.

Sincerely,

Kyrsten Shields
Environmental Planner/ Regulatory Specialist

Enclosures:

Exhibit ALT — 1 — Revised Lot 134 Wetland Buffer

Exhibit DET — 1 — Alternative 1 MLD Lot Grading Drainage Plan

Exhibit DET — 2 — Proposed Project MLD Lot Grading Drainage Plan
Exhibit CE — 1 — Community Park East Concept Plan

Exhibit CP — 1 — Community Park East Alternate Developable Area

Exhibit CC — 1 — Folsom South Alternative 1 — Community Commercial Site
Attachment 1 — Folsom Specific Plan Area — Community Park East Design

cc: Mike McDougall, MJM Properties, LLC
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CITY OF

November 21, 2012 FOLSOM

DISTINCTIVE BY NATURE

Lisa M. Gibson

Regulatory Project Manager
USACE

1325 J Street

Sacramento, CA 95814

SUBJECT: FOLSOM SPECIFIC PLAN AREA —- COMMUNITY PARK EAST DESIGN
Dear Ms. Gibson:

At your request, the City of Folsom has analyzed the topographical conditions of the Community
Park East site in the Folsom Plan Area to determine if the creek corridor in this area could be
incorporated into the park design. As part of this analysis, Foothill Design was hired to review
the site topography and park facilities that are anticipated to be provided in this park. Foothill
Design concluded that given the setbacks that would be required from the creek to the proposed
park facilities, along with the site’s 10% slope, substantial retaining walls (in some areas up to 16
feet in height) would need to be constructed. The necessity for retaining walls would result in a
sizeable increase in the costs associated with the park development. In addition, the grades
needed to construct the park facilities, such as playfields, would require filling of the creek areas.

We agree that incorporating the creek into the park design would be an amenity to the park.
Unfortunately, it would result in a compromised park design, which does not meet the City’s
needs, and a significant increase in cost. If you have any questions or need additional
information, please feel free to contact me at 916-355-7224.

Sincerely,

/QMK g I > éb’(_/ﬁl_/x
David E. Miller, AICP
Public Works and Community Development Director

DEM:la

c: Mike McDougal
Robert Goss

50 NATOMA STREET
FOLSOM, CALIFORNIA 95630

WWW FOLSOM.CA.US
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1.0 BACKGROUND

This Alternatives Analysis is prepared pursuant to Section 404, subdivision (b)(1) of the
Clean Water Act (33 U.S.C. § 1251 et seq.) and the Guidelines adopted by the
Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) that implement section (40 C.F.R. Part 230).
The Guidelines provide that:

[N]o discharge of dredged or fill material shall be permitted if there is a
practicable alternative to the proposed discharge which would have less adverse
impact on the aquatic ecosystem, so long as the alternative does not have other
significant adverse environmental consequences. (40 C.F.R. §8 230.10, subd. (a).)

Additionally, the Guidelines presume that a project that is not water-dependent (i.e., does
not require access or proximity to, or sitting within, a wetland) will have practicable
alternatives, unless clearly demonstrated otherwise. (40 C.F.R. § 230.10, subd. (a)(3).)

The Guidelines define “practicable” as follows:

“available and capable of being done after taking into consideration cost, existing
technology, and logistics in light of overall project purposes.”

(40 C.F.R. § 230.10, subd. (a)(2); see also 40 C.F.R. § 230.3, subd. (q).)

Consistent with that definition, courts have held that the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers
(Corps) has a duty to consider the applicant’s statement of the project purpose when
determining whether practicable alternatives exist. Additionally, courts have held that
the Corps may legitimately consider economic feasibility in determining whether an
alternative is practicable.

More recently, the Corps issued Regulatory Guidance Letter 93-2, which presents a
Memorandum to the Field by the Corps and the EPA “to clarify the appropriate level of
analysis required for evaluating compliance with the Clean Water Act Section 404(b)(1)
Guidelines (Guidelines) requirements for consideration of alternatives.” In that
memorandum, the Corps and the EPA observed:

The Guidelines are, as noted above, binding regulations. It is important to
recognize, however, that this regulatory status does not limit the inherent
flexibility provided in the Guidelines for implementing these provisions. The
preamble to the Guidelines is very clear in this regard:

Of course, as the regulation itself makes clear, a certain amount of
flexibility is still intended. For example, while the ultimate conditions of
compliance are “regulatory’, the Guidelines allow some room for
judgment in determining what must be done to arrive at a conclusion that
those conditions have or have not been met.

Folsom South 1 MJM Properties, LLC
Alternatives Analysis Foothill Associates © 2012



(Guidelines preamble, “Regulation versus Guidelines”, 45 FR 85336
(December 24, 1980).)

After discussion of the flexibility of the Guidelines to adjust the level of analysis to take
into account the relative extent of the environmental impacts and the scope and cost of
the Proposed Project, the Corps and the EPA closed with this general guidance:

A reasonable, common sense approach in applying the requirements of the
Guidelines’ alternatives analysis is fully consistent with sound environmental
protection. The Guidelines clearly contemplate that reasonable discretion should
be applied based on the nature of the aquatic resource and potential impacts of a
proposed activity in determining compliance with the alternatives test. Such an
approach encourages effective decision-making and fosters a better
understanding and enhanced confidence in the Section 404 program.

(U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, Guidance on Flexibility of the 404(b)(1)
Guidelines and Mitigation Banking, Regulatory Guidance Letter 93-02 [Aug. 23,
1993]).

The ultimate decision regarding what is a practicable alternative must also take into
account the degree of wetlands impacts at stake. As emphasized in the pertinent federal
regulations, “[t]he level of documentation should reflect the significance and complexity
of the discharge activity.” (40 C.F.R. 8 230.6(b).) Indeed, as the Corps has noted, “the
level of scrutiny required by the Guidelines is commensurate with the severity of the
environmental impact (as determined by the functions of the aquatic resource and the
nature of the proposed activity) and the scope/cost of the project.” (U.S. Army Corps of
Engineers, Guidance on Flexibility of the 404(b)(1) Guidelines and Mitigation Banking,
Regulatory Guidance Letter 93-02 [Aug. 23, 1993]).

A decision under the Guidelines should also avoid substantial impacts to non-aquatic
environmental values. Under the Code of Federal Regulations, “[e]ven where a
practicable alternative exists that would have less adverse impact on the aquatic
ecosystem, the Guidelines allow it to be rejected if it would have *other significant
adverse environmental consequences.”” [40 C.F.R. § 230.10(a)] As explained in the
preamble to the Federal Register notice issuing the 404(b)(1) Guidelines, this allows for
consideration of “evidence of damages to other ecosystems in deciding whether there is a
‘better’ alternative.” Hence, in applying the alternatives analysis required by the
Guidelines, it is not appropriate to select an alternative where minor impacts on the
aquatic environment are avoided at the cost of substantial impacts to other natural
environmental values.” (U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, Guidance on Flexibility of the
404(b)(1) Guidelines and Mitigation Banking, Regulatory Guidance Letter 93-02 (Aug.
23, 1993) [emphasis added]).

The Corps’ charge to render a determination under the “alternatives analysis” must also
avoid unreasonably expensive alternatives. “If an alleged alternative is unreasonably
expensive to the applicant, the alternative is not “practicable.”” (45 Fed. Reg. 85336,
85343; see also U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, Guidance on Flexibility of the 404(b)(1)
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Guidelines and Mitigation Banking, Regulatory Guidance Letter 93-02 (Aug. 23, 1993).)
In establishing that the definition of “practicable” depends on “cost” factors EPA stated
that “[o]ur intent is to consider those alternatives which are reasonable in terms of the
overall scope/cost of the proposed project.” (45 Fed. Reg. 85336, 85339.)

Finally, case law also reflects several other factors that are relevant to the alternatives
analysis under the 404(b)(1) Guidelines. For example, in Northwest Environmental
Defense Center v. Wood (D.Or. 1996) 947 F.Supp. 1371, the court considered several
factors in determining whether an alternative was “practicable” under 40 C.F.R. §
230.10(a)(2). In addressing one site the court considered the fact that “80 of the...site’s
122 acres had been designated for protection under [a distinct wetlands plan].” (947
F.Supp. at p. 1378.) Moreover, the court considered relevant the fact that use of a
particular alternative site would entail a more complicated acquisition process. (947
F.Supp. at p. 1378.) Finally, the court considered relevant the fact that rezoning of other
sites would not be practicable. (Ibid.; see also Fund for Animals v. Rice (11th Cir. 1996)
85 F.3d 535, 543-544 (in evaluating environmental advantages of an alternative site,
relevant factors include that (1) the county had zoned approximately 2,971 acres on the
site as a conservation area, and (2) the conservation area adjoined other preserve areas off
site).
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2.0 INTRODUCTION

2.1 Project Location

The project site is located south of U.S. 50, within a portion of Sections 9, 10, 15, 16, 17,
20, 21, and 22, Township 9 North, Range 8 East, Latitude 38° 37’ 59.11” North and
Longitude 121° 6° 11.17” West, within the Lower Sacramento, Lower American
(Hydrologic Unit 18020111) and San Joaquin Upper Cosumnes (Hydrologic Unit
18040013) watersheds, Sacramento County, California, and can be located on the
Folsom, Folsom SE, Clarksville and Buffalo Creek USGS 7.5-minute series topographic
quadrangles (Figure 1).

2.2 Project Setting

The Proposed Project site is currently undeveloped. The majority of the site is currently
utilized for livestock grazing. In the past, portions of the western portion of the site were
mined for gold and other minerals. The former Southern Pacific railroad tracks (currently
the Sacramento-Placerville Transportation Corridor), are located at the base of the eastern
section of the site adjacent to Placerville Road. White Rock Road defines the southern
limits of the site and Scott Road divides the lowland portion of the site into roughly two
halves. The western limits of the Proposed Project site lie just beyond Alder Creek and
U.S. 50 defines the northern boundary of the eastern section of the site.

Surrounding land uses include undeveloped grasslands south of White Rock Road;
undeveloped El Dorado County property to the east; residential, retail, and commercial
land uses north of U.S. 50, adjacent to the eastern section of the site; and undeveloped
properties along the northern and western boundaries of the lowland portion of the site.

The project site is included in the City of Folsom’s Sphere of Influence Area (SOIA) and
the city has annexed the entire SOIA, including the project site. The project site is also
included in the Folsom Plan Area Specific Plan (FPASP), a comprehensively planned
community that proposes new development patterns based on the principles of “Smart
Growth” and Transit Oriented Development (TOD). The FPASP “encompasses a mix of
residential, commercial, employment and public use complemented by recreation
amenities including a significant system of park and open space, all within close
proximity to one another.”

2.3 Topography

The topography of the eastern portion of the site is dominated by a series of more or less
parallel hilltops and intervening valleys between 400 and 550 feet above mean sea level
(MSL). Rolling topography and moderate to steep slopes typify the lower, western
portions of the site and the surrounding area. The elevations in the western portion of the
site range from approximately 330 to 400 feet above MSL.
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2.4  Site-Specific Hydrology

The hydrologic regime on the site is predominantly seasonal storm water runoff and
direct precipitation, which primarily falls between November and March. Annual
average precipitation is approximately 15 to 20 inches. The majority of seasonal surface
runoff is conveyed throughout the site via ephemeral drainages and riverine seasonal
wetlands tributary to Alder Creek, which is the largest drainage on the site. Alder Creek
flows off site to the northwest and is tributary to the American River.

Additionally, the southeastern corner of the site is located within a small sub basin of the
Carson Creek Watershed, which is tributary to the Cosumnes River.

Several stock ponds have been built on the site by the construction of dams on ephemeral
drainages. The dams of many of these ponds have been breached and the structures no
longer hold water. Irrigation ditches were also constructed in decades past, and these
structures are also typically in disrepair.

Seeps on the site are fed by shallow groundwater discharge, and are primarily located on
the eastern portion of the site, which is the base of the foothills. Some of these seeps
contribute runoff to the ephemeral drainages.
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2.5 Onsite Aquatic Features

A total of 29.16 acres of waters of the U.S have been mapped on the site, as summarized
in Table 1. Jurisdictional features delineated on the site by feature classification include
0.38 acre of vernal pool, 0.71 acre of depressional seasonal wetland, 0.44 acre of
depressional seep, 9.68 acres of riverine seasonal wetland, 0.86 acre of riverine seep, 0.06
acre of riverine seasonal marsh, 0.48 acre of slope seasonal wetland, 5.18 acres of slope
seep, 5.21 acres of ephemeral drainage, 4.46 acres of intermittent drainage, 0.15 acre of
ditch/canal, and 1.55 acres of stock pond (Figure 2).

Table 1 — Corps Jurisdictional Aquatic Features

Aquatic Feature Aquatic Feature
Classification Acreage

Vernal Pool 0.38
Depressional Seasonal Wetland 0.71
Depressional Seep 0.44
Riverine Seasonal Wetland 9.68
Riverine Seep 0.86
Riverine Seasonal Marsh 0.06
Slope Seasonal Wetland 0.48
Slope Seep 5.18
Ephemeral Drainage 5.21
Intermittent Drainage 4.46
Ditch/Canal 0.15
Stock Pond 1.55
Total 29.16

In addition, 1.27 acres of non-jurisdictional features have been mapped on the site,
including 0.85 acre of excavated pond and 0.42 acre of ditch/canal, as summarized below
in Table 2.

Table 2 — Non-Jurisdictional Aquatic Feature

Aquatic Feature Aquatic Feature
Classification Acreage
Excavated Pond 0.85
Ditch/Canal 0.42
Total 1.27
Folsom South 7 MJM Properties, LLC
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2.6 Soils

The Natural Resources Conservation Service (NRCS) has mapped four soil units on the
site (Figure 3): Auburn silt loam, 2 to 30 percent slopes, Argonaut-Auburn complex, 3
to 8 percent slopes; Auburn-Argonaut-rock outcrop complex, 8 to 30 percent slopes; and
Whiterock loam, 3 to 30 percent slopes. General characteristics and properties associated
with these soils are described below.

e Auburn silt loam, 2 to 30 percent slopes: These soils occur on undulating to
very steep foothills, typically located between 500 to 1,800 feet above MSL. It
formed in material weathered from metasedimentary rocks. Bedrock
outcroppings occur on the surface of this soil type at a frequency of less than five
percent. The Auburn series consists of well-drained soils underlain by hard
metamorphic rocks at a depth of approximately 10 to 26 inches. Permeability is
moderate and available water capacity is very low. Auburn soils are primarily
used for rangeland and irrigated pasture. Occasionally, crops such as hay or
grain are grown. Vegetation typically consists of annual grasses and herbaceous
species. Areas of oaks, grey pine (Pinus sabiniana), and shrub-dominated
vegetation communities also occur.

e Argonaut-Auburn complex, 3 to 8 percent slopes: This soil unit is composed
of approximately 45 percent Argonaut soil and 35 percent Auburn soil. This soil
type is found in foothills from 160 to 660 feet above MSL. The native vegetation
of this soil type is annual grasses and herbaceous species with a few scattered
oaks. The Argonaut soil is moderately deep and well drained. Permeability is
very slow. Runoff is medium. It formed in material weathered from
metaandesite and metamorphic rocks. The Auburn soil is shallow or moderately
deep and well-drained. It formed in material weathered from metabasic and
metasedimentary rocks. Permeability is moderate and runoff is medium. The
hydric soils list for Sacramento County does not identify any hydric components
or inclusions as present within this soil type.

e Auburn-Argonaut-rock outcrop complex, 8 to 30 percent slopes: This unit is
composed of approximately 40 percent Auburn soil, 35 percent Argonaut soil,
and 10 percent rock outcrop. This soil unit is found in foothills from 150 to 830
feet above MSL. Native vegetation on this soil is annual grasses, herbaceous
species, and scattered oaks. The Auburn soil is shallow or moderately deep and
well-drained. It formed in material weathered from metabasic and
metasedimentary rocks. Permeability is moderate and runoff is medium. The
Argonaut soil is moderately deep and well drained. Permeability is very slow.
Runoff is medium. It formed in material weathered from metaandesite and
metmorphic rocks. The hydric soils list for Sacramento County does not identify
any hydric components or inclusions as present within this soil type.

e Whiterock loam, 3 to 30 percent slopes: This soil is found on foothills from
160 to 530 feet above MSL. It formed in material weathered from vertically
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tilted metasedimentary rocks. The native vegetation is composed primarily of
annual grasses and herbaceous species. The soil is very shallow and somewhat
excessively drained. Permeability is moderate and runoff is medium or rapid.
The hydric soils list for Sacramento County does not identify any hydric
components or inclusions as present within this soil type.

According to the hydric soils list and soil survey for Sacramento County, there are no
hydric components or inclusions identified within these mapped soil units.

Folsom South 10 MJM Properties, LLC
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2.7 Biological Communities

Two major biological communities occur within the project site: 1) annual grassland and
2) blue oak woodland. These communities provide habitat for a number of common
species of wildlife and may provide potentially suitable habitat for special-status species.
Additionally, within these communities are various aquatic features which also may
provide habitat for common and special status species. Each biological community,
including associated common plant and wildlife species observed or expected to occur on
the project site are described below. Where possible and unless otherwise noted, the
vegetation classifications herein follow the Manual of California Vegetation (Sawyer and
Keeler-Wolf 1995).

2.7.1 Annual Grassland

Annual grassland covers the majority of the site; this community is characterized
primarily by an assemblage of non-native grasses and forbs. Much of the vegetation in
this community is common to the Central VValley. Dominant grass species identified
onsite include soft chess (Bromus hordeaceous), narrow tarplant (Holocarpha virgata),
Mediterranean barley (Hordeum marinum), and wild oat (Avena spp.). Common
dominant herbaceous species include yellow star-thistle (Centaurea solstitialis),
medusahead (Taeniatherum caput-medusae), and vinegar weed (Trichostema
lanceolatum).

Annual grassland habitat supports breeding, foraging, and shelter habitat for several
species of wildlife. Wildlife species observed in this habitat during field surveys include
horned lark (Eremophila alpestris), northern harrier (Circus cyaneus), killdeer
(Charadrius vociferus), red-tailed hawk (Buteo jamaicensis), black phoebe (Sayornis
nigricans), western meadowlark (Sturnella neglecta), and coyote (Canis latrans).

2.7.2 Blue Oak Woodland

Blue oak woodlands are defined as woodlands with blue oak as the sole or dominating
species in the tree canopy along with foothill pine (Pinus sabiniana), interior live oak
(Quercus wislizenii), and valley oak (Quercus lobata). Typically, blue oak woodland
exhibits a continuous, intermittent, or savanna-like canopy that is one or two-tiered;
shrubs are infrequent or common; and ground cover is grassy (Sawyer and Keeler-Wolf
1995).

Oak woodlands provide breeding, foraging, and cover habitat to a variety of wildlife
species. Species expected to occur within this habitat type include ash-throated
flycatcher (Myiarchus cinerascens), acorn woodpecker (Melanerpes formicivorus), oak
titmouse (Baeolophus inornatus), and northern flicker (Colaptes auratus).
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2.7.3 Aquatic Habitats

Riverine Seasonal Wetland

A total of 9.68 acres of riverine seasonal wetland have been delineated within the site
(Figure 2). Riverine seasonal wetlands are defined by a hydrologic regime dominated by
unidirectional flow of water. Riverine seasonal wetlands typically occur in topographic
folds or swales and represent natural drainages that convey sufficient water to support
wetland vegetation. Riverine seasonal wetlands typically convey water during and
shortly after storm events. Riverine seasonal wetlands have a moderately defined bed
and bank and often exhibit sufficient gradient to convey water off of the site. Asin
depressional seasonal wetlands, plant species found within riverine seasonal wetlands are
typically adapted to a hydrologic regime dominated by saturation rather than inundation.
Riverine seasonal wetlands often form the headwaters of ephemeral drainages throughout
the site. Approximately 0.06 of slope seasonal wetlands delineated on the site are
included within the acreage specified above.

Riverine seasonal wetlands occur between slopes and topographic folds within the
grassland community. Vegetation associated with riverine seasonal wetlands included
pennyroyal (Mentha pulegium), Mediterranean barley, and coyote thistle (Eryngium
vaseyi). During the time field surveys were performed, the lower reaches of most
riverine seasonal wetlands conveyed water.

Depressional Seasonal Wetland

A total of 0.71 acre of depressional seasonal wetland has been delineated within the site
(Figure 2). Depressional seasonal wetlands occur on the margins of riverine features
throughout the site. Depressional seasonal wetlands exhibit a hydrologic regime
dominated by saturation, rather than inundation. Depressional seasonal wetlands were
identified on the site as depressions within the topography with a hydrologic regime
dominated by saturation and capable of supporting hydrophytic plant species and hydric
soils. Plant species in depressional seasonal wetlands are adapted to withstand short
periods of saturation or saturated soils conditions but will not withstand prolonged
periods of inundation, as is common in vernal pools.

Riverine Seasonal Marsh

A total of 0.06 acre of riverine seasonal marsh has been delineated within the site (Figure
2). Seasonal marshes are those wetlands that are seasonally saturated and/or inundated
and saturation/inundation persists for some period into the warm season but generally not
beyond. Riverine seasonal marshes are dominated by unidirectional flow of water for
some portion of the wet season. Riverine seasonal marsh on the site is represented by
areas that receive additional hydrology from nearby perennial features during high flow
or flood level events. Within the Central Valley, these features are typically located
along the fringes of slow-moving, low-gradient riverine systems or at the lower extents of
the downstream terminus of riverine seasonal features.
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Seep

A total of 6.48 acres of seep have been delineated within the site (Figure 2). Seeps are
characterized as areas where groundwater intersects with the soil surface. Typically, flow
from seeps continues for some period after the rainy season and may continue all year.
Seeps can support isolated wetland vegetation (such as on a hillside) or seeps may form
the headwaters of a riverine seasonal wetland or other jurisdictional drainage feature.
Vegetation in seeps often consists of plant species associated with seasonal and perennial
marsh habitats. When seeps flow for only short periods beyond the rainy season and into
the warm season, herbaceous perennial wetland species typically dominate. Seeps that
persist for longer periods may support woody, perennial, obligate plant species. Seeps
identified within the site include sloped seeps and seeps associated with larger riverine
features within scoured depressions.

Vernal Pool

A total of 0.38 acre of vernal pool has been delineated within the site (Figure 2). Vernal
pools are shallow, seasonally inundated depressional wetlands that form in soils with a
subsurface layer that restricts the downward flow of water. These layers include
hardpans, claypans or thick clay layers. Vernal pools were identified on the site as
depressions within the topography with a hydrologic regime dominated by inundation
and capable of supporting hydrophytic plant species and hydric soils. Plant species found
within vernal pools are those that require extended periods of inundation and, as such, are
commonly associated with these seasonal wetland features.

Vernal pool communities are characterized as shallow depressions underlain by an
impermeable layer causing them to inundate with water seasonally and are dominated by
annual herbs and grasses adapted to these unique conditions. Dominant plant species
found in vernal pools include coyote thistle and annual hairgrass (Deschampsia
danthonioides). Some of the vernal pools mapped within the site are characterized as
scoured, deep-water pools within ephemeral drainages.

Ephemeral Drainage

A total of 5.21 acres of ephemeral drainage have been delineated within the site.
Ephemeral drainages are located throughout the site, typically downstream of riverine
seasonal wetland features (Figure 2). Ephemeral drainages are features that do not meet
the three-parameter criteria for vegetation, hydrology and soils but do convey water and
exhibit an “ordinary high water mark.” Ephemeral drainages are primarily fed by
stormwater runoff. These features convey flows during and immediately after storm
events but may stop flowing or begin to dry if the interval between storm events is long
enough. Typically, these features exhibit a defined bed and bank and often show signs of
scouring as a result of rapid flow events. Ephemeral drainages may exhibit vegetation
patterns commonly associated with vernal pools or depressional seasonal wetlands.
Often these features are lightly vegetated due to seasonal rapid-flow events resulting in a
scoured channel.
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Intermittent Drainage

A total of 4.46 acres of intermittent drainage have been delineated within the site (Figure
2). Intermittent drainages, as in ephemeral drainages, are features that do not meet the
three-parameter criteria for vegetation, hydrology and soils but do convey water and
exhibit an “ordinary high water mark”. Water flows within intermittent drainages are fed
primarily by a seasonally perched groundwater table and supplemented by precipitation
and storm water run off. After the initial onset of rains these features have persistent
flows throughout and past the end of the rainy season. Typically, these features exhibit a
defined bed and bank and show signs of scouring as a result of rapid flow events. The
bed of intermittent drainages consists of cobble often interrupted with bedrock.
Hydrophytic vegetation may occur in association with intermittent drainages.

Ditch/Canal

A total of 0.15 acre of ditch/canal has been delineated within the site (Figure 2). Water
conveyance features excavated in uplands and constructed for transport and distribution
of surface water may be considered jurisdictional features, specifically if they are
tributary to known waters of the U.S.

An additional 0.42 acre of ditches/canal was delineated on the site and is not connected to
any other water conveyance feature on or off of the site. Non-tributary water conveyance
features excavated in uplands and constructed for the transport and distribution of
groundwater are not jurisdictional features. At no time was standing or flowing water
observed within the interior remnant ditches on the site.

Stock Pond

A total of 1.55 acres of stock pond has been delineated within the site (Figure 2) as
jurisdictional waters. Stock ponds are typically the result of the deliberate impoundment
of water through artificial damming. When stock ponds occur as the result of the
construction of artificial impoundment features that restrict or stop the flow of
jurisdictional waters of the U.S., the resulting pond becomes jurisdictional to the limits of
the ordinary high water mark. Conversely, stock ponds wholly excavated in uplands and
supplied by surface run off or groundwater are not jurisdictional features. The stock
ponds on the site are re-charged by seasonal precipitation as well as riverine seasonal
wetlands that are hydrologically connected.

Excavated Pond

A total 0.85 acre of excavated pond has been delineated within the eastern-central portion
of the site (Figure 2) as non-jurisdictional waters. Ponds are typically the result of the
deliberate impoundment of water through artificial damming. When stock ponds occur
as the result of the construction of artificial impoundment features that restrict or stop the
flow of jurisdictional waters of the U.S., the resulting pond becomes jurisdictional to the
limits of the ordinary high water mark or wetland boundary. Conversely, ponds wholly
excavated in uplands and supplied by surface run off or groundwater are not
jurisdictional features. Some of the ponds on the site are excavated and are not the result
of the impoundment of a natural drainage way. Nor are these excavated ponds tributaries
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to or from any waters of the U.S. The hydrology of the ponds is supplied by seasonal
precipitation.

2.7.4 Listed and Special-Status Plant Species

Special-status plant species that have the potential to occur within the site include:
Ahart’s dwarf rush (Juncus leiospermus var. ahartii), Boggs Lake hedge-hyssop
(Gratiola heterosepala), dwarf downingia (Downingia pusilla), legenere (Legenere
limosa), pincushion navarretia (Navarretia myersii ssp. myersii), Sacramento Orcutt grass
(Orcuttia viscida), slender Orcutt grass (Orcuttia tenuis), and Tuolumne button celery
(Eryngium pinnatisectum).

However, focused surveys for all potentially occurring plant species were conducted on
the site in the spring and summer of 2006 (Foothill Associates 2006) and spring and
summer of 2009 (Foothill Associates 2009), and no rare plants were found on the site.

2.7.5 Listed and Special-Status Wildlife Species

Species that are known to be present based on field observations are northern harrier
(Circus cyaneus), western burrowing owl (Athene cunicularia hypugaea), as well as other
raptor species. Additional species that are considered to have the potential to occur on
the site include: Cooper’s hawk (Accipiter cooperii), Swainson’s hawk (Buteo
swainsoni), white-tailed kite (Elanus leucurus), ferruginous hawk (Buteo regalis), valley
elderberry longhorn beetle (Desmocerus californicus dimorphus), western pond turtle
(Clemmys marmorata) and western spadefoot toad (Spea hammondii).

Focused surveys for special-status reptiles and amphibians including western pond turtle
(Clemmys marmorata) and western spadefoot toad (Spea hammondii) were conducted on
the site in Spring 2006 (Foothill Associates 2006a). No western pond turtles or western
spadefoot toads were found on the site.

Northern Harrier

The northern harrier is a large gray or brown raptor species. The female is typically
larger than the male. Northern harriers are commonly observed throughout the year
within the Central Valley; they are commonly seen flying low over agricultural fields and
marshes while foraging for small mammals. Some individuals from other areas will
over-winter in California. Harriers are ground nesting raptors that typically inhabit
marshes, oak savannahs, wetlands, or grasslands; nests made of grassy vegetation are
built on the ground or in low shrubs. There are no CNDDB records for this species
within five miles of the site, although this species occurs more frequently in grassland
habitat than it is reported in the CNDDB. However, this species was observed foraging
within the site during November 2005 field surveys and the site provides suitable nesting
and foraging habitat for northern harrier.

Western Burrowing Owl

Western burrowing owl is a small ground-dwelling owl that occurs in western North
America from Canada to Mexico, and east to Texas, and Louisiana. Although in certain
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areas of its range western burrowing owls are migratory, these owls are predominantly
non-migratory in California (Zeiner et. al. 1990). The breeding season for western
burrowing owls occurs from February to August, peaking in April and May (Zeiner et. al.
1990). Western burrowing owls nest in burrows in the ground, often in old ground
squirrel burrows. This owl is also known to use artificial burrows including pipes,
culverts, and nest boxes. There are no CNDDB records for this species within five miles
of the site (CNDDB 2005). However, the annual grassland community within the site is
suitable nesting and foraging habitat for this species, and two burrowing owls were
observed within the site during field surveys.
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3.0 ALTERNATIVES ANALYSIS

The purpose of this Alternatives Analysis is to confirm whether the Project as Proposed
will satisfy the Guidelines, criteria and other requirements of Section 404 (b)(1) of the
Clean Water Act. Consistent with the Guidelines, an alternative is considered practicable
if it is “available and capable of being done after taking into consideration cost, existing
technology, and logistics in light of overall project purposes.”® In the case of the
proposed Folsom Plan Area Specific Plan project, technological considerations are not
relevant to the analyses. Therefore, for the purpose of this Alternative Analysis the
determination of practicability will emphasizes cost and logistics relevant to
implementation of the Proposed Project and each alternative. Alternatives will also be
evaluated based on potential impacts to the aquatic environment, as well as other
environments in light of the project’s overall purpose and objectives.

Onsite alternatives evaluated consist of the Project as Proposed, No Fill Alternative, and
four additional alternative project configurations. For the purposes of this Alternatives
Analysis, the “Proposed Project” by which each alternative is compared is defined by a
subset (or study area) within the greater Folsom South Specific Plan project area relevant
to the project area and corresponding land uses that would be affected by additionally
proposed intermittent drainage segment preservation for each individual Alternative. The
Jurisdictional Area Avoided acreages presented in the analyses represent total Waters of
the U.S. (WOUS) acreages avoided for the entire Folsom South project area.

3.1 Overall Project Purpose

The following overall project purpose defined for the Folsom Plan Area Specific Plan
will be utilized to evaluate practicable alternatives under the Section 404(b)(1)
Guidelines:

1. Develop a large-scale mixed-use and mixed-density residential housing
development consistent with the City of Folsom’s General Plan and the
SACOG Smart Growth Principles.

2. Expand the City’s boundaries based on the ultimate boundaries of
development that the City can reasonably control and service, and do so in a
manner that would foster orderly urban development and discourage leapfrog
development and urban sprawl.

3. Annex those parcels of land adjacent to the City limit and within the City’s
Sphere of Influence whose development could have significant visual, traffic,
public service, and environmental impacts on the City so that the City may
influence the ultimate development of those parcels.

1 40 CFR 230.3 (q), 230.10 (a) 2
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4. Provide a large-scale mixed-use and mixed-density residential housing
development within the City of Folsom, south of U.S. 50.

5. Develop several distinct neighborhoods within the project site, connected by a
substantial open space area and recreational trail network.

6. Provide neighborhood- and regional-serving retail areas within the project
site.

7. Provide a mix of housing types within the project site to diversify the City’s
housing stock.

8. Provide a combined high school/middle school and the appropriate elementary
schools on-site sufficient to meet the needs of the project.

9. Provide the appropriate number and size of on-site community and
neighborhood parks sufficient to meet the needs of the project.

10. Generate positive fiscal impacts for the City through development within the
project site.

Case law exists at the appellate court level supporting an applicant's description of the
overall project purpose and thus upheld the use of the applicant's screening criteria based
upon that project purpose.

In Sylvester v. U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, 882 F.2d 407, (9th Cir. 1989), it was
demonstrated that it is proper for the Corps and EPA to defer to the applicant's
description of the overall project purpose, even though it may be more narrow than that
described by one or both agencies.

3.2 Offsite Alternatives

Pursuant to 40 CFR 230.10 (a) (4) off-site alternatives to the Proposed Project are
evaluated in the Folsom South of U.S. 50 Specific Plan Project DEIR/DEIS (SCH#
2008092051) and therefore, an evaluation of off-site alternatives is not included within
this analysis.

3.3 Onsite Alternatives

3.3.1 Evaluation Criteria

The project team identified four alternative project designs which could potentially
reduce impacts to waters of the United States from the project configuration described in
the Section 404 permit application. Each of these alternatives was analyzed under the
criteria defined below to identify the least environmentally damaging practicable
alternative (LEDPA). Summary tables for all alternatives are included in Section 4.0,
Conclusions (Table 22 and Table 23).
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An evaluation of the following alternatives is summarized in this analysis:

1) Proposed Project;
2) No Fill Alternative;
3) Alternative 1;

4) Alternative 2;

5) Alternative 3; and
6) Alternative 4.

The following criteria are used to evaluate on-site alternatives.

Project Purpose

The Alternative must accommodate a large-scale, mixed-use master-planned community
consisting of mixed-density residential uses, commercial and other employment-
generating uses, and must provide associated supporting infrastructure. In addition, the
Alternative must include a combined high school/middle school and the appropriate
elementary schools on-site sufficient to meet the needs of the project. Land use
configurations must include orderly urban development and discourage leapfrog
development and urban sprawl, and must develop several distinct neighborhoods
consisting of mixed housing types, connected by a substantial open space area and
recreational trail network

Logistics

The Alternative must provide for an efficient land use plan incorporating developable
parcels with comparable land use development potential to that of the Proposed Project,
as well as on-site backbone infrastructure, schools, parks, an on-site trail system, off-site
sewer improvements, off-site roadway improvements. The Alternative must consist of a
sufficient range of elements that meet the project purpose that are configured to meet
applicable land use standards. Proposed land uses and acreages are presented for all
alternatives in Table 22.

School Site Planning

California Department of Education (CDE) and Folsom Cordova Unified School District
(FCUSD) school site planning criteria recommends a high school service area of
approximately 8 to 12 square miles and a minimum spacing of approximately 2.5 miles
between high schools. In addition to school spacing criteria, Title 5, of the California
Code of Regulations? and the current edition of “School Site Analysis and
Development”® (Appendix A), provide standards for school site selection and size.
Applicable standards include the following:

2 Title 5, California Code of Regulations, Division 1, Chapter 13, Subchapter 1: School Facilities Construction.
%2000 Edition, “School Site Analysis and Development” published by the California Department of Education.
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1. Net Useable Acreage and Enrollment: The net useable acreage and
enrollment for a proposed school site shall be consistent with the number of
acres and enrollment established in Tables 1 through 6 of the “School Site
Analysis and Development.” The FCUSD recommended school enroliment
for middle and high schools is 900 and 2,000 students respectively. Based on
Tables 4 and 6 of “School Site Analysis and Development” and FCUSD
Facility Master Plan Table B-2, the minimum useable site area for the
proposed combined Middle/High School is 74.5 acres.

2. Powerlines: The property line of a proposed school site shall be at least the
following distance from the edge of power line easements:
a. 100 feet for 50-133 kV line;
b. 150 feet for 220-230 kV line; and
c. 350 feet for 500-550 kV line.

3. Railroad Track Easement: A proposed school site shall not be closer than
1,500 feet of a railroad track easement.

4. Adjacency to a Freeway or Major Highway: A proposed school site shall not
be located adjacent to a freeway or major highway that site-related traffic and
noise level studies have determined will have a safety problem or noise levels
that adversely affect the education program.

5. Active Earthquake Faults or Fault Traces: Pursuant to Education Code
Section 17212 and 17212.5, a proposed school site shall not contain an active
earthquake fault or fault trace.

6. Floodplain or Dam Flood Inundation: Pursuant to Education Code Section
17212 and 17212.5, a proposed school site shall not be located within an area
of flood or dam flood inundation area.

7. Above or Underground Water or Fuel Storage Tanks: A proposed school site
shall not be located near an above-ground water or fuel storage tank, or within
1,500 feet of an easement for an above-ground or underground pipeline that
can pose a safety hazard as determined by a risk analysis.

8. Liquefaction or Landslides: A proposed school site shall not be subject to
moderate or high liquefaction or landslides.

9. Site Length to Width Ratio: A proposed school site shall have a proportionate
length to width ratio (approximately 2 to 1) to accommaodate the building
layout, parking and playfields of the proposed school.

10. Accessibility from Arterial Streets: A proposed school site shall be accessible
from arterial roads.
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11. Adjacency to Major Arterial Streets: A proposed school site shall not be
located adjacent to a major arterial street with heavy traffic patterns.

12. Zoning: The existing or proposed zoning of the properties surrounding a
proposed school site shall be compatible with schools in that the zoning would
not pose a potential health or safety risk.

13. Attendance Area: A proposed school site shall be located within the proposed
attendance area to encourage student walking and avoid extensive bussing.

14. Joint Use: A proposed school site shall be selected to promote joint use of
parks, libraries, museums and other public services.

15. Public Services: A proposed school site shall be conveniently located for
public services including but not limited to fire and police protection, public
transit and trash disposal.

16. Environmental Factors: In selecting a school site, environmental factors such
as light, wind, noise, aesthetics and air pollution shall be considered.

17. Easements: A proposed school site shall not have easements on or adjacent to
the site that restricts access or building placement.

18. Cost Considerations: The selection process for a proposed school site shall
consider the cost and complications of the following:

Distance and availability of utilities;

b. Site preparation including grading, drainage, demolition, hazardous
cleanup and offsite development costs;

c. Eminent domain;

d. Long-term high landscaping and maintenance costs; and

e. Existence of any wildlife habitat that is on a federal or state protected
endangered list.

19. Hazardous Waste: A proposed school site shall not be located closer than
2,000 feet from a significant disposal of hazardous waste site.

20. Airport Runways: A proposed school site shall not be located closer than two
nautical miles to an airport runway.

Park Planning

Youth-oriented parks are identified as the priority of park programming for the City of
Folsom due to the City’s demographics being dominated by families and the City’s
identity as an ideal location to raise a family. Active park facilities within the City
typically consist of adult and youth sport oriented amenities, including sports fields and
complexes, playgrounds and community swimming pools and facilities.
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City of Folsom Park Planning Objectives and Policies

The Park and Recreation Element of the City of Folsom General Plan identifies the
following objectives and policies relevant to park land use within the City:

Objective 9.1: Provide safe, attractive and durable park, and recreational facilities
within the Plan Area.

Policies:

Policy 9.1: To promote walking and cycling, community and neighborhood parks shall
be connected to the pedestrian and bicycle network.

Policy 9.2:  Park designs shall accommodate a variety of active and passive recreational
facilities and activities that meet the needs of Plan Area residents of all
ages, abilities and special interest groups, including the disabled.

Policy 9.3:  Neighborhood parks shall feature active recreational uses as a priority and
provide field lighting for nighttime sports uses and other activities as
deemed appropriate by the City of Folsom Parks and Recreation
Department.

Policy 9.4:  The sports facilities listed in Table 9.1 are suggested facilities for inclusion
in community, neighborhood and local parks. The City may amend Table
9.1 as City needs change without amending the FPASP.

Policy 9.5:  All park master plans shall include a lighting plan and all park lighting
fixtures shall be shielded and energy efficient.

Policy 9.6:  Parks shall be designed and landscaped to provide shade, easy maintenance,
water efficiency, and to accommodate a variety of recreational uses. Park
improvements will comply with Folsom Municipal Code Chapter 13.26
Water Conservation and all applicable mitigations measures set forth in the
FPASP EIR/EIS.

Policy 9.7:  Park furniture and structures shall be selected based on durability, vandal
resistance and long term maintenance, as approved by the City.

Policy 9.8:  Public art is encouraged in parks where appropriate and feasible in
compliance with the City’s Arts and Culture Master Plan.

Policy 9.9: Easements and designated open space shall not be credited as parkland
acreage. These areas may be used for park activities, but not to satisfy
Quimby Park land dedication requirements.

Policy 9.10: Placement of stand alone cell towers or antennae in parks in strongly
discouraged. Cell towers or antennae are permitted to be located on sports
field lighting poles with a use permit.
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Policy 9.11: All parks shall be sited and designed with special attention to safety and
visibility. Park designs shall follow the use restrictions as outlined in the
Folsom Municipal Code Chapter 9.68: Use of Park Facilities. The Parks
and Recreation Commission shall review all park master development plans
and make recommendations to the City Council for approval.

Policy 9.12: A Parks Master Plan shall be prepared for the Plan Area.

Policy 9.13: If the existing slope of a park site shown on Figure 9.1 exceeds five percent,
the site shall be rough graded by owner/developer/builder dedicating the
park land in accordance with grading plans approved by the City of Folsom
Parks and Recreation Department. The cost to grade sites may be credited
against park impact fees subject to city approval.

Policy 9.14: Park land dedications are net areas in acres and exclude easements,
wetlands, public rights-of-way and steep slopes or structures.

Community Park

Community parks provide recreational opportunities for larger scale; community oriented
active and passive recreational uses including community centers and sports fields.
Community parks typically range in size from 20 to 50 acres and have a service area
radius of one mile. Details related to project-specific community park configurations and
amenities are described in Section 3.3.2.

Cost

The Alternative must have a development cost that is approximately the same or less than
that of the Proposed Project. Unit prices used for analysis comparison by alternative are
taken from the Preliminary Cost Estimate, Folsom Plan Area Proposed Project Estimate
dated and January 30, 2009. Development costs are summarized by alternative for all
alternatives in Table 23.

Environmental

The Alternative must have significantly less impacts to aquatic ecosystems than the
Proposed Project, without having other concomitant significant adverse environmental
impacts. Unless otherwise noted by individual alternative within this analysis, backbone
infrastructure development within the Folsom South project area would impact an
additional 14% (4.13 acres) of jurisdictional aquatic features delineated on the project
site. Folsom South of U.S. 50 Specific Plan Project Backbone Infrastructure Alternatives
are being evaluated as a separate permit action pursuant to the Federal Clean Water Act
Section 404(b)(1) Guidelines independent of the land use development alternatives.
Analyses for the Backbone Infrastructure Alternatives are evaluated in a separate
document.

The following revised analyses include an area of fill (approximately 0.68 acre) located
east of Placerville Payen Road evaluated in the Folsom South of U.S. 50 Specific Plan
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Project DEIR/DEIS (SCH# 2008092051), but not included in previous versions of these
project-specific analyses.

Overall

An alternative is not considered a practicable alternative unless it meets all of the above
criteria.

3.3.2 Proposed Project

For the purposes of Alternatives Analysis, the “Proposed Project” by which each
alternative is compared is defined by a subset of the greater Folsom Plan Area Specific
Plan project area relevant to the project area and corresponding land uses affected by
additionally proposed drainage segment preservation for each Alternative.

Project Purpose

Development of the greater Folsom Plan Area Specific Plan (Proposed Project) would
include a large-scale, mixed-use master-planned community consisting of mixed-density
residential uses, a regional shopping center, and other employment-generating uses, as
well as public facilities and backbone infrastructure and would conserve approximately
27% of the site (377 acres) as open space (Figure 4).

A summary of land uses and proposed acreages by land use are shown in Table 3. As

proposed the Folsom South project would preserve 60% (17.42 acres) of the onsite
delineated jurisdictional features.

Table 3 — Folsom South Proposed Land Uses and Acreages

Land Use Acreage
Single-Family (SF) 221.9
Single-Family High Density (SFHD) 243.0
Multi-Family Low Density (MLD) 178.6
Multi-Family Medium Density (MMD) 45.3
Multi-Family High Density (MHD) 225
Mixed Use District (MU) 19.6
Community Commercial (CC) 215
Parks- Neighborhood (P) 54.9
Open Space (OS) 376.8
Public/Quasi-Public (PQP) 110.5
Major Circulation 59.7
General Commercial (GC) 59.3
Total 1414

Source: MacKay & Somps and Torrence Planning 2012
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PRELIMINARY WETLAND PROJECT BACKBONE , ~ Land Use Acreage
IMPACT ASSESSMENT IMPACT INFRASTRUCTURE | PRESERVATION Single-Family (SF) 221.9
CLASSIFICATION ACREAGE IMPACT ACREAGE ACREAGE TOTAL Single-Family High Density (SFHD) 243.0
DEPRESSIONAL WETLANDS Multi-Family Low Density (MLD) 178.6
Seasonal Wetland 0.354 g 0.126 0.224 0.705 Multi-Family Medium Density (MMD) 453
Vernal Pool 0.140 5 0.042 5 0.202 0.384|  [WiaFamiy Figh Density (VHD) 5%
RIVESReIinE WETLANDS g 0.020 ’ 0.420 0.440 Mixed Use District (MU) 19.6
Seasonal Wetland 4.086 $) 1.871 3.724 9.681| |community Commercial (CC) 25
Seep 0.060 9 0.072 0.725 0.857 Parks- Neighborhood (P) 54.9
Seasonal Marsh S5 0.061 0.061| |Open Space (0S) 3768
SLOPE WETLANDS Public/Quasi-Public (PQP) 110.5
Seasonal Wetland 0.107 8 0.187 0.189 0.483 Major Circulation 59.7
Seep 0.329 6 0.489 4.364 5.182 General Commercial (GC) 59.3
OTHER WATERS OF THE U.S. o T
Ephemeral Drainage 1.453 5 0.788 2.969 5.209
Intermittent Drainage 5 5 0345 2 4.116 4.461
Pond &% 00973 %5 0159 % 0.419 1.551
Ditch/Canal 0.114 g 0.029 5 0.002 0.145
TOTAL 7.616 4.128 17.415 29.16
NON-JURISDICTIONAL FEATURES
Pond (NJ) 0.846 0.846
Ditch/Canal (NJ) 0.360 0.051 0.008 0.419
TOTAL (NJ) 1.206 0.051 0.008 1.27
*Individual acreages reported to 3 significant figures.
Sum of subtotals are reported to 2 significant figures. o e M W M R R e _: I
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Logistics
Development of the Proposed Project would accommodate residential, commercial, and

mixed land uses, as well as public facilities, and transportation corridors. The Proposed
Project includes backbone infrastructure to support the proposed land uses.

The Proposed Project includes sites for five elementary schools and one combined
Middle/High School to provide school facilities for the students generated from build out
of the FPASP. The proposed Middle/High School would increase the total number of
high schools in the City of Folsom to three. Currently, the existing two high schools in
the City of Folsom are Vista del Lago High School and Folsom High School; both
schools are located north of U.S. Highway 50 approximately three miles from one
another. California Department of Education and FCUSD school site planning criteria
recommend a high school service area of approximately 8 to 12 square miles and a
minimum spacing of approximately 2.5 miles between high schools.

In addition to meeting the school spacing criteria, the proposed Middle/High School site
meets the current standards defined by Title 5, California Code of Regulations and the
current edition of “School Site Analysis and Development,” for school site selection and
size according to the following criteria:

1. Net Useable Acreage and Enrollment: The proposed 79.6-acre Middle/High
School site shown in the approved FPASP consists of 74.5 acres of net
useable land and 5.1 acres of land considered useable by CDE criteria (land
containing cuts and fills, easements, steep hills, gullies, creek beds, large rock
outcroppings, wetlands and flood plains). The proposed Middle/High School
site is the only site within the Folsom Plan Area Specific Plan that meets the
high school spacing criteria and the net useable acreage criteria established by
CDE.

2. Powerlines: The proposed Middle/High School site is approximately one mile
east of the edge of an existing PGE and SMUD easement that contains 230 kV
and 150 kV electric transmission lines.

3. Railroad Track Easement: There are no railroad track easements closer than
1,500 feet of the proposed Middle/High School site.

4. Adjacency to a Freeway or Major Highway: The proposed Middle/High
School site is not adjacent to a freeway or major highway.

5. Active Earthquake Faults or Fault Traces: The proposed Middle/High School
site does not contain any active earthquake faults or fault traces.

6. Floodplain or Dam Flood Inundation: The proposed Middle/High School site
in not located within the 200-year floodplain of Alder Creek or any dam flood
inundation area.
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7. Above or Underground Water or Fuel Storage Tanks: The proposed
Middle/High School site is not located near an above-ground water or fuel
storage tank, or within 1,500 of an easement for an above ground or
underground pipeline.

8. Liquefaction or Landslides: The proposed Middle/High School site is not
subject to liquefaction or landslides.

9. Site Length to Width Ratio: The proposed Middle/High School site has a
length to width ratio of approximately 2:1.

10. Accessibility from Arterial Streets: The proposed Middle/High School site is
accessible from Scott Road (arterial) and Street A (collector) via local streets
and driveways.

11. Adjacency to Major Arterial Streets: The proposed Middle/High School site
is not located directly adjacent to Scott Road; however it is located directly
adjacent to White Rock Road (a future major arterial street). Access
restrictions along White Rock Road will prevent direct access to the proposed
Middle/High School site from White Rock Road.

12. Zoning: The approved zoning of the properties surrounding the proposed
Middle/High School site are residential and open space, both of which are
compatible with schools.

13. Attendance Area: The proposed Middle/High School site is located within the
proposed attendance area of the school.

14. Joint Use: The proposed Middle/High School site has been selected to
promote joint use of parks, libraries and other public services.

15. Public Services: The proposed Middle/High School site is located nearby to
the proposed fire station on Oak Avenue and the proposed local bus transit
route on Street A.

16. Environmental Factors: The FPASP Environmental Impact
Report/Environmental Impact Statement (EIR/EIS) considered all
environmental factors, including existing wetlands, in recommending the
location of the proposed middle/high school. The FPASP EIR/EIS analysis
determined that the wetlands located on the proposed Middle/High School site
are some of the least sensitive wetlands within the FPA. Potential noise and
hazardous air emissions from future traffic on White Rock Road were also
considered during the FPASP planning process and the conceptual site
development plan for the combined Middle/High School locates classrooms
and other school facilities approximately 1,000 feet north of White Rock
Road.
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17. Easements: The proposed Middle/High School site has no existing or
proposed easements on or adjacent to the property that would restrict access or
building placement.

18. Cost Considerations:

a. The proposed Middle/High School site will be served by the initial
backbone water and wastewater infrastructure.

b. The proposed Middle/High School site moderately rolling topography;
however, it is one of the more level areas within the FPA that does not
contain existing mature oak trees. Grading of the site to meet state and
FCUSD standards for net useable area and length to width ratio will
require the filling of jurisdictional wetlands.

c. No eminent domain condemnation is required for the proposed
Middle/High School site.

d. No long term high landscaping and maintenance costs are associated
with developing the proposed Middle/High School site.

e. The FPASP EIR/EIS concluded that no wildlife habitat that is on a
federal or state protected endangered list is located on the proposed
Middle/High School site.

The FPASP and the FPASP EIR/EIS comprehensive planning process
considered all of the criteria outlined in 18a through 18e and concluded that
the proposed Middle/High School site was the one site within the FPA that
meets all of the criteria.

21. Hazardous Waste: The proposed Middle/High School site is not closer than
2,000 feet to any hazardous waste site.

22. Airport Runways: The proposed Middle/High School site is not within two
nautical miles of any airport runway.

Providing community, neighborhood and local parks with a full range of active and
passive recreational uses is a FPASP priority. To this end, the FPASP incorporates a
number of park planning objectives and related policies intended to guide the
development of the Plan Area. Two community parks, serving the needs of multiple
neighborhoods as well as the City of Folsom are provided within the Plan Area. Five
neighborhood parks are located adjacent to elementary schools, to meet the recreational
needs of neighborhood residents and provide and promote joint use activities with the
Folsom Cordova Unified School District. Two local parks are located in the Town
Center and the Entertainment Zone to serve as public gathering areas.

Additional recreational facilities that do not have needs ratios may be provided and
include, but are not limited to: skate parks, BMX bike parks, interactive water features,
group picnic areas, outdoor performance amphitheaters, disc golf courses, children’s
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playgrounds, dog parks, volleyball courts, synthetic turf fields, and lighting for nighttime
use as approved by the city council.

Community Park site planning considerations relevant to the FPASP include:

e Provide at least 25 acres of contiguous, useable land with a cross slope of less
than 2% to accommodate sport facilities.

e Site the parks abutting major roadways to accommodate community and regional
traffic accessibility requirements.

e Provide at least two points of access to major roadways to facilitate ingress and
egress during peak park times.

e Siting the parks so that all of the residents of the Plan Area can access the parks
from roadways and Class 1 bike trails within an acceptable distance to travel.

o Site parks abutting the 30% open space area in the Plan Area for the
accommaodation of passive park uses and bike trails.

o Site parks nearby, but not adjacent to residential areas due to high
intensity of uses planned in the Community Parks. Use open space areas
where possible to buffer higher intensity parks from single family
residential neighborhoods.

Two community parks totaling 74.0 acres are proposed for the Plan Area. Due to size
and location, these parks have the ability to provide Plan Area wide recreational features
and to serve multiple neighborhoods, as well as serving the larger needs of the City of
Folsom.

Community Park West

The vision for Community Park West is planned for active uses, including, but not
limited to youth baseball and softball, adult baseball and softball, soccer fields, basketball
and tennis courts and picnic areas. Restrooms and lighted sports facilities will be
provided for night time use. Community Park West is located adjacent to Prairie City
Road due to the active nature of the facilities.

Community Park East

Located in the eastern portion of the Plan Area, adjacent to Street ‘B’ and two open space
corridors, Community Park East is envisioned as accommodating a range of active
recreation uses including but not limited to adult baseball and softball, Little League
baseball and youth softball; adult and youth soccer, youth football; and other outdoor
activities such as swimming, basketball, tennis and beach volleyball. Community Park
East is planned for Plan Area residents and will include permanent restroom facilities,
parking, lighted sports facilities for nighttime use, miscellaneous site furnishings, and a
community/aquatic center, inclusive of senior facilities, teen and art facilities, pre-
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school/day camp facilities, gym, etc. Passive recreational uses may include picnicking,
strolling and exercising, since this park is located abutting a planned wetland corridor
consisting of passive and preserve wetland areas.

Community Park East meets the City’s adopted goals and objectives relevant to parks and
recreational facilities, as well as the goals and objectives defined by the FPASP.

e The Community Park East site is the only parcel of sufficient size that meets the
criteria of a Community Park which is required to serve the east area of the Plan
Area;

e The Community Park East site is located abutting a major collector road and
Transportation Corridor, thus providing community and regional access to the
site; and

e The Community Park East site abuts the open space area providing biking and
hiking access to the site as well as limited passive park uses, which also serves as
a buffer to the neighboring single family residential areas.

Cost

The relevant cost information for the Proposed Project is evaluated by individually
proposed alternatives, as analyzed relevant to the proposed project area and composition
of land uses that would be affected by each alternative.

Environmental

Development of land uses proposed by the Proposed Project would impact 26% (7.62
acres) of the jurisdictional aquatic features delineated on the project site, as shown in
Table 4. Proposed Open Space would encompass 27% (377 acres) of the project site.

Table 4 — Proposed Project Impacts to Waters of the U.S.

WATERS OF THE U.S. ACREAGES
Classification Fill Backbone Preserved | Total
(Project) Infrasgirltljcture

Depressional Wetlands

Seasonal Wetland 0.354 0.126 0.224 0.705
Vernal Pool 0.140 0.042 0.202 0.384
Seep - 0.020 0.420 0.440
Riverine Wetlands
Seasonal Wetland 4.086 1.871 3.724 9.681
Seep 0.060 0.072 0.725 0.857
Seasonal Marsh - - 0.061 0.061
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Slope Wetlands

Seasonal Wetland 0.107 0.187 0.189 0.483
Seep 0.329 0.489 4.364 5.182
Other Waters of the U.S.
Ephemeral Drainage 1.453 0.788 2.969 5.210
Intermittent Drainage - 0.345 4.116 4.461
Pond 0.973 0.159 0.419 1.551
Ditch/Canal 0.114 0.029 0.002 0.145
TOTAL 7.62 4.13 17.42 29.16

Overall

The Proposed Project has been designed to accommodate urban land use development
and supporting backbone infrastructure, while preserving 377 acres of open space. The
only site in the FPASP meeting the state and school district criteria is the site currently
designated for the combined Middle/High School in the FPASP located approximately
2.5 miles from the existing Folsom and Vista del Lago High Schools.

3.3.3 No Fill Alternative

The No Fill Alternative would not result in the fill of waters of the U.S., all onsite
jurisdictional features would be preserved, and a Section 404 permit would therefore not
be required (Figure 5).

Project Purpose

The No Fill Alternative would not result in the development of a large-scale, mixed-use
master-planned community consisting of mixed-density residential uses, commercial and
other employment-generating uses, and would not provide associated supporting
infrastructure. The open space associated with the No Fill Alternative would not result in
the specific plan’s requirement of conservation of 30% of the site in open space and
would require additional +150 acres to meet that goal.

The No Fill Alternative would not meet the Project Purpose criteria.

Logistics

The No Fill Alternative would not provide on-site backbone infrastructure, schools,
parks, an on-site trail system, off-site sewer improvements, off-site roadway
improvements or off-site highway interchanges. The No Fill Alternative would therefore
not meet the Logistics criteria.

In order to implement development on the site under the No Fill Alternative, parcels
would have irregular geometric configurations with reduced land use potentials due to
exaggerated edge effects, extreme angles and other geometric design effects that would
be required to preserve onsite waters, resulting in undevelopable portions of individual
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parcels, and thus further reducing the development potential for these individual parcels,
as well as this alternative. In addition, in order to develop adequate emergency access
and circulation routes for proposed land uses, substantial additional sewer, water,
drainage and roadway infrastructure improvements such as bridges, boring and jacking of
utilities under the wetland corridors, and additional required storm drainage water
quality/detention basins would be necessary.

Cost

Development could potentially proceed under individually proposed development
projects of unknown configurations on the site, provided no fill is placed within
jurisdictional aquatic features. Although potential development costs are largely
unknown, substantial additional sewer, water, drainage and roadway infrastructure
improvements such as bridges, boring and jacking of utilities would be required to
implement development without filling any jurisdictional features. The No Fill
Alternative would therefore not meet the cost screening criteria.
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PRELIMINARY WETLAND IMPACT ASSESSMENT

PROJECT
IMPACT PRESERVATION
CLASSIFICATION ACREAGE ACREAGE TOTAL
DEPRESSIONAL WETLANDS
Seasonal Wetland ’ 0.71 0.71
Vernal Pool 5 o038 0.38

Seep »H ou 0.44

RIVERINE WETLANDS

Seasonal Wetland 9.68 9.68

Seep 0.86 0.86

Seasonal Marsh 0.06 0.06
SLOPE WETLANDS

Seasonal Wetland 0.48 0.48

Seep 5.18 5.18
OTHER WATERS OF THE U.S.

Ephemeral Drainage 5.21 5.21

Intermittent Drainage ’ 4.46 4.46

Pond > 155 1.55

Ditch/Canal » o5 0.15

FEATURES

|-_-: Limit of Study, + 1,400 Acres

Wetland Preserve, + 260 Acres

—_—- - Developable Area, + 1,154 Acres

I
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FOLSOM SOUTH PROPOSED LAND USE PLAN AND IMPACTS TO WATERS OF THE U.S. (NO FILL ALTERNATIVE)
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Environmental

The No Fill Alternative would not result in the immediate fill of any aquatic features.
Aquatic features delineated on the site would be conserved within 260 acres of
surrounding upland habitats (18% of the project site) per current City of Folsom
standards, although onsite upland areas would potentially be subject to the effects of
future land use development proposals. The No Fill Alternative would not result in the
fill of waters of the U.S.; however, development on the site would result in increased
edge effects from adjacent urban land uses potentially affecting preserved onsite aquatic
features and habitats, including Blue Oak Woodland, within the network of open space
corridors. Preserved aquatic features would not be protected through implementation of a
Conservation Easement and the provisions of a long-term Operations and Management
Plan covering the open space preserve. Blue Oak Woodland habitat effects would
substantially increase due to a reduction in open space conservation and irregular land
use configurations, with exaggerated edge effects, resulting in potentially significant
additional removal of individual trees, canopy, and habitat.

The No Fill Alternative would meet the environmental screening criteria, but the
resulting open space would be subject to greater effects than the Proposed Project.

Overall

The No Fill Alternative would avoid impacts to 29.16 acres of jurisdictional features.
The potentially “developable” upland areas would encompass approximately 1,154 acres,
and areas of open space would encompass approximately 18% (260 acres) of the site.
However, the No Fill Alternative would not permit the development of a large-scale
mixed use development and supporting backbone infrastructure, and would therefore not
meet the screening criteria for the Proposed Project relevant to the Project Purpose and
Logistics. Although potential development costs are largely unknown relevant to the No
Fill Alternative, substantial additional sewer, water, drainage and roadway infrastructure
improvements such as bridges, boring and jacking of utilities would be required to
implement development without filling any jurisdictional features. The No Fill
Alternative would therefore not meet the cost screening criteria.

The No Fill Alternative is therefore not considered practicable.

3.3.4 Alternative 1

Alternative 1 was designed to test the practicability of preserving three drainage segments
(1.34 acres of waters of the U.S.) that extend into four lots, a High School/Middle School
site (Lot 146), a Single Family High Density (SFHD) residential site (Lot 111) and two
adjoining Multi-family Low Density (MLD) residential sites (Lots 109 and 162), within
the Folsom South development. Alternative 1 would result in a loss of 29.6 developable
acres (22 acres of developable land lost for every additional acre of preserved
jurisdictional feature).
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Project Purpose

A summary of land uses and proposed acreages by land use are shown in Table 5.
Alternative 1 would preserve 64% (18.75 acres) of the onsite delineated jurisdictional

features.

Table 5 — Alternative 1 Land Uses and Acreages

Land Use Acreage
Single Family (SF) 221.9
Single Family High Density (SFHD) 234.9
Multi-Family Low Density (MLD) 175.0
Multi-Family Medium Density (MMD) 45.3
Multi-Family High Density (MHD) 225
Mixed Use District (MU) 19.6
Community Commercial (CC) 215
Parks- Neighborhood (P) 54.9
Open Space (OS) 394.8
Public/Quasi-Public (PQP) 104.2
Major Circulation 59.7
General Commercial (GC) 59.3
Total 1414

Source: MacKay & Somps and Torrence Planning 2012

Within the project subarea affected by the additional waters of the U.S. preservation,
Alternative 1 would provide for the development of 61.2 acres of land, including 290
SFHD Units, 67 MLD Units, and 18 MHD Units, and public facilities and backbone
infrastructure. However, Alternative 1 would result in a reduced area of developable
land, and subsequent reductions in the number of dwelling units, including a substantial
decrease in the total area “Blueprint Smart Growth” SFHD, as well as elimination of the
combined Middle/High School Site (Figure 6). Alternative 1 would therefore not meet
the Project Purpose criteria.

Folsom South
Alternatives Analysis

36

MJM Properties, LLC
Foothill Associates © 2012



PRELIMINARY WETLAND Land Use Acreage
PROJECT BACKBONE - .
Single-Family (SF) 221.9
IMPACT ASSESSMENT IMPACT | INFRASTRUCTURE | PRESERVATION B —— -
CLASSIFICATION ACREAGE | IMPACT ACREAGE ACREAGE TOTAL ol Famly fiah bensit (SPHD) '
DEPRESSIONAL WETLANDS Multf-Fam?Iy Low»Densny (MLD) 175.0
Seasonal Wetland 0.343 S 0.126 0.236 0.705 | [Mult-Family Medium Density (MMD) 483
Vernal Pool 0.140 s5 0.042 5 0.202 0.384 | [Multi-Family High Density (MHD) 225
Seep 8 0.020 ’ 0.420 0.440 | [Mixed Use District (MU) 19.6
GC
RIVERINE WETLANDS Community Commercial (CC) 215 |
Seasonal Wetland 2.889 & 18 4921 9681 |t s — :
Seep 0.060 5 0.072 0.725 0.857 ' !
Seasonal Marsh > 0.061 0.061 | [Open Space (OS) 394.8 e e —— e —— — os '
SLOPE WETLANDS Public/Quasi-Public (PQP) 104.2 SE RW l
Seasonal Wetland 0.107 S 0.187 0.189 0.483 Major Circulation 59.7 “ os RW-BB ]
Seep 0.329 g 0.489 4.364 5.182 General Commercial (GC) 59.3 \ MMD !
OTHER WATERS OF THE U.S. ol VI, 2N 0s |
Ephemeral Drainage 1.325 5 0.788 3.096 5.209 ‘\ 1
Intermittent Drainage 5 5 0.345 5 4.116 4.461 . !
Pond 5 0.973 5 0.159 5 0.419 1.551 ‘\ | S —— 1
Ditch/Canal 0.114 s5  0.029 S 0.002 0.145 . SF os .
TOTAL 6.280 4.128 18.751 29.16 ‘\ 1
NON-JURISDICTIONAL FEATURES . SF |
Pond (NJ) 0.846 0.846
Ditch/Canal (NJ) 0.360 0.051 0.008 0.419 \ M PQP RW R
TOTAL (NJ) 1.206 0.051 0.008 1.27 ‘. b l
A [ L .
*Individual acreages reported to 3 significant figures. e e = ——— —— e —— = — --_--_--_--_--_--_--_\YC\ 1 1 .
Sum of subtotals are reported to 2 significant figures. :_ mm——————_——- 1 I RW s\p\ I 1 \
MHD Lz
1 MLD MU MLD 1, MDD MU LD o LY <( . | .
I cc I ! RW os 6\2‘ 1 ' .
RW < 1
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Logistics

In order to preserve the drainages located within the southwestern half of the project site
and provide a minimum distance of 75-feet of buffer from the features, proposed for
preservation by Alternative 1 a 150-foot minimum wide wetland buffer corridor will be
incorporated into the three identified target areas.

The first drainage segment traversing through the High School/Middle School Site (Lot
146) begins in the middle of the southwest quadrant of Lot 146 and flows to the
northwest for approximately 1,200 feet where it enters an Open Space area and connects
to Alder Creek. The approximately 200 foot wide wetland buffer corridor through Lot
146 creates a long narrow finger of land that is isolated from the remainder of the Lot and
is therefore not suitable for the combined High/Middle School campus. The CDE and
FCUSD school site planning criteria recommend a high school service area of
approximately 8 to 12 square miles and a minimum spacing of approximately 2.5 miles
between high schools. In addition to school spacing criteria, as summarized in Section
3.3, Title 5, California Code of Regulations and the current edition of “School Site
Analysis and Development,” provide standards and criteria for school site selection.
According to CDE, suitable sites should generally be rectangular with a length to width
ratio of 2 to 1 with no odd shaped protrusions or indentations that would affect the site’s
ability to accommaodate the required school construction program. The wetland corridor
proposed by Alternative 1 would remove approximately 8.5 acres of land from Lot 146.
In addition, the narrow isolated finger of land would remove approximately an additional
10 acres of land from consideration for school purposes. The deletion of these two
features would reduce the effective size of Lot 146 from 79.6 acres to 61.1 acres. The
CDE and FCUSD recommended site size for a combined high/middle school is
approximately 80 acres. Moreover, FCUSD recommends against including any property
for the high/middle school campus with frontage on Scott Road, which effectively
eliminates the potential alternative to Lot 46 (Lot 145) from consideration. Additionally,
FCUSD desires to maintain an approximate minimum spacing of two to 2.5 miles
between district high schools (the distance between Folsom and Vista Del Lago High
Schools). In order to avoid grading into jurisdictional wetlands, retaining walls of
considerable height would be required on the northern, western and southern boundaries
of the site. Tall retaining walls would create safety problems for the school district and
increase site preparation costs. Lot 146 is the only lot in the project that meets the
spacing and size criteria, as well as CDE and FCUSD site selection standards and criteria.
Therefore, the proposed preservation of the drainage segment crossing Lot 146 eliminates
the project’s ability to construct a combined high/middle school campus.

The second drainage segment proposed for preservation by Alternative 1 connects to an
unnamed tributary of Alder Creek. The drainage segment traverses through the middle of
a SFHD site (Lot 111) flowing from the north to the south where it connects to a tributary
of Alder Creek. In order to preserve this drainage segment, the SFHD neighborhood
must be divided into two smaller neighborhoods of approximately 21 and 28 acres
resulting in a loss of 93 residential units. The SFHD neighborhoods are the “Blueprint
Smart Growth” alternative to lower density conventional large lot single family
development. Any loss of SFHD area conflicts with FPASP planning principle of
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compact development with connected and walkable neighborhoods. The two smaller
SFHD neighborhoods created by the preservation of this drainage segment would only be
connected at one point, through the construction of an additionally required access road
and bridge that would span the wetland feature and provide two points of ingress and
egress for residents and emergency vehicles. Finally, dividing Lot 111 into two smaller
neighborhoods would reduce marketability to builders, which in turn has a possible
negative impact on the funding of project infrastructure through the sale of Community
Facilities District (CFD) bonds.

The third drainage segment proposed for preservation by Alternative 1 traverses through
two adjoining MLD residential sites (Lots 109 and 162). The feature flows through the
sites from the east to the west along the southern boundary. The Wetland Buffer Corridor
connects the drainage segment to a tributary of Alder Creek by flowing through the
proposed Alder Creek Water Quality/Detention Basin Number 1 (ACWQDB 1).

In order to preserve this drainage segment, the MLD neighborhood would be reduced to
approximately one-half its present size with a corresponding loss of about 68 residential
units. Part of this reduction is a result of the required relocation of ACWQDB 1 to the
southeast corner of Lot 162 to prevent untreated and uncontrolled storm runoff releases
from entering the new open space corridor. Due to the topography of lots 109 and 162,
the relocation of ACWQDB 1 would create the need for an additional water
quality/detention basin on the north side of the new wetland buffer corridor to control
untreated storm runoff to it from the MLD neighborhood.

One of the guiding FPASP planning principles is to provide transit oriented development
(TOD) multi-family residential sites at appropriate locations along the entire length of the
Plan Area transit corridor. The MLD neighborhood affected by Alternative 1 is a vital
part of a larger TOD site and insures that a sufficient number of multi-family housing
units will be located within walking distance of the proposed transit stop located at the
intersection of Street ‘A’ and Placerville Road. The reduction in size of the MLD
neighborhood, and the resultant irregular lot configuration the preserved wetland features
creates, would reduce the viability of the affected MLD neighborhood and may affect the
success of the larger TOD site.

Alternative 1 would provide for large scale development of the project site including on-
site backbone infrastructure, elementary schools, parks, and an on site trail system.
However, Alternative 1 would not provide for a combined high/middle school and, as
shown on Figure 6, would require additional sewer, water, drainage and roadway
infrastructure improvements such as bridges, boring and jacking of utilities under the
wetland buffer corridors and additional storm drainage water quality/detention basins.
Additional relevant details are discussed within the Alternative 1 Cost Analysis.

The development of Alternative 1 would result in the following negative land use factors
compared to the Proposed Project:

e Development of a land use plan that is inconsistent with the FPASP principles of
compact development and connected and walkable neighborhoods;
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e Compromised Consistency with “Blueprint Smart Growth” Principles;

e Elimination of the proposed combined high/middle school;

e Reduction of the viability of a TOD site, affecting the marketability of
development parcels; and

e Irregular geometric configurations of those parcels affected by the land use
reconfiguration proposed by this alternative in order to preserve the additional
1.34 acres of waters of the U.S. proposed for preservation by this alternative. The
land use development potential resulting from these final parcels would be
reduced due to exaggerated edge effects, extreme angles and other geometric
design elements required to preserve the three drainage segments, resulting in
undevelopable portions of individual parcels, and thus further reducing the
development potential for these individual parcels, as well as this alternative.

Alternative 1 therefore does not meet the Logistics criteria.

Cost

The estimated development cost for Alternative 1 is $51,179,420, which equates to
$13,874,680 less than the estimated $65,054,100 cost to develop the Proposed Project.
However, Alternative 1 would result in the loss of 29.2 acres of developable land to
accommodate the additional 1.34 acres of preserved waters of the U.S. (22 acres of
developable land lost for every additional acre of preserved jurisdictional feature). The
decrease in developable land results in fewer residential units, and the subsequent
increase in the development cost per acre related to one-time cost burdens associated with
infrastructure, and public facilities and services costs. Therefore the development cost
for Alternative 1 is increased by $116,640 per acre.

The size and cost of the backbone infrastructure improvements such as water treatment
plants, regional sanitary sewer pump stations, drainage detention basins, freeway
interchanges, arterial and collector roadways is not reduced due to the loss of some
residential units. Therefore, these costs are spread over fewer residential units increasing
the proportional share of the backbone infrastructure burden. However, the cost for
providing the required public facilities and services does change due to the loss of
residential units since the population requiring these types of facilities would be reduced.
The cost of public facilities and services such as fire and police personnel, stations and
equipment, libraries, community centers and similar public amenities are reduced due to
the smaller population within the Plan Area. The developable acreage for Alternative 1 is
estimated at 61.2 acres. Therefore the total increased development cost associated with
preservation of the additional 1.34 acres of waters of the U.S. proposed by Alternative 1
amounts to $7,138,000.

As shown in Table 6, additional in-tract improvements would be required to preserve the
additional 1.34 acres of waters of the U.S. These improvements include: sewer, water,
drainage and roadway infrastructure improvements such as bridges, boring and jacking of
utilities under the wetland buffer corridors and additional storm drainage water
quality/detention basins amounting to an additional construction cost of $1,882,250.
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Table 6 — Alternative 1 Additional In-Tract Construction Requirements

and Costs
Additional Required In-Tract Improvements Cost
Lot 109
Water Quality Basin $50,000
12-Inch Outfall Structure $7,250
Lot 111
Bridge, 50’ X 95’ $1,187,500
Bore & Jack Casing (water) $75,000
Lot 146
Bridge, 30’ X 75’ $562,500
Total $1,882,250

Therefore, although the Alternative 1 development cost would be less than the Proposed
Project, Alternative 1 would result in the loss of 22 acres of developable land for every
acre of preserved jurisdictional feature and would not result in the construction of an
equivalent number of residential units for sale. As a result of having less development
land to spread the backbone infrastructure cost burden over, combined with the cost of
additional infrastructure required to incorporate a wetland buffer corridor (Table 6), the
cost to develop Alternative 1 increases by $9,020,250, as shown in Table 7.

Table 7 — Alternative 1 Costs to Preserve 1.34 Acres of Waters of the U.S.

Description Cost
Additional Development Costs Due to Avoidance of 1.34 Acres of Waters of the U.S. $7,138,000
Additional Construction Costs Due to Avoidance of 1.34 Acres of Waters of the U.S. $1,882,250
Total Increased Cost for Development of Alternative 1 $9,020,250

Source: MacKay & Somps, 2012

The increased development cost of $9,020,250 ($6,731,530 per additional acre of
preserved jurisdictional feature) coupled with the loss of 29.2 acres of development area,
and the subsequent overall loss of residential units available for sale, adversely affects
this development from providing a project with competitive prices. Therefore,
Alternative 1 does not meet the Cost criteria.

Environmental

Alternative 1 would result in impacts to 22% (6.28 acres) of jurisdictional aquatic
features delineated on the project site related to land use development, as shown in Table
8. Alternative 1 would conserve 28% (395 acres) of the project site as open space and
wetland preserve. This represents an overall reduction of 5% (1.36 acres) in impacts to
jurisdictional waters and an 18 acre increase in the open space acreage from that resulting
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from development of the Proposed Project. Alternative 1 therefore meets the
Environmental screening criteria.

Table 8 — Alternative 1 Impacts to Waters of the U.S.

WATERS OF THE U.S. ACREAGES
Classification Project Backbone Preserved | Total
Impact | Infrastructure
Acreage Fill
(Fill)
Depressional Wetlands
Seasonal Wetland 0.343 0.126 0.236 0.705
Vernal Pool 0.140 0.042 0.202 0.384
Seep - 0.020 0.420 0.440

Riverine Wetlands

Seasonal Wetland 2.889 1.871 4921 9.681
Seep 0.060 0.072 0.725 0.857
Seasonal Marsh - - 0.061 0.061
Slope Wetlands
Seasonal Wetland 0.107 0.187 0.189 0.483
Seep 0.329 0.489 4.364 5.182
Other Waters of the U.S.
Ephemeral Drainage 1.325 0.788 3.096 5.209
Intermittent Drainage - 0.345 4.116 4.461
Pond 0.973 0.159 0.419 1.551
Ditch/Canal 0.114 0.029 0.002 0.145
TOTAL 6.28 4.13 18.75 29.16

Overall

Alternative 1 meets the Environmental screening criteria. However, the preservation of
the three additional drainage segments proposed by Alternative 1 would result in the
creation of a land use plan that conflicts with FPASP planning principles, eliminates the
proposed combined high/middle school, reduces the viability of a TOD site, and
compromises land use development potentials related to infeasible geometric parcel
configurations to accommodate the proposed preservation of an additional 1.34 acres of
jurisdictional features. The development of Alternative 1 would also result in the need
for substantial additional infrastructure improvements, including additional water,
drainage and roadway infrastructure improvements such as bridges, boring and jacking of
utilities under the wetland buffer corridor and additional storm drainage water
quality/detention basin, equating to an additional construction cost of $1,882,250. This
additional construction cost, combined with the increased development cost amounting to
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$7,138,000 associated with the preservation of the three drainage segments proposed by
Alternative 1 (1.34 acres of waters of the U.S.) equates to an increased development cost
of $9,020,250 ($6,731,530 per additional preserved acre of waters of the U.S.).
Therefore, Alternative 1 is not considered practicable. Alternative 1 does not meet the
Project Purpose screening criteria, and Cost and Logistics are considered impracticable.

3.3.5 Alternative 2

Alternative 2 was designed to test the practicability of preserving three drainage segments
(1.60 acres of waters of the U.S.) that extend into eight lots: two MLD residential sites
(Lots 119 & 130), a Mixed Use site (Lot 128), a MHD residential site (Lot 127), a SFHD
residential site (Lot 118), an Elementary School site (Lot 112) and two Park Sites (Lots
113 and 125), within the Folsom South development footprint (Figure 7). Alternative 2
would result in a loss of 22.9 developable acres (14 acres of developable land loss for
every additional acre of preserved jurisdictional feature).

Project Purpose

A summary of land uses and proposed acreages by land use are shown in Table 9.
Alternative 2 would preserve 65% (19.02 acres) of the onsite delineated jurisdictional
features.

Table 9 — Alternative 2 Land Uses and Acreages

Land Use Acreage
Single-Family (SF) 221.9
Single-Family High Density (SFHD) 218.5
Multi-Family Low Density (MLD) 174.2
Multi-Family Medium Density (MMD) 453
Multi-Family High Density (MHD) 20.5
Mixed Use District (MU) 20.9
Community Commercial (CC) 215
Parks- Neighborhood (P) 65.5
Open Space (0OS) 393.1
Public/Quasi-Public (PQP) 115.0
Major Circulation 58.1
General Commercial (GC) 59.2
Total 1414

Source: MacKay & Somps and Torrence Planning 2012

Within the project subarea affected by the preservation of these additional drainage
segment, Alternative 2 would provide for the development of 142.7 acres of land,
including 645 SFHD Units, 156 MLD Units, 70 MHD Units, and 56 Mixed Use Units, as
well as backbone infrastructure and public facilities. Alternative 2 would result in a
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Community Park site that does not meet City of Folsom location criteria (Appendix B)
and a reduction in developable land use area, and subsequent reduction in developable
units, including SFHD units. SFHD neighborhoods are the “Blueprint” smart growth
alternative to conventional low density large lot single family development. Any loss of
SFHD area conflicts with FPASP planning principles and the defined project objectives
relevant to implementing development consistent with “Blueprint Smart Growth”
principles and reduces the overall marketability of the project. Alternative 2 would
therefore not meet the Project Purpose criteria.
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PRELIMINARY WETLAND Land Use Acreage
IMPACT ASSESSMENT PROJECT BACKBONE Single-Family (SF) 2219
IMPACT INFRASTRUCTURE PRESERVATION S — -
ingle-Family High Density (SFHD) 218.5
CLASSIFICATION ACREAGE IMPACT ACREAGE ACREAGE TOTAL i i _
DEPRESSIONAL WETLANDS Multi-Family Low Density (MLD) 174.2
Seasonal Wetland 0.355 oS 0.126 0.224 0.705 | |t-Famiy Medium Density (MMD) 3
Vernal Pool 0.140 oS 0.042 0.202 0.384 | |Multi-Family High Density (MHD) 205
Seep 9 0.020 ’ 0.420 0.440 Mixed Use District (MU) 20.9
RIVERINE WETLANDS > Community Commercial (CC) 215 e
Seasonal Wetland 3.522 9 1.871 4,288 9.681 | [Farks- Neighborhood (P) 555 /H
Seep 0.060 = 0.072 0.725 0.857 | |omensme 09 = L L
Seasonal Marsh 0.061 0.061 S UBTQUAS U POP) — e ————————r w 0s |
SLOPE WETLANDS ) SF
Seasonal Wetland 0.107 g 0.187 0.189 0.483 | |Ceneral Commercial (GC) 592 *. os RW-BB |
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Logistics

In order to preserve the drainages located within the center of the project site and provide
a minimum distance of 75-feet of buffer from the features, proposed for preservation by
Alternative 2 a 150-foot minimum wide wetland buffer corridor would be incorporated
into the three identified target drainage segments.

The first drainage segment proposed for perseveration by Alternative 2 is tributary to
Alder Creek and begins at Street ‘A’ and traverses through the Elementary School site
(Lot 112), a Park site (Lot 113), a SFHD residential site (Lot 118) then a MLD residential
site (Lot 119). The feature flows from Street *A’ at the northern limits of the proposed
wetland buffer corridor to the southwest for approximately 1,800 feet where it passes
under Scott Road in a small drainage culvert and connects to a tributary to Alder Creek.

Preservation of this drainage segment would bisect a MMD site (Lot 119), a SFHD site
(Lot 118), Elementary School 3 (Lot 112) and Neighborhood Park 3 (Lot 113). Under
this wetland preservation alternative, the elementary school and the neighborhood park
would be relocated east to Lot 111, thus reducing the effective size of this compact and
interconnected SFHD residential neighborhood. As noted elsewhere in this document,
the SFHD neighborhoods are the “Blueprint” smart growth alternative to conventional
low density large lot single family development. Any loss of SFHD area conflicts with
FPASP planning principles and the defined project objectives relevant to implementing
development consistent with “Blueprint Smart Growth” principles and reduces the overall
marketability of the project.

The remaining portion of the vacated Neighborhood Park 3 (Lot 113) site would be
combined with the remaining remnants of Lot 112 (elementary school) and the southern
portion of Lot 118 to form a new SFHD neighborhood. A new bridge would be
constructed between the old boundary of lots 113 and 118 to provide access to the north
for residents and emergency vehicles. The remaining portion of the vacated Elementary
School 3 site (Lot 112) would be combined with the remnant of Lot 118 to form another
SFHD neighborhood. Lot 119 would remain as a divided MMD development with a new
bridge at its eastern boundary providing the required ingress and egress for residents and
emergency vehicles. Additionally, the drainage culvert under Scott Road connecting the
wetland feature to a downstream tributary would be replaced with a bridge.

The result of these land use changes includes:

e Loss of SFHD land use area;

e Loss of MMD land use area;

e Inability of the project to meet SACOG Blueprint density goals;
e Construction of three new bridges;

e Relocation of Elementary School 3 and Neighborhood Park 3 from the preferred
locations to less desirable locations in Lot 111;

e [|nefficient land utilization in lots 111, 118, 119; and
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e Reduced project connectivity.

The second drainage segment proposed for preservation by Alternative 2 is also tributary
to Alder Creek. This segment begins at the northern boundary of Lot 127 and flows to
the southwest through Lot 128 and the middle of Lot 130 until it connects to a tributary to
Alder Creek. The wetland buffer corridor is approximately 900 feet long and varies in
width from 180 feet to 300 feet. Preservation of this wetland buffer corridor would result
in the following land use changes:

e A reduction in the lot size for MLD Lot 130 (a decrease in multi-family low
density residential units);

e A reduction in the lot size for MHD Lot 127 (a decrease in multi-family high
density residential units;

e A reduction in the lot size for MU Lot 128 (a decrease in commercial building
area and multi-family residential units; and

e Construction of two bridges to restore project connectivity between lots 127, 128
and 130 and access for emergency vehicles.

Preservation of the second drainage segment would result in the loss of residential units
and commercial building area, requires the construction of new bridges and infrastructure
and reduces overall project residential unit count. Reduction of residential unit count and
increases in project infrastructure costs affect overall project feasibility and marketability.
Therefore, preservation of the second drainage segment does not meet the Logistics
criteria.

The third drainage segment proposed for preservation by Alternative 2 meanders from the
northeast towards the southwest through the middle of the proposed Community Park-
East site (Lot 125). Community Parks typically:

1) Range in size from 20 to 50 acres;
2) Have a service radius of one mile; and
3) Require good access to the community circulation network.

Community Park East is an integral part of the FPASP network of local, neighborhood
and community parks and its original Lot 125 location is the site preferred by the City of
Folsom Parks Department based on its topography, geographical location in the overall
land use plan and its proximity to both collector and arterial streets as well as the Plan
Avrea transit corridor. Preservation of the third drainage segment will bisect Lot 125 and
force the relocation of Community Park East to an alternative site of similar size as
required by the City of Folsom Parks Department. Bisecting this 25 acre lot would
prohibit the site from accommodating the required sport facilities defined for the FPASP.
While the crossing of this drainage segment would facilitate vehicular and non-vehicular
circulation, the preserved areas would preclude the site from supporting required sports
facilities, as the remaining areas are of insufficient expanse to accommodate the planned
sport facilities.
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Alternative 2 proposes relocating Community Park East to the northern portion of SFHD
Lot 122 and revising the land use designation of the remainder of Lot 125 from P (Park)
to SFHD. The proposed revision will result in the following land use changes:

e Anincrease in project open space;
e A decrease of approximately 50 SFHD residential units;

e Construction of approximately 2,500 feet of new collector road to provide full
access, as required by the City of Folsom, to the southern side of the proposed
Community Park East site on Lot 122; and

e Construction of one new bridge across the preserved third drainage segment in lot
125 in order to maintain two points of ingress and egress for residences and
emergency vehicles in the new SFHD neighborhoods.

The relocation of Community Park East also fails to meet the City’s adopted goals and
objectives relevant to parks and recreational facilities, as well as goals and objectives for
parks defined by FPASP as follows:

e The site is not located abutting a major collector road, thus inhibiting vehicular
access.

e The site is not located abutting the Transportation Corridor, thus inhibiting public
transportation access to the site.

e The site is located abutting a planned single family neighborhood without any
buffers.

e The site’s elongated rectangular shape does not conform to the length-width ratio
desired for Community Parks, where the design theme is to plan sports facilities
around design community centers and restrooms.

Preservation of the third drainage segment would result in a Community Park site that
does not meet City of Folsom location criteria, increases the number of collector roads in
the project, requires the construction of a new bridge and decreases the number of single
family high density residential units.

Alternative 2 would provide for large-scale development of the project site including, on-
site backbone infrastructure, schools, parks, and an on-site trail system. However, this
alternative includes a reduction in residential units, particularly in the critically important
SFHD category; relocates Elementary School 3 and Neighborhood Park 3 from the City-
preferred locations, decreases overall project connectivity, and requires the construction
of a new collector road to serve the relocated Community Park East. Additional sewer,
water, drainage and roadway infrastructure improvements such as a new collector road,
bridges, boring and jacking of utilities under the wetland buffer corridor and additional
storm drainage water quality/detention basins will also be required under Alternative 2.
As shown on Figure 7, additional relevant details are discussed within the Alternative 2
Cost Analysis.
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The development of Alternative 2 would result in the reduction of residential units, the
relocation of Elementary School 3 and Neighborhood Park 3 to less desirable locations,
the relocation of Community Park East to an inferior site lacking adequate access, and
reduced project connectivity. Resultant lots will have irregular geometric configurations
of those parcels affected by the revised land use plan proposed by this alternative. The
land use development potential resulting from these final parcels would be reduced due to
exaggerated edge effects, extreme angles and other geometric design elements required to
preserve the three additional drainage segments, resulting in undevelopable portions of
individual parcels, and thus further reducing the development potential for these
individual parcels, as well as this alternative.

Therefore, Alternative 2 does not meet the Logistics criteria.

Cost

The estimated development cost for Alternative 2 is $102,109,468, which equates to
$10,079,182 less than the estimated $112,188,650 cost to develop the Proposed Project.
However, implementation of Alternative 2 would result in the loss of 22.9 acres of
developable land to accommodate an additional 5.0% (1.60 acres) of jurisdictional
aquatic features delineated on the project site (14 acres of developable land lost for every
additional acre of preserved jurisdictional feature). The decrease in developable land
results in fewer residential units, and the subsequent increase in the development cost per
acre related to one-time cost burdens associated with infrastructure, and public facilities
and services costs. Therefore the development cost for Alternative 2 is increased by
$38,086 per acre.

The size and cost of the backbone infrastructure improvements such as water treatment
plants, regional sanitary sewer pump stations, drainage detention basins, freeway
interchanges, and arterial and collector roadways does not change due to the loss of some
residential units. Therefore, these costs are spread over fewer residential units increasing
the proportional share of the backbone infrastructure burden. However, the cost for
providing the required public facilities and services does change due to the loss of
residential units since the population requiring these types of facilities is reduced. The
cost of public facilities and services such as fire and police personnel, stations and
equipment, libraries, community centers and similar public amenities are reduced due to
the smaller population within the Folsom South Specific Plan Area. The developable
acreage for Alternative 2 is estimated at 142.7 acres. Therefore the total increased
development cost associated with preservation of the additional 1.60 acres of waters of
the U.S. proposed by Alternative 2 amounts to $5,435,000.

As shown in Table 10, additional in-tract improvements would be required to preserve
the additional 1.60 acres of waters of the U.S. These improvements include: sewer,
water, drainage and roadway infrastructure improvements such as bridges, boring and
jacking of utilities under the wetland buffer corridors and additional storm drainage water
quality/detention basins amounting to an additional construction cost of $10,700,000.
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Table 10 — Alternative 2 Additional In-Tract Construction
Requirements and Costs

Additional Required In-Tract Cost
Improvements
Lot 112
Bridge, 50" X 75 $937,500
Bore & Jack 18” Casing (water) $75,000
Bore & Jack 18” Casing (sewer) $75,000
Lot 118
Bridge, 50" X 65 $812,500
Bore & Jack 18” Casing (water) $75,000
Bore & Jack 18” Casing (sewer) $75,000
Lot 125
Bridge, 50” X 100’ $1,250,000
Bore & Jack 18” Casing (water) $75,000
Bore & Jack 18” Casing (sewer) $75,000
Lot 128
Bridge, 50” X 100’ $2,562,500
Bore & Jack 18” Casing (water) $150,000
Bore & Jack 18” Casing (sewer) $150,000
Lot 130
Bridge, 35” X 90 $787,500
Bore & Jack 18” Casing (water) $75,000
Bore & Jack 18” Casing (sewer) $75,000
Total $7,250,000

As shown in Table 11, in addition to in-tract construction costs, an additional $3,450,000
would be required for backbone infrastructure improvements related to preservation of
the three drainage segments proposed by Alternative 2.

Table 11 — Alternative 2 Additional Backbone Infrastructure
Improvements and Costs

Additional Required Backbone
Cost
Infrastructure Improvements
Scott Road

Bridge, 130’ X 100’ $3,250,000

Bore & Jack 24” Casing (water) $100,000
Bore & Jack 24” Casing (water) $100,000
Total $3,450,000
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As a result of having less development land to spread the backbone infrastructure cost
burden over, combined with the cost of additional infrastructure improvements (Table
10), as well as additional backbone infrastructure improvements (Table 11) required to
incorporate a wetland buffer corridor, the cost to develop Alternative 2 increases by
$16,135,000 (Table 12), resulting in an adjusted total estimated development cost of
$118,244,468 ($6,055,818 over the Proposed Project).

Table 12 — Alternative 2 Costs to Preserve Additional 1.60 Acres of
Waters of the U.S.

Description Cost
Additional Development Costs Due to Avoidance of 1.60 Acres of Waters of the U.S. $5,435,000
Additional Construction Costs Due to Avoidance of 1.60 Acres of Waters of the U.S. $10,700,000
Total Increased Cost for Development of Alternative 2 $16,135,000

Source: MacKay & Somps, 2012

This increased development cost of $16,135,000 ($10,084,375 per additional acre of
preserved jurisdictional feature), coupled with the loss of 29.6 acres of development area,
and subsequent overall loss of residential units available for sale, adversely affects the
ability of this development scenario to provide a project with competitive prices.
Therefore, Alternative 2 does not meet the Cost criteria.

Environmental

Alternative 2 would result in impacts to 21% (6.02 acres) of jurisdictional aquatic
features delineated on the project site related to proposed land use development, as shown
in Table 13. Alternative 2 would conserve 28% (393 acres) of the project site as open
space. This represents a 5.0% reduction (1.60 acres) in impacts to jurisdictional waters,
and an additional 1.0% (16 acres) of open space. Alternative 2 therefore meets the
Environmental criteria.
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Table 13 — Alternative 2 Impacts to Waters of the U.S.

WATERS OF THE U.S. ACREAGES
Classification Project Backbone Preserved | Total
Impact | Infrastructure
Acreage Fill
(Fill)
Depressional Wetlands
Seasonal Wetland 0.355 0.126 0.224 0.705
Vernal Pool 0.140 0.042 0.202 0.384
Seep - 0.020 0.420 0.440
Riverine Wetlands
Seasonal Wetland 3.522 1.871 4.288 9.681
Seep 0.060 0.072 0.725 0.857
Seasonal Marsh - - 0.061 0.061
Slope Wetlands
Seasonal Wetland 0.107 0.187 0.189 0.483
Seep 0.329 0.489 4.364 5.182
Other Waters of the U.S.
Ephemeral Drainage 1.392 0.788 3.029 5.209
Intermittent Drainage - 0.345 4.116 4.461
Pond - 0.159 1.392 1.551
Ditch/Canal 0.110 0.029 0.006 0.145
TOTAL 6.02 4.13 19.02 29.16

Overall

Alternative 2 meets the Environmental screening criteria. However, the preservation of
the three drainage segments proposed by Alternative 2 would result in the creation of a
land use plan with compromised land use development potentials related to infeasible
geometric parcel configurations to accommodate the proposed preservation of an
additional five percent (1.60 acres) of jurisdictional features. The development of
Alternative 2 would also result in the need for substantial additional infrastructure
improvements, including additional sewer, water, drainage and roadway infrastructure
improvements such as bridges, and boring and jacking of utilities under the wetland
buffer corridor, amounting to additional construction cost of $7,250,000. In addition,
$3,450,000 in construction costs would be added to the backbone infrastructure costs for
Alternative 2. These additional construction costs, combined with increased development
costs amounting to $5,435,000 associated with the preservation of the three drainage
segments (1.60 acres of waters of the U.S.) proposed by Alternative 2 equates to a total
increased development cost of $16,135,000 ($10,084,375 per additional acre of preserved
jurisdictional feature), resulting in an adjusted total estimated development cost of
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$118,244,468, exceeding that estimated for the Proposed Project by $6,055,818.
Therefore, Alternative 2 is not considered practicable. Alternative 2 does not meet the
Project Purpose screening criteria and Cost and Logistics are considered impracticable.

3.3.6 Alternative 3

Alternative 3 was designed to test the practicability of preserving three drainage segments
(0.69 acre of waters of the U.S.) that extend into three lots: 1) a High School/Middle
School site (Lot 146), 2) a Community Commercial site (Lot 116) and 3) a SFHD
residential site (Lot 111) within the south central portion of the Folsom South
development footprint. Alternative 3 would result in a loss of 21.7 developable acres (31
acres of developable land lost for every additional acre of preserved jurisdictional
feature).

Project Purpose

A summary of land uses and proposed acreages by land use are shown in Table 14.
Alternative 3 would preserve 62% (17.96 acres) of the onsite delineated jurisdictional
features.

Table 14 — Alternative 3 Land Uses and Acreages

Land Use Acreage
Single-Family (SF) 221.9
Single-Family High Density (SFHD) 238.7
Multi-Family Low Density (MLD) 178.6
Multi-Family Medium Density (MMD) 45.3
Multi-Family High Density (MHD) 225
Mixed Use District (MU) 19.6
Community Commercial (CC) 18.7
Parks- Neighborhood (P) 54.8
Open Space (OS) 3915
Public/Quasi-Public (PQP) 103.3
Major Circulation 59.5
General Commercial (GC) 59.3
Total 1414

Source: MacKay & Somps and Torrence Planning 2012

Within the project subarea affected by the preservation of the additional drainage
segments, Alternative 3 would provide for the development of 68.7 acres of land,
including 322 SFHD Units, 133 MMD Units, and 2.8 acres of Community Commercial
land uses, as well as backbone infrastructure and public facilities (Figure 8). However,
preservation of the drainage segments as proposed by the land use configuration of
Alternative 3 would eliminate the potential for development of the combined
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Middle/High School and would eliminate the Community Commercial site. Loss of the
Community Commercial site would result in an inconsistency with the FPASP planning
principles of providing neighborhood centers and connected walkable neighborhoods.
Alternative 3 therefore does not meet the Project Purpose criteria.
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Logistics

Several individual drainage segments proposed for preservation by Alternative 3 connect
to a tributary to Alder Creek, and extend from the northern boundary of Lot 146, the High
School/Middle School site, in a southern direction for several hundred feet. The wetland
buffer corridors for these segments range in width from 200 feet to 400 feet. Preservation
of these segments would encompass approximately 9.4 acres of Lot 146, rendering this
site unusable as a High School/Middle School site. Additionally, the three narrow
remainder parcels that would be created between the drainage segments could not be used
for school site dedication purposes, thus further decreasing the net useable area of Lot
146. As previously addressed in the discussion for Alternative 1, the FCUSD would not
consider Lot 145 as an appropriate parcel for addition to the high/middle school site
because of its Scott Road frontage. In addition, in order to avoid grading into
jurisdictional wetlands, retaining walls of considerable height would be required on the
northern, western and southern boundaries of the site. Tall retaining walls would create
safety problems for the school district and increase site preparation costs. Lot 146 is the
only lot in the FPASP that meets the District’s site and spacing criteria for high school
sites, as well as CDE and FCUSD school site selection criteria. Therefore, eliminating
the high/middle school development potential on Lot 146 effectively eliminates the
project’s ability to develop this facility.

The second drainage segment proposed for preservation by Alternative 3 also connects to
a tributary to Alder Creek. This segment begins at the southern boundary of a
Community Commercial site (Lot 116) and flows to the north through the middle of Lot
116 until it connects to a tributary to Alder Creek. The wetland buffer corridor for this
segment is approximately 800 feet long and varies in width from 165 feet to 200 feet.
The wetland buffer corridor proposed by Alternative 3 for this feature would bisect the
Community Commercial parcel into two small parcels: a western site of approximately
1.4 acres and an eastern site of approximately 3.2 acres. The only reasonable use for the
western site would be incorporation into the wetland buffer, thus increasing the open
space acreage. The eastern site would not be sufficient in size to support community
commercial development; therefore this lot would be merged with MHD Lot 115 to
create a 13.7 acre MHD residential development. Loss of the Community Commercial
site would result in an inconsistency with the FPASP planning principles of providing
neighborhood centers and connected walkable neighborhoods. Preservation of this
drainage segment would also require the construction of a bridge over the wetland feature
in order to provide access to MHD Lot 115.

The third drainage segment proposed for preservation by Alternative 3 meanders from the
northeast towards the southwest along the western boundary of a SFHD residential site
(Lot 111). The wetland buffer corridor for this feature extends approximately 1,200 feet
and varies in width from 180 feet to 380 feet. Preservation of the third drainage segment
would decrease the developable area of SFHD Lot 111, reduce the connectivity between
the SFHD neighborhood, the elementary school and the neighborhood park and would
require the construction of a new bridge over the wetland feature in order to maintain two
points of ingress and egress for residences and emergency vehicles. Moreover, as
previously stated in Alternative 1, any loss of SFHD development area would reduce the
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project’s marketability to builders, and would conflict with the FPASP planning principle
of compact development and connected and walkable neighborhoods.

Alternative 3 would provide for large-scale development of the project site including, on-
site backbone infrastructure, elementary schools, parks, and an on-site trail system.
However, Alternative 3 would not provide for a combined high/middle school site, would
eliminate the Community Commercial site, reduce project connectivity, conflict with
FPASP planning principles, and would require additional sewer, water, drainage and
roadway infrastructure improvements such as bridges, boring and jacking of utilities
under the wetland buffer corridors and additional storm drainage water quality/detention
basins (Figure 8). Additional relevant details are discussed under the Alternative 3 Cost
Analysis.

The development of Alternative 3 would result in the following negative land use factors
compared to the Proposed Project:

1) Elimination of the combined high/middle school;

2) Elimination of the community commercial site;

3) Reduced project connectivity;

4) Required construction of additional bridges and other infrastructure;
5) Inconsistency with FPASP planning principles; and

6) Irregular geometric configurations of those parcels affected by the revised
land use plan proposed by this alternative.

The land use development potential resulting from these final parcels, as described in
detail above for each of the three drainage segment proposals, would be reduced due to
exaggerated edge effects, extreme angles and other geometric design elements required to
preserve the three drainage segments, resulting in undevelopable portions of individual
parcels, and thus further reducing the development potential for these individual parcels,
as well as this alternative.

Therefore, Alternative 3 does not meet the Logistics criteria.

Cost

The estimated development cost for Alternative 3 is $55,941,704, which equates to
$10,339,696 less than the estimated $66,281,400 cost to develop the Proposed Project.
However, implementation of Alternative 3 would result in the loss of 21.7 acres of
developable land to accommodate an additional 0.69 acre of preserved waters of the U.S.
(31 acres of developable land lost for every additional acre of preserved jurisdictional
feature). The decrease in developable land results in fewer residential units, and the
subsequent increase in the development cost per acre related to one-time cost burdens
associated with infrastructure, and public facilities and services costs. Therefore the
development cost for Alternative 3 is increased by $81,088 per acre.
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The size and cost of the backbone infrastructure improvements such as water treatment
plants, regional sanitary sewer pump stations, drainage detention basins, freeway
interchanges, arterial and collector roadways does not change due to the loss of some
residential units. Therefore, these costs are spread over fewer residential units increasing
the proportional share of the backbone infrastructure burden. However, the cost for
providing the required public facilities and services would change due to the loss of
residential units since the population requiring these types of facilities is reduced. The
cost of public facilities and services such as fire and police personnel, stations and
equipment, libraries, community centers and similar public amenities would be reduced
due to the smaller population within the greater Folsom South Specific Plan Area.

As shown in Table 15, additional in-tract improvements would be required to preserve
the additional 0.69 acre of waters of the U.S. These improvements require additional
sewer, water, drainage and roadway infrastructure improvements such as bridges, boring
and jacking of utilities under the wetland buffer corridors and additional storm drainage
water quality/detention basins amounting to an additional construction cost of
$2,112,500.

Table 15 — Alternative 3 Additional In-Tract Construction
Requirements and Costs

Additional Required In-Tract Cost
Improvements
Lot 111
Bridge, 50" X 75’ $937,500
Bore & Jack 24" Casing (water) $75,000
Bore & Jack 24” Casing (sewer) $75,000
Lot 116
Bridge, 50" X 70’ $875,000
Bore & Jack 24" Casing (water) $75,000
Bore & Jack 24” Casing (water) $75,000
Total $2,112,500

Therefore although development costs estimated for Alternative 3 are estimated
approximately equal to the Proposed Project, Alternative 3 would result in the loss of 31
acres of developable land for every acre of additionally preserved jurisdictional feature
and would not result in the construction of an equivalent number of residential units for
sale. As aresult of having less development land to spread the backbone infrastructure
cost burden over, combined with the cost of additional infrastructure improvements
(Table 16), required to incorporate a wetland buffer corridor, the cost to develop
Alternative 3 increases by $9,443,500, resulting in an adjusted total estimated
development cost of $65,385,204.

Folsom South 58 MJM Properties, LLC
Alternatives Analysis Foothill Associates © 2012



Table 16 — Alternative 3 Costs to Preserve Additional 0.69 Acre of
Waters of the U.S.

Description Cost
Additional Development Costs Due to Avoidance of 0.69 Acre of Waters of the U.S. $7,331,000
Additional Construction Costs Due to Avoidance of 0.69 Acre of Waters of the U.S. $2,112,500
Total Increased Cost for Development of Alternative 2 $9,443,500

Source: MacKay & Somps, 2012

The increased development cost of $9,443,500 ($13,686,232 per additional acre of
preserved jurisdictional feature) related to avoidance of an additional two percent (0.69
acre) of jurisdictional aquatic features, coupled with a 21.7-acre reduction in
development area, and the subsequent overall loss of residential units available for sale,
adversely affects the ability of this development to provide a project with competitive
prices. Therefore, Alternative 3 does not meet the Cost criteria.

Environmental

Alternative 3 would result in impacts to 24% (7.07 acres) of jurisdictional waters related
to proposed land use development. Alternative 3 would conserve 28% (391 acres) of the
project site as open space. This represents a 2% reduction (0.69 acre) in impacts to
jurisdictional waters, and an additional one percent (14 acres) of open space. Alternative
3 therefore meets the Environmental criteria.

Table 17 — Alternative 3 Impacts to Waters of the U.S.

WATERS OF THE U.S. ACREAGES
Classification Project Backbone Preserved | Total
Impact | Infrastructure
Acreage Fill
(Fill)
Depressional Wetlands
Seasonal Wetland 0.355 0.126 0.224 0.705
Vernal Pool 0.136 0.042 0.206 0.384
Seep - 0.020 0.420 0.440
Riverine Wetlands
Seasonal Wetland 3.776 1.871 4.034 9.681
Seep 0.060 0.072 0.725 0.857
Seasonal Marsh - - 0.061 0.061
Slope Wetlands
Seasonal Wetland 0.107 0.187 0.189 0.483
Seep 0.329 0.489 4.364 5.182
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Other Waters of the U.S.
Ephemeral Drainage 1.222 0.788 3.199 5.209
Intermittent Drainage - 0.345 4.116 4.461
Pond 0.973 0.159 0.419 1.551
Ditch/Canal 0.114 0.029 0.002 0.145
TOTAL 7.07 413 17.96 29.16

Overall

Alternative 3 meets the Environmental screening criteria. However, the preservation of
the individual drainage segments in Lot 146 would eliminate the potential use of that lot
for the combined High/Middle School, and no other lots meet school facility siting
criteria and CDE and FCUSD school site selection standards. The Community
Commercial site would be eliminated by the preservation of the drainage segment in Lot
116. Preservation of the drainage segment in Lot 111 would eliminate SFHD residential
units, conflicting with FPASAP planning principles and reducing project connectivity.
These land use changes would result in the preservation of an additional two percent
(0.69 acre) of jurisdictional features; however, these land use changes would also
compromise the feasibility of the proposed land use plan. Therefore Alternative 3 does
not meet the Project Purpose.

The development of Alternative 3 would also result in the need for the need for
substantial additional infrastructure improvements, including additional sewer, water,
drainage and roadway infrastructure improvements such as bridges, and boring and
jacking of utilities under the wetland buffer corridor, amounting to an additional cost of
$2,112,500. These additional construction cost, combined with the development cost of
$7,331,000 associated with the preservation of the additional three drainage segments
(0.69 acre of waters of the U.S.) proposed by Alternative 3 equates to a total increased
development cost of $9,443,500 ($13,686,232 per additional acre of preserved
jurisdictional features). Therefore, Alternative 3 is not considered practicable.
Alternative 3 does not meet the Project Purpose screening criteria, and Costs and
Logistics are considered impracticable.

3.3.7 Alternative 4

Alternative 4 was designed to test the practicability of preserving an additional 300 feet
of drainage tributary to Alder Creek (0.25 acre of waters of the U.S.). Alternative 4
would result in the loss of 1.5 developable acres (6 acres of developable land lost for
every additional acre of preserved jurisdictional feature), and would result in the
reconfiguration of residential land uses, but no loss in dwelling units, and the potential
loss of approximately 15,000 square feet of Community Commercial land use
development area.
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Alternative 4 was also considered in the Backbone Infrastructure Federal Clean water Act
Section 404(b)(1) Guidelines Alternatives Analysis. However, Alternative 4 was made
possible by evaluating the practicability of this alternative for the Folsom South project.

Project Purpose

A summary of land uses and proposed acreages by land use are shown in Table 18.
Alternative 4 would preserve 61% (17.93 acres) of the onsite delineated jurisdictional
features.

Table 18 — Alternative 4 Land Uses and Acreages

Land Use Acreage
Single Family (SF) 221.9
Single Family High Density (SFHD) 243.0
Multi-Family Low Density (MLD) 178.6
Multi-Family Medium Density (MMD) 453
Multi-Family High Density (MHD) 225
Mixed Use District (MU) 19.6
Community Commercial (CC) 215
Parks- Neighborhood (P) 54.9
Open Space (OS) 376.8
Public/Quasi-Public (PQP) 110.5
Major Circulation 59.7
General Commercial (GC) 59.3
Total 1414

Source: MacKay & Somps and Torrence Planning 2012

Within the project subarea affected by preservation of the additional drainage segment,
Alternative 4 would preserve an additional 300 feet of an unnamed tributary to Alder
Creek, which flows from the east towards the west, crossing under Scott Road, turning to
the north and meandering along the western edge of Scott Road, coming within 30 feet of
the existing edge of pavement (Figure 9). Alternative 4 meets the Project Purpose
criteria.

Logistics

In order to preserve this drainage segment, the centerline of Scott Road would be shifted
80-feet to the east so the proposed edge of pavement matches the existing edge of
pavement, eliminating the need to realign the 300-foot drainage segment. The proposed
revised alignment of Scott Road extends north, from its intersection with White Rock
Road, approximately 3,200 feet. The relocation of Scott Road would increase the area of
Lots 142, 143 and 145 and decrease the area of Lots 119 and 120. To maintain the same
project residential unit count, the target densities of the affected lots would be adjusted
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upward or downward as required to maintain the same unit count for each affected parcel.
Relocation of Scott Road would also reduce the area of Community Commercial Lot 116
from 8.0 acres to 6.6 acres. In order to maintain the minimum commercial area of 8.0
acres, MHD Lot 115 would be reduced in area from 10.5 acres to 9.1 acres and its target
density would increase slightly in order to maintain the same number of residential units.
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The existing culverts in place under Scott Road are not of sufficient size to accommodate
the existing undeveloped 100-year, 24-hour storm runoff flows and Scott Road is
overtopped during these events. Therefore, the Proposed Project would be responsible
for constructing storm drainage infrastructure to prevent the overtopping of Scott Road.
The existing undersized culverts would be replaced with a larger culvert requiring the
profile grades for Scott Road to be elevated. Due to the elevated Scott Road profile
grades, a large retaining wall would be required to be constructed adjacent to the western
edge of pavement to prevent the encroachment of roadway embankment slopes from
impacting the adjacent drainage segment. The foundation and retaining wall footings
may extend within 20 feet of the preserved drainage segment. Additional relevant details
are discussed under the Alternative 4 Cost Analysis.

Development of Alternative 4 would accommodate residential, commercial, and mixed
land uses, public facilities, and transportation corridors, as well as backbone
infrastructure to support the proposed land uses.

Alternative 4 meets the Logistics criteria.

Cost

The estimated development cost for Alternative 4 is $39,396,138, which equates to
$483,462 less than the estimated $39,879,600 cost to develop the Proposed Project.
Implementation of Alternative 4 would result in the loss of 1.5 acres of developable land
to accommodate the additional 0.25 acre of preserved drainage (6 acres of developable
land lost for every additional acre of preserved jurisdictional feature). The decrease in
developable land results in reconfigured residential land use and a decrease in the
community commercial land use area and the subsequent increase in development cost
per acre. The increased development cost for Alternative 4 equates to $18,464 per acre.

As shown in Table 19, additional backbone infrastructure and improvements would be
required to preserve the additional one percent (0.25 acre) of jurisdictional features
delineated on the site, resulting in an additional construction cost of $294,000.

Table 19 — Alternative 4 Additional Required Backbone Infrastructure
Improvements and Costs

Additional Required Backbone Cost
Infrastructure Improvements
Scott Road
Retaining Wall $294,000
Total $294,000

As a result of having less development land to spread the backbone infrastructure cost
burden over, combined with the cost of additional infrastructure improvements (Table
20), required to develop Alternative 4, the cost burden increases by $1,114,000
(%4,456,000 per additional acre of preserved jurisdictional feature).
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Table 20 — Alternative 4 Costs to Preserve Additional 0.25 Acre of
Waters of the U.S.

Description Cost
Additional Development Costs Due to Avoidance of 0.25 Acre of Waters of the U.S. $820,000
Additional Construction Costs Due to Avoidance of 0.25 Acre of Waters of the U.S. $294,000
Total Increased Cost for Development of Alternative 2 $1,114,000

Source: MacKay & Somps, 2012

However, the reduction in development area for Alternative 4 amounts to a loss of 1.5
acre of development area, and a reconfigured dwelling unit allocation with no loss of
dwelling units, although 15,246 square feet of Community Commercial land use
development would be lost. Based on the screening criteria, the increased costs
associated with the development of Alternative 4 would be approximately equivalent to
the cost estimated for the Proposed Project. Alternative 4 therefore meets the Cost
criteria.

Environmental

Alternative 4 would result in impacts to 24% (6.87 acres) of jurisdictional waters related
to proposed land use development and impacts to 15% (4.36 acres) of onsite
jurisdictional waters related to backbone infrastructure development. Alternative 4
would conserve 27% (376 acres) of the project site as open space. These differences
represents a 0.03 acre reduction in impacts to jurisdictional waters related to proposed
land uses and a 22 acre reduction in impacts related to backbone infrastructure, as well as
a one acre reduction in open space. In addition to the reduced impact acreages,
Alternative 4 would eliminate the need to realign this drainage segment. Alternative 4
therefore meets the Environmental criteria.

Table 21 — Alternative 4 Impacts to Waters of the U.S.

WATERS OF THE U.S. ACREAGES
Classification Project Backbone Preserved | Total
Impact | Infrastructure
Acreage Fill
(Fill)
Depressional Wetlands
Seasonal Wetland 0.372 0.114 0.219 0.705
Vernal Pool 0.131 0.038 0.215 0.384
Seep - 0.020 0.420 0.440
Riverine Wetlands
Seasonal Wetland 3.923 1.898 3.862 9.683
Seep - 0.067 0.770 0.857
Seasonal Marsh - - 0.061 0.061
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Slope Wetlands

Seasonal Wetland 0.109 0.067 0.307 0.483
Seep 0.297 0.593 4.291 5.181
Other Waters of the U.S.
Ephemeral Drainage 0.930 0.897 3.378 5.205
Intermittent Drainage 0.018 0.465 3.978 4.461
Pond 0.973 0.159 0.419 1.551
Ditch/Canal 0.121 0.019 0.005 0.145
TOTAL 6.89 4.36 17.93 29.16

Overall

Alternative 4 meets the Project Purpose and Environmental screening criteria.
Alternative 4 also meets the Logistics screening criteria. As a result of having less
development land to spread the backbone infrastructure cost burden over, combined with
the cost of additional infrastructure improvements (Table 20), required to develop
Alternative 4, the cost burden increases by $1,114,000. These additional construction
cost, combined with the increased development cost of $820,000 associated with the
preservation of the 0.25 acre drainage segment proposed by Alternative 4 equates to a
total increased development cost of $1,114,000 ($4,456,000 per additional acre of
preserved jurisdictional features), equating to a revised total estimated development cost
of $40,510,138 ($630,538 above that estimated for the Proposed Project). Development
costs are therefore appreciably the same as those identified for the Proposed Project.
Therefore Alternative 4 also meets the Cost screening criteria.
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4.0 CONCLUSIONS

The following project purpose(s) have been identified for the Folsom South Specific Plan

project:

1.

10.

Develop a large-scale mixed-use and mixed-density residential housing
development consistent with the City of Folsom’s General Plan and SACOG
Smart Growth Principles.

Expand the City’s boundaries based on the ultimate boundaries of
development that the City can reasonably control and service, and do so in a
manner that would foster orderly urban development and discourage leapfrog
development and urban sprawl.

Annex those parcels of land adjacent to the City limit and within the City’s
Sphere of Influence whose development could have significant visual, traffic,
public service, and environmental impacts on the City so that the City may
influence the ultimate development of those parcels.

Provide a large-scale mixed-use and mixed-density residential housing
development within the City of Folsom, south of U.S. 50.

Develop several distinct neighborhoods within the project site, connected by a
substantial open space area and recreational trail network.

Provide neighborhood- and regional-serving retail areas within the project
site.

Provide a mix of housing types within the project site to diversify the City’s
housing stock.

Provide a combined high school/middle school and the appropriate elementary
schools on-site sufficient to meet the needs of the project.

Provide the appropriate number and size of on-site community and
neighborhood parks sufficient to meet the needs of the project.

Generate positive fiscal impacts for the City through development within the
project site.

The purpose of this analysis is to determine if the evaluated onsite alternatives are
capable of being implemented after taking into consideration costs, and logistics in light
of overall project purposes. The findings of these analyses are summarized in Table 22
and Table 23 below.
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Table 23 — On-Site Alternatives Comparison Matrix

_ Increased Development Cost
Net Developable Acres Total Increased Construction Costs Resulting from Additionally Cost per
Jurisdictional Area Avoided (Study area subset within the greater . | SEIE el T Preserved Jurisdictional Additional
Folsom South Specific Plan project area tudy Area Development Preserved Jurisdictional Features ($) Acre of
Acres relevant to the project area and Costs ($)
corresponding land uses that would be Features ($) (Increased Development Cost Relevant to Preserved
(Total Waters of the U.S. Acreages for the Folsom affected by additionally proposed drainage (Study Area Development Cost and Project Specific One-Time Cost Burdens Jurisdictional
South Project Area) ST R o G el Project Specific One-Time Burdens (Increased In-Tract and Backbone Related to Backbone Infrastructure Cost,
Alternative) Cost) Infrastructure Construction Costs and Public Facilities and Services Costs Features ($)
Relevant to Additional Avoidance) Projected Over Revised Developable
Land Use Area)
Alternative 1
17.42
Proposed Project7 (60% of Jurisdictional Aquatic Features Delineated on 90.4 $65,054,100 N/A N/A N/A
the Project Site)
18.75
Alternative 1 (64% of Jurisdictional Aquatic Features Delineated on 61.2 $51,179,420 $1,882,250 $7,138,000 $6,731,530
the Project Site)
Alternative 2
17.42
Proposed Project7 (60% of Jurisdictional Aquatic Features Delineated on 165.6 $112,188,650 N/A N/A N/A
the Project Site)
19.02
Alternative 2 (65% of Jurisdictional Aquatic Features Delineated on 142.7 $102,109,468 $10,700,000 $5,435,000 $10,084,375
the Project Site)
Alternative 3
17.42
Proposed Project’ (60% of Jurisdictional Aquatic Features Delineated on 90.4 $66,281,400 N/A N/A N/A
the Project Site)
17.96
Alternative 3 (62% of Jurisdictional Aquatic Features Delineated on 68.7 $55,941,704 $2,112,500 $7,331,000 $13,686,232
the Project Site)
Alternative 4
17.42
Proposed Project7 (60% of Jurisdictional Aquatic Features Delineated on 45.9 $39,879,600 N/A N/A N/A
the Project Site)
17.42
Alternative 4 (60% of Jurisdictional Aquatic Features Delineated on 44.4 $39,396,138 $294,000 $820,000 $4,456,000
the Project Site)
" “Proposed Project” Development Area and Costs represent subsets of the greater Folsom Plan Area Specific Plan project area
relevant to the project area affected by additional proposed intermittent drainage segment preservation for each Alternative.
“Jurisdictional Area Avoided” acreages represent total WOUS acreages avoided for the entire Folsom South project area.
Folsom South 69 MJM Properties, LLC

Alternatives Analysis

Foothill Associates © 2012



Based on the findings of this alternatives analysis, the Proposed Project and Alternative 4
meet the screening criteria. However, as the alternatives analysis for the backbone
infrastructure has progressed, the final configuration of the backbone infrastructure
footprint has been updated, eliminating the viability of Alternative 4 as proposed for the
Folsom South Project.

In response to Corps’ comments on the June 29, 2012 version of the Folsom South Clean
Water Act 8404(b)(1) Alternatives Analysis Report, an additional alternative has been
analyzed incorporating reduced buffers along select drainage segments, cultural resource
preservation, and the preservation of 0.10 acre of jurisdictional aquatic features. The
potential reduction of buffer widths has been examined in light of the Proposed Project.
Within areas not otherwise constrained by slopes, a potential gross land use area acreage
gain of approximately eight acres would be possible with incorporation of reduced
buffers.

In addition, the portion of the land plan in the Folsom South wetland permit located just
east of Scott Road along the north property line has been revised to incorporate and
preserve Native American bedrock mortar sites. Specifically, two sites were found and
the easternmost site enlarges the open space area and the westernmost site will bifurcate
Parcel 130. The result to the land plan is greater open space in these areas and less multi-
family low density land to develop.

As summarized below in Table 24, MLD, MMD, MHD, CC and PQP land use acreages
would be increased, while SFHD and P land uses would be subject to slight acreage
losses due to the reduced buffer and the resulting reconfigurations of lots.

Table 24 — Reduced Buffer Land Use Summary

FPA Approved Area Gained Due
Land Use Lot Area to Reduced Setback
(acres) (acres)
Single-Family High Density (SFHD) 184.72 1.36
Multi-Family Low Density (MLD) 92.65 3.66
Multi-Family Medium Density (MMD) 13.62 1.32
Multi-Family High Density (MHD) 9.11 1.27
Community Commercial (CC) 0.72 0.09
Public/Quasi-Public (PQP) 79.63 0.06
Parks- Neighborhood (P) 37.82 0.90
Total 418.27 8.66

As shown in Table 25 and Table 26, the gain in land use potential is partially balanced
by the incorporation of additional preserved areas of open space within Lots 150 through
154 relevant to cultural resource preservation, as well as an additional loss of 2.42 acres
of SFHD and 0.94 acre of P for preservation of the additional 0.10 acre drainage segment
within the northwest corner of Lot 111 (Table 26).
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Table 25 — Cultural Resource Site(s) Preservation Land Use Summary

Revised
Development Net Area Changes
FPA Approved Area due to Due to Cultural
Lot Number Land Use Lot Area Cultural Resources
(acres) Resources Preservation
Preservation (acres)
(acres)
Multi-Family Low 27.38 26.41 -0.97
150, 153, 154 Density (MLD)
151 Multi-Family High 5.70 6.17 0.47
Density (MHD)
152 Mixed Use (MU) 6.52 6.77 0.25
R/W 3.78 1.88 -1.90
Total 43.38 41.23 -2.15

Table 26 — Lot 111 Drainage Segment Preservation Land Use Summary

Revised
Deveopment | N DRI,
FPA Approved Area Due to to Preservgtion of
Lot Number Land Use Lot Area Preservation of .
. Lot 111 Drainage
(acres) Lot 111 Drainage
Segment
Segment (acres)
(acres)
Single-Family High Density )
134, 142 (SFHD) 79.10 76.68 2.42 (41 lots)
135 Public/Quasi-Public (PQP) 9.89 10.00 0.11
136 Parks- Neighborhood (P) 11.70 10.76 -0.94
Total 100.69 97.44 -3.25

The land use summaries quantifying estimated changes in land use areas are based on
best available current project-specific preliminary engineering design data and are
approximate. Final design may ultimately modify net acreages by land use. However,
the resulting land use configuration will be subject to the FPASP cap for total residential
units. In summary, as shown in Table 27, the net developable land use area gained by
the reduced setbacks along select drainage segments within the FPASP totals

approximately three acres.
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Table 27 — Net Estimated Developable Land Use Potential Gains and

Reductions Summary

Affected Land
Description Use Area
Changes (acres)
Developable Land Use Potential Gained By The Reduced Setback 8.66
Developable Land Use Potential Lost By the Cultural Resource Preservation Site(s) -2.15
Developable Land Use Potential Lost By Preservation of The Lot 111 Drainage Segment -3.25
Net Developable Land Use Potential Gained 3.26

A summary of land uses and resulting proposed acreages by land use are shown in Table

28 below.

Table 28 — Reduced Buffer Land Uses and Acreages

Land Use Acreage
Single-Family (SF) 221.9
Single-Family High Density (SFHD) 240.1
Multi-Family Low Density (MLD) 184.9
Multi-Family Medium Density (MMD) 46.9
Multi-Family High Density (MHD) 229
Mixed Use District (MU) 19.9
Community Commercial (CC) 21.7
Parks- Neighborhood (P) 54.9
Open Space (OS) 371.8
Public/Quasi-Public (PQP) 110.7
Major Circulation 58.6
General Commercial (GC) 59.3
Total 1414

Source: MacKay & Somps and Torrence Planning 2012

As proposed, the Reduced Buffer Alternative would utilize trenching for utility
installation and culvert crossings for all crossings except two bridge crossing over Alder
Creek within the western end of the project site proposed as part of the backbone
infrastructure project. Open space within the Reduced Buffer Alternative would

encompass 372 acres.
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The Reduced Buffer Alternative would result in impacts to 27% of onsite jurisdictional
aquatic features (7.74 acres) and would preserve 59% (17.29 acres) of the onsite
delineated jurisdictional features, as show in Table 29.

Table 29 — Reduced Buffer Impacts to Jurisdictional Aquatic Features

WATERS OF THE U.S. ACREAGES
Classification Project Backbone Preserved | Total
Impact | Infrastructure
Acreage Fill
(Fill)
Depressional Wetlands
Seasonal Wetland 0.360 0.126 0.219 0.705
Vernal Pool 0.140 0.042 0.202 0.384
Seep - 0.020 0.420 0.440
Riverine Wetlands
Seasonal Wetland 4.026 1.871 3.781 9.678
Seep 0.060 0.072 0.725 0.857
Seasonal Marsh - - 0.061 0.061
Slope Wetlands
Seasonal Wetland 0.109 0.187 0.188 0.484
Seep 0.468 0.489 4.225 5.182
Other Waters of the U.S.
Ephemeral Drainage 1.494 0.788 2.927 5.209
Intermittent Drainage - 0.345 4.116 4.461
Pond 0.973 0.159 0.419 1.551
Ditch/Canal 0.114 0.029 0.002 0.145
TOTAL 7.74 413 17.29 29.16

As shown on Figure 10, and summarized in Table 30, impacts associated with proposed
culvert crossings will result in a total of 0.357 acre of impacts (0.074 acre temporary and
0.283 permanent).
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Table 30 — Impacts by Crossing

LA Ephemeral Drainage 0.006 0.013 0.019

Riverine Seasonal Wetland 0.004 0.006 0.010

1-B Ephemeral Drainage 0.008 0.029 0.037

2-A Ephemeral Drainage 0.002 0.009 0.011

2-B Ephemeral Drainage 0.003 0.024 0.027

3 Ephemeral Drainage 0.006 0.006 0.012

4 Riverine Seasonal Wetland 0.026 0.079 0.105

5 Riverine Seasonal Wetland 0.019 0.117 0.136

TOTAL — 0.074 0.283 0.357
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Proposed Backbone Infrastructure, + 252 acres

Wetland Preserve, + 82 acres

m Open Space (OS), + 290 acres (Does notinclude preserve acreage)

E Reduced buffer, + 973 acres

Ephemeral Drainage 0.008

Ephemeral Drainage 0.029
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Consistent with the Proposed Project analyses, the Reduced Buffer analyses incorporate
the additional 0.68 acre fill required east of Placerville Payen Road, as well as project
specific engineering design for proposed utility trenching and culvert crossings,
ultimately resulting in a 0.12 acre increase in impacts to jurisdictional waters from that
analyzed for the Proposed Project. Although impacts to jurisdictional waters are
increased within the Reduced Buffer Alternative as a result of additional impacts related
to trenching and culvert installation at crossings, this alternative ultimately offers greater
environmental conservation through the preservation of the two cultural sites, as well as
the 0.10 acre drainage segment crossing Lot 111.

The Reduced Buffer Alternative meets the Project Purpose, Logistics, Cost, and
Environmental screening criteria, and proposes a land use development plan that would
ultimately result in fewer environmental impacts than the Proposed Project. It is
therefore, the result of the above findings, derived from the information presented in this
analysis, and modified in response to comments received on previous draft(s) of the
Folsom South Clean Water Act 8404(b)(1) Alternatives Analysis Report that the Reduced
Buffer Alternative as described above and presented on Figure 11 has been demonstrated
to represent the least environmentally damaging practical alternative (LEDPA).
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Appendix B — Folsom Plan Area Specific Plan —
Community Park East — City of Folsom Parks and
Recreation Department
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