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City Council Regular Meeting
City Council Chambers | 50 Natoma Street, Folsom CA 95630

CITY OF

FOLSOM  (ctober 10, 2023
6:30 PM

Welcome to Your City Council Meeting

We welcome your interest and involvement in the city’s legislative process. This agenda includes
information about topics coming before the City Council and the action recommended by city staff. You
can read about each topic in the staff reports, which are available on the city website and in the Office
of the City Clerk. The City Clerk is also available to answer any questions you have about City Council
meeting procedures.

Participation
If you would like to provide comments to the City Council, please:

e Fill out a blue speaker request form, located at the back table.

e Submit the form to the City Clerk before the item begins.

e When it's your turn, the City Clerk will call your name and invite you to the podium.

e Speakers have three minutes, unless the presiding officer (usually the mayor) changes that
time.

Reasonable Accommodations

In compliance with the Americans with Disabilities Act, if you are a person with a disability and you need
a disability-related modification or accommodation to participate in this meeting, please contact the City
Clerk’s Office at (916) 461-6035, (916) 355-7328 (fax) or CityClerkDept@folsom.ca.us. Requests must
be made as early as possible and at least two full business days before the start of the meeting.

How to Watch

The City of Folsom provides three ways to watch a City Council meeting:

In Person Online On TV
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City Council meetings take place at Watch the livestream and replay past Watch live and replays of meetings on
City Hall, 50 Natoma Street meetings on the city website, Sac Metro Cable TV, Channel 14

www.folsom.ca.us

More information about City Council meetings is available at the end of this agenda
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FOLSOM

City Council Regular Meeting
City Council Chambers | 50 Natoma Street, Folsom CA 95630
www.folsom.ca.us

Tuesday, October 10, 2023 6:30 PM

Rosario Rodriguez, Mayor
YK Chalamcherla, Vice Mayor Sarah Aquino, Councilmember
Mike Kozlowski, Councilmember Anna Rohrbough, Councilmember

AGENDA
CALL TO ORDER

ROLL CALL:
Councilmembers: Kozlowski, Rohrbough, Aquino, Chalamcherla, Rodriguez

The City Council has adopted a policy that no new item will begin after 10:30 p.m. Therefore, if you are
here for an item that has not been heard by 10:30 p.m., you may leave, as the item will be continued to
a future Council Meeting.

PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE

AGENDA UPDATE

BUSINESS FROM THE FLOOR:

Members of the public are entitled to address the City Council concerning any item within the Folsom
City Council's subject matter jurisdiction. Public comments are limited to no more than three
minutes. Except for certain specific exceptions, the City Council is prohibited from discussing or taking
action on any item not appearing on the posted agenda.

SCHEDULED PRESENTATIONS:

1. Proclamation of the Mayor of the City of Folsom Proclaiming October 2023 as National Arts and
Humanities Month in the City of Folsom

2. Presentation of the 10th Annual Folsom Community Service Day Results
3. Informational Presentation on Homelessness

CONSENT CALENDAR:

Items appearing on the Consent Calendar are considered routine and may be approved by one
motion. City Councilmembers may pull an item for discussion.
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4. Approval of September 26, 2023 Regular Meeting Minutes

5. Resolution No. 11107 - A Resolution Authorizing the Finance Director to use Opioid Settlement
Funding to Add One Limited-Term Community Service Officer Position to the Police Department
Budget in the General Fund and Fund Opioid Combatting Programs and Appropriation of Funds

6. Resolution No. 11108 — A Resolution Authorizing the City Manager to Execute an Agreement
with UBEO (Ray Morgan) to Renew/Extend Copier Contract

7. Resolution No. 11109 — A Resolution Authorizing the City Manager to Execute an Agreement

with Arctic Wolf Networks, Inc. for Cybersecurity Operations Cloud Services

8. Resolution No. 11110 — A Resolution Amending Resolution No. 10479 and Enacting the Annual
Inflationary Adjustment for City User Fees for Selected City Services

NEW BUSINESS:

9. Resolution No. 11111- A Resolution of the City Council Declaring Parcels APN 070-0092-007,
APN 070-0092-009, APN 070-0092-010, and APN 070-0094-011 as Exempt Surplus Land and
Authorize Disposition of Said Parcels

PUBLIC HEARING:

10. Appeal by Bob Delp of a Historic District Commission Approval of a Design Review Application
for the 603 Sutter Street Mixed-Use Building

COUNCIL REQUESTS FOR FUTURE AGENDA ITEMS:

CITY MANAGER REPORTS:

COUNCIL COMMENTS:
ADJOURNMENT

NOTICE: Members of the public are entitled to directly address the City Council concerning any item
that is described in the notice of this meeting, before or during consideration of that item. If you wish to
address Council on an issue, which is on this agenda, please complete a blue speaker request card, and
deliver it to a staff member at the table on the left side of the Council Chambers prior to discussion of the
item. When your name is called, stand to be recognized by the Mayor and then proceed to the podium. If
you wish to address the City Council on any other item of interest to the public, when the Mayor asks if
there is any “Business from the Floor,” follow the same procedure described above. Please limit your
comments to three minutes or less.

NOTICE REGARDING CHALLENGES TO DECISIONS: Pursuantto all applicable laws and regulations,
including without limitation, California Government Code Section 65009 and or California Public
Resources Code Section 21177, if you wish to challenge in court any of the above decisions (regarding
planning, zoning and/or environmental decisions), you may be limited to raising only those issues you or
someone else raised at the public hearing(s) described in this notice/agenda, or in written
correspondence delivered to the City at, or prior to, the public hearing.

As presiding officer, the Mayor has the authority to preserve order at all City Council meetings, to remove
or cause the removal of any person from any such meeting for disorderly conduct, or for making personal,
impertinent, or slanderous remarks, using profanity, or becoming boisterous, threatening or personally
abusive while addressing said Council, and to enforce the rules of the Council.



PERSONS INTERESTED IN PROPOSING AN ITEM FOR THE CITY COUNCIL AGENDA SHOULD
CONTACT A MEMBER OF THE CITY COUNCIL.

The meeting of the Folsom City Council is being telecast on Metro Cable TV, Channel 14, the
Government Affairs Channel, and will be shown in its entirety on the Friday and Saturday following the
meeting, both at 9 a.m. The City does not control scheduling of this telecast and persons interested in
watching the televised meeting should confirm this schedule with Metro Cable TV, Channel 14. The City
of Folsom provides live and archived webcasts of regular City Council meetings. The webcasts can be
found on the online services page of the City's website www.folsom.ca.us.

In compliance with the Americans with Disabilities Act, if you are a person with a disability and you need
a disability-related modification or accommodation to participate in this meeting, please contact the City
Clerk’s Office at (916) 461-6035, (916) 355-7328 (fax) or CityClerkDept@folsom.ca.us. Requests must
be made as early as possible and at least two full business days before the start of the meeting.

Any documents produced by the City and distributed to the City Council regarding any item on this agenda
will be made available at the City Clerk’s Counter at City Hall located at 50 Natoma Street, Folsom,
California and at the Folsom Public Library located at 411 Stafford Street, Folsom, California during
normal business hours.


http://www.folsom.ca.us/
https://municode.sharepoint.com/sites/WebMeetingsTeam/Shared%20Documents/_Customers/California/Folsom%20California/Meetings%20Project/Templates/CityClerkDept@folsom.ca.us
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PROCLAMATION
OF THE MAYOR OF THE CITY OF FOLSOM
PROCLAIMING OCTOBER 2023 AS
NATIONAL ARTS AND HUMANITIES MONTH
IN THE CITY OF FOLSOM

WHEREAS, for over 30 years, cities have celebrated the value and importance of arts and
culture during National Arts and Humanities Month; and

WHEREAS, the City Council recognizes that arts and cultural activities benefit the residents
and visitors of Folsom, and they are a significant contributor to Folsom’s quality of life;
and

WHEREAS, the City of Folsom provides the opportunity for our community to enjoy the
benefits of art and cultural activities through numerous programs and the existence of an
active professional art gallery; and

WHEREAS, the Arts and Culture Commission works with the community to increase public
awareness of, understanding of, and participation in the humanities and the arts; and

WHEREAS, Folsom has a diverse and vibrant arts scene with local organizations providing
opportunities for the public to celebrate and participate in performances, exhibits and
events throughout the year to embrace arts and humanities.

NOW, THEREFORE, I, ROSARIO RODRIGUEZ, Mayor of the City of Folsom, do hereby
proclaim October 2023 as National Arts and Humanities Month in the City of Folsom and
invite everyone to recognize the contributions of the arts to the community, visit our art gallery,
and attend the many special cultural activities offered within our city.

PROCLAIMED this 10t day of October 2023.

Rosario Rodriguez, Mayor
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Folsom City Council

Staff Reﬁort

MEETING DATE: 10/10/2023

AGENDA SECTION: | Scheduled Presentations

SUBJECT: Presentation of the 10 Annual Folsom Community Service Day
Results
FROM: Parks and Recreation Department
BACKGROUND /ISSUE

The Community Service Day Steering Committee will provide a summary of Folsom’s
largest day of volunteerism and the impacts it made in the community during the
10" Annual Folsom Community Service Day, that was held on Saturday, September 16.

The presentation will be delivered by Tom Hellmann, Recreation & Community Services
Manager and Justin Raithel, Chair of the Folsom Community Service Day Steering
Committee.

RECOMMENDATION / CITY COUNCIL ACTION
No action is requested of the City Council at this time.

Submitted,

Kelly Gonzalez, Parks & Recreation Director
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Folsom City Council

Staff ReBort

MEETING DATE: 10/10/2023

AGENDA SECTION: | Scheduled Presentations

SUBJECT: Informational Presentation on Homelessness

FROM: City Manager's Office

The Folsom City Council will receive an informational presentation about homelessness. The
item will include presentations by:

e (ity of Folsom Police Department, Code Enforcement Division, and City Attorney’s
Office

Sacramento County Department of Homeless Services and Housing

Jake’s Journey Home

HART of Folsom

Powerhouse Ministries

Hope Cooperative

The scheduled presentation is informational, and no formal action will be taken by the City
Council on this item.

Submitted,

Elaine Andersen, City Manager
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Folsom City Council
September 26, 2023

City Council Regular Meeting

MINUTES

Tuesday, September 26, 2023 6:30 PM

CALL TO ORDER

The regular City Council meeting was called to order at 6:30 pm with Mayor Rosario Rodriguez
presiding.

ROLL CALL:

Councilmembers Present: YK Chalamcherla, Vice Mayor
Mike Kozlowski, Councilmember
Anna Rohrbough, Councilmember
Sarah Aquino, Councilmember
Rosario Rodriguez, Mayor

Councilmembers Absent: None

PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE

The pledge of allegiance was recited.

AGENDA UPDATE

None

BUSINESS FROM THE FLOOR:

None

SCHEDULED PRESENTATIONS:

1. Folsom Tourism and Economic Development Corporation (TEDCorp) Quarterly Report

TEDCorp representatives Joe Gagliardi, Sally Buchanan, Shannon Robb, and Laura Fickle spoke
about their recent "study mission" trip to Austin, Texas.

2. Folsom Plan Area Semi-Annual Report

Community Development Director Pam Johns and City Engineer Steve Krahn made a presentation and
responded to questions from the City Council.

DRAFT- Not Official Until Approved by the City Council
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CONSENT CALENDAR:

3. Approval of August 22, 2023 Special and Regular Meeting Minutes
4. Approval of September 12, 2023 Special and Regular Meeting Minutes

5. Resolution No. 11056 — A Resolution Authorizing the City Manager to Execute a Professional
Services Agreement with Habitat for Humanity of Greater Sacramento to Implement the SACOG
Green Means Go Early Activation Grant Associated with 300 Persifer Street

6. Resolution No. 11104 - A Resolution Authorizing the City Manager to Execute Amendment No. 1
to the Agreement with Brightview Landscape Services for Landscape Maintenance Within the
Landscaping and Lighting Districts, and Community Facilities Districts for the City of Folsom

7. Resolution No. 11105 — A Resolution Authorizing the City Manager to Execute a Construction
Agreement with Sierra Traffic Markings, Inc. for the Pavement Striping Project FY 2023-24

8. Resolution No. 11106 - A Resolution Authorizing the Police Department to Accept a Selective
Traffic Enforcement Program Grant in the Amount of $110,000 from the State of California Office
of Traffic Safety and Appropriation of Funds

Motion made by Councilmember Sarah Aquino, seconded by Councilmember Mike Kozlowski to

approve the consent calendar.  Motion carried with the following roll  -call vote:
AYES: Councilmember(s): Chalamcherla, Kozlowski, Rohrbough, Aquino, Rodriguez
NOES: Councilmember(s): None

ABSENT: Councilmember(s): None
ABSTAIN: Councilmember(s): None

CONVENE JOINT MEETING

Joint City Council / Redevelopment Successor Agency / Public Financing Authority / Folsom Ranch
Financing Authority / South of 50 Parking Authority Meeting

ROLL CALL:

Councilmembers/Board Sarah Aquino, Councilmember

Members Present: YK Chalamcherla, Vice Mayor
Mike Kozlowski, Councilmember
Anna Rohrbough, Councilmember
Rosario Rodriguez, Mayor

Councilmembers/Board None

Members Absent:

CONSENT CALENDAR:

9. Approval of the May 23, 2023 Joint City Council / Redevelopment Successor Agency / Public
Financing Authority / Folsom South of 50 Parking Authority / Folsom Ranch Financing Authority
Meeting Minutes

DRAFT- Not Official Until Approved by the City Council
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10. Receive and File the City of Folsom, the Folsom Redevelopment Successor Agency, the Folsom
Public Financing Authority, the Folsom Ranch Financing Authority, and the South of 50 Parking
Authority Monthly Investment Reports for the Month of June 2023

Motion made by Councilmember Sarah Aquino, seconded by Councilmember Mike Kozlowski to

approve the consent calendar. Motion carried with the following roll  -call vote:
AYES: Councilmember(s): Chalamcherla, Kozlowski, Rohrbough, Aquino, Rodriguez
NOES: Councilmember(s): None

ABSENT: Councilmembe r(s): None
ABSTAIN: Councilmember(s): None

COUNCIL REQUESTS FOR FUTURE AGENDA ITEMS:

Mayor Rosario Rodriguez requested a discussion regarding the plan for future relocation of the
corporation yard. The Council determined that a future item could be scheduled to discuss (in general
terms) the cost and process of moving the corporation yard.

Vice Mayor YK Chalamcherla requested a presentation regarding public private partnership
opportunities. It was agreed the City Manager would discuss the matter directly rather than return with
an item for the council. Vice Mayor YK Chalamcherla asked for a future item to explain the
contingency process and how that works with contracts. The Council did not support this request as a
future agenda item.

CITY MANAGER REPORTS:

City Manager Elaine Andersen spoke of keeping public areas clean, reporting abandoned shopping
carts, the use of motorized bikes, scooters on trails, Historic District projects, practice college exams,
and aquatic center events.

COUNCIL COMMENTS:

Councilmember Sarah Aquino spoke of Air Quality Management District meetings.

Councilmember Anna Rohrbough spoke of Community Service Day, Folsom Rotary Club, and the
Mayors Cup golf tournament.

Councilmember Mike Kozlowski spoke of Community Service Day and Regional Transit District
meetings.

Vice Mayor YK Chalamcherla spoke of State Innovations Academy, transportation apps, Cable
Commission meetings, and the passing of Marilyn Robitaille.

Mayor Rosario Rodriguez spoke of the soap box derby, Women's Conference, and mailbox thefts.

DRAFT- Not Official Until Approved by the City Council
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ADJOURNMENT

The meeting was adjourned at 7:46 p.m. in memory of Marilyn Robitaille.

SUBMITTED BY:

Christa Freemantle, City Clerk

ATTEST:

Rosario Rodriguez, Mayor

DRAFT- Not Official Until Approved by the City Council



Folsom City Council

Staff Reﬁort

MEETING DATE: 10/10/2023

AGENDA SECTION: | Consent Calendar

SUBJECT: Resolution No. 11107 - A Resolution Authorizing the Finance
Director to use Opioid Settlement Funding to Add One Limited-
Term Community Service Officer Position to the Police Department
Budget in the General Fund and Fund Opioid Combatting Programs
and Appropriation of Funds

FROM: Police Department

RECOMMENDATION / CITY COUNCIL ACTION

Move to approve Resolution No. 11107 - A Resolution Authorizing the Finance Director to Use
Opioid Settlement Funding to Add One Limited-Term Community Service Officer Position to the
Police Department Budget in the General Fund and Fund Opioid Combatting Programs and
Appropriation of Funds.

BACKGROUND /ISSUE

On July 21, 2021, a $26 billion offer to settle was made by opioid manufacturer Janssen
Pharmaceuticals (parent company of Johnson & Johnson) and the “big three" distributors,
McKesson, AmerisourceBergen, and Cardinal Health (“the Distributors") to resolve their liabilities
in over 3,000 opioid crisis-related lawsuits nationwide. It's estimated that California will receive
approximately $2.05 billion from the Janssen and Distributors Settlement Agreements through
2038.

On July 9, 2023, five additional settlements were announced. The pharmacies (CVS, Walgreens,
and Walmart) and manufacturers Allergan and Teva Pharmaceuticals together proposed settling
on $17.3 billion to address their roles in the opioid crisis. The agreements with CVS, Walgreens,
and Walmart are the first multistate settlements to hold chain pharmacies accountable for failing
to intervene in prescription abuse and drug diversion. While five settlements are still pending,
California may see up to $470 million, $510 million, and $265 million from the CVS, Walgreens,



and Walmart settlements, respectively, up to $205 million from the Allergan settlement, and up to
$375 million from the Teva settlement for their roles in the producing and distributing opioids.

The Department of Health Care Services (DHCS) is tasked with overseeing Participating
Subdivisions that receive funds from the finalized opioid settlements with McKesson, Cardinal
Health and AmerisourceBergen (collectively, the Distributors) and Janssen Pharmaceuticals, as
well as pending settlements with Teva, Allergan, and pharmacies Walmart, Walgreens, and CVS
(collectively, the Pharmacies).

On July 17, 2023, DHCS released a draft guidance letter, known as a Behavioral Health
Information Notice (BHIN), to guide Participating Subdivisions on allowable uses for the CA
Abatement Accounts Fund and CA Subdivision Fund. The guidance letter includes three
attachments that clarify relevant terminology and outline policies for eligible opioid remediation
activities and reasonable administrative costs. In addition, the BHIN specifies the oversight,
compliance, and reporting requirements related to the California Opioid Settlements.

POLICY /RULE

Section 3.02.030, Subsection H of the Folsom Municipal Code states, in part, that "prior to the
City Council making any supplemental appropriation, the City Manager shall certify that monies
in excess of those estimated in the budget are available for appropriation. Any such supplemental
appropriation shall be made for the fiscal year by resolution, up to the amount of any excess."

ANALYSIS

To date, the City has been awarded $282,728.52. The actual annual payments are unknown.
However, the City can expect to receive at least $190,000 annually through at least 2038.

Numerous restrictions exist on how payments may be used. One of which requires no less than
50% of the funds to be used for “High Impact Activities” such as implementing best practices for
outreach, diversion and deflection, employability, restorative justice, and harm reduction, or
interventions to prevent drug addiction” in vulnerable youth and unhoused.

The Police Department has identified five programs that the settlement will completely fund.

PROGRAM ANNUAL COST
1 | One Full-Time (Limited Term) Community Service Officer $111,722
2 | Wellness Program Enhancements in Police & Fire Departments | $25,000
3 | Anti-Opioid Campaign (One Pill Can Kill) $30,000
4 | Naloxone Program Administration $10,000
5 | Overdose Detection Mapping Free

Through these and other programs, the Police Department intends to take action to prevent the
misuse of opioids through public education campaigns, drug disposal and take-back destruction
programs, and naloxone training and distribution for public safety. We also intend to further



support wellness for public safety members who experience secondary trauma associated with
opioid-related emergency events.

FINANCIAL IMPACT

To date, the City has received $282,728 of Opioid Settlement Funding. This proposal would
allocate $186,722 of the funds received to the Police Department budget in the General Fund (Fund
010) in FY 2023-24 for program costs listed in the table above ($176,722) and the one-time
purchase of a computer, radio, and body-worn camera ($10,000) for a program total in year one of
$186,722. Reoccurring annual costs of $176,722 (plus necessary annual adjustments) would
continue to be funded by the settlement until 2038. The City would then evaluate the program’s
viability beyond the settlement terms.

ATTACHMENT

1. Resolution No. 11107 - A Resolution Authorizing the Finance Director to Use Opioid
Settlement Funding to Add One Limited-Term Community Service Officer Position to the
Police Department Budget in the General Fund and Fund Opioid Combatting Programs
and Appropriation of Funds

Submitted,

Richard D. Hillman, Chief of Police



RESOLUTION NO. 11107

A RESOLUTION AUTHORIZING THE FINANCE DIRECTOR
TO USE OPIOID SETTLEMENT FUNDING
TO ADD ONE LIMITED-TERM COMMUNITY SERVICE OFFICER POSITION TO
THE POLICE DEPARTMENT BUDGET IN THE GENERAL FUND AND
FUND OPIOID COMBATTING PROGRAMS
AND APPROPRIATION OF FUNDS

WHEREAS, California joined multiple national lawsuits and prevailed against
manufacturers, distributors, and other entities responsible for aiding the opioid epidemic; and

WHEREAS, California will receive at least $2.06 billion over at least eleven years; and

WHEREAS, the City of Folsom has received $282,728.52 of Opioid Settlement Funds to
date, and will receive at least $190,000 annually through 2038; and

WHEREAS, the Police Department will add one Limited-Term Community Service
Officer and implement programs to prevent the misuse of opioids through public education
campaigns, drug disposal and take-back destruction programs, and naloxone training and
distribution for public safety, and support wellness for public safety members who experience
secondary trauma associated with opioid-related emergency events; and

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED that the City Council of the City of Folsom
authorizes the Finance Director to add one Limited-Term Community Service Officer position to
the Police Department Budget in the General Fund (Fund 010); and

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED that the City Council of the City
of Folsom authorizes the Finance Director to appropriate $186,722 of Opioid Settlement Funding
to the FY 2023-24 Police Department Budget in the General Fund (Fund 010) to fund the new
Limited-Term Community Service Officer position and other Opioid Combatting Programs.

PASSED AND ADOPTED this 10" day of October, 2023, by the following roll call vote:

AYES: Councilmember(s):
NOES: Councilmember(s):
ABSENT:  Councilmember(s):
ABSTAIN: Councilmember(s):

Rosario Rodriguez, MAYOR

ATTEST:

Christa Freemantle, CITY CLERK

Resolution No. 11107
Page 1 of 1



Folsom City Council

Staff Reﬁort

MEETING DATE: 10/10/2023

AGENDA SECTION: | Consent Calendar

SUBJECT: Resolution No. 11108 — A Resolution Authorizing the City
Manager to Execute an Agreement with UBEO (Ray Morgan) to
Renew/Extend Contract

FROM: Finance Department

RECOMMENDATION / CITY COUNCIL ACTION

The Office of Management and Budget respectfully requests the City Council approve
Resolution No. 11108 — A Resolution Authorizing the City Manager to execute an agreement
with UBEO (Ray Morgan) to renew/extend copier contract.

BACKGROUND /ISSUE

The City has contracted with UBEO (Ray Morgan) for copy machine services for the past 23
years. The current contract with Ray Morgan was awarded for 5 years, starting in September
2019 based on price, service, technology, cost cutting measures and our need to consolidate with
one vendor for our paperless office agenda.

POLICY /RULE

Section 2.36.080 of the Folsom Municipal Code states, in part, that contracts for supplies,
equipment, services, and construction with an estimated value of $70,952 or greater shall be
awarded by the City Council.

ANALYSIS

We are constantly striving to find better, more efficient ways to increase employee effectiveness
while cutting costs associated with consumables and repairs. UBEO (Ray Morgan) has been
instrumental in assisting the city’s Information Technology staff with monitoring copier needs
along with making recommendations on how to streamline/right size our copier fleet. Staff

1



would like to extend our current copier contract for 63 months to continue to take advantage of
right sizing/cost cutting opportunities.

FINANCIAL IMPACT

The annual cost of the proposed contract extension for the copier lease portion is budgeted and
available in the various City departments based on their individual usage of the machines. There
is no increase to the copier lease portion from the previous contract. All machines will be color
with unlimited coping. There is an additional machine added to the contract for Police. The lease
for the added machine is $328.61 per month which is budgeted and available in the FY 2023-24
Police Department budget. In addition, this contract extension includes an additional $358.92
each month ($4,307.04 annually) for maintenance to move the uniflow document management
and xMedius Fax servers to the cloud in-lieu of on-premise equipment. This additional $4,307.04
is budgeted and available in the Information Systems Division in the General Fund (Fund 010).

ATTACHMENT

1. Resolution No. 11108 — A Resolution Authorizing the City Manager to execute an
agreement with UBEO (Ray Morgan) to renew/extend copier contract.

Submitted,

Stacey Tamagni
Chief Financial Officer



Attachment 1



RESOLUTION NO. 11108

A RESOLUTION AUTHORIZING THE CITY MANAGER TO
EXECUTE AN AGREEMENT WITH UBEO (RAY MORGAN) TO
RENEW/EXTEND COPIER CONTRACT

WHEREAS, Section 2.36.080 of the Folsom Municipal Code requires the City Council to
approve contracts greater than $70,952; and

WHEREAS, in order to maintain our current copier/printer, document management, fax
services within our current infrastructure a lease extension is required; and

WHEREAS, the proposal from UBEO (Ray Morgan) allows the City to purchase
copier/printer, document management, fax services with monthly payments of $15,567.75 for 63
months; and

WHEREAS, sufficient funds for the first year of the agreement are budgeted and available
in the individual department budgets for FY 2023-24, , and future years will be included during
the budget process; and

WHEREAS, the agreement will be in a form acceptable to the City Attorney:

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED that the City Council of the City of Folsom
authorizes the City Manager to execute an agreement with UBEO (Ray Morgan)to renew/extend
copier contract in an amount not to exceed $980,768.25 over a 63 month period at $15,567.75
monthly.

PASSED AND ADOPTED this 10" day of October 2023, by the following roll-call vote:

AYES: Councilmember(s):
NOES: Councilmember(s):
ABSENT:  Councilmember(s):
ABSTAIN: Councilmember(s):

Rosario Rodriguez, MAYOR

ATTEST:

Christa Freemantle, CITY CLERK

Resolution No. 11108
Page 1 of 1



Folsom City Council

Staff Reﬁort

MEETING DATE: 10/10/2023

AGENDA SECTION: | Consent Calendar

SUBJECT: Resolution No. 11109 - A Resolution Authorizing the City
Manager to Execute an Agreement with Arctic Wolf Networks,
Inc. for Cybersecurity Operations Cloud Services

FROM: Finance Department

RECOMMENDATION / CITY COUNCIL ACTION

The Office of Management and Budget respectfully requests the City Council approve
Resolution No. 11109 — A Resolution Authorizing the City Manager to execute an agreement
with Arctic Wolf Networks, Inc. for Cybersecurity Operations Cloud Services.

BACKGROUND /ISSUE

The City currently has two Information Systems positions serving approximately 550-700 full-
time and part-time employees, depending on the season. This very small team is responsible for
the city’s cybersecurity, along with a multitude of other daily responsibilities to deliver the
technology services that are needed on a day-to-day basis. The risk of a cyberattack is growing
every day and cybercriminals never take a day off. If the city did suffer a cyberattack, we would
recover but how long it would take to recover and how much it would cost to get back up and
running are unknowns. Contracting with Arctic Wolf and working in tandem with our Microsoft
solutions would add another layer of defense, mitigating and/or stopping a potential cyberthreat.

POLICY /RULE

Section 2.36.080, Award of contracts of the Folsom Municipal Code states, in part, that contracts
for supplies, equipment, services, and construction with an estimated value of $70,952 or greater
shall be awarded by the City Council.




ANALYSIS

Arctic Wolf'is a cybersecurity company that provides security operations solutions, including
managed detection and response, managed risk, and managed security awareness to mitigate
exposure to cyber threats. Entering into a contract with Arctic Wolf Networks, Inc will allow the
city to have a dedicated a team of cybersecurity professionals to monitor, isolate and stop any
potential cyberthreats 24/7 365 allowing us to benefit from years of expertise without adding to
our employee count. Arctic Wolf fits within our current environment working hand in hand with
Microsoft to mitigate and/or stop network intrusions or malware. The service also provides a
team dedicated to the city in the event of a catastrophic breach allowing us to recover quickly
and provide continuation of business with minimal downtime.

FINANCIAL IMPACT

The total contract amount for three years is $250,676.75. There are sufficient funds budgeted and
available in the FY 2023-24 budget in the Information Systems Division of the General Fund
(Fund 010) to pay for the first year of this contract, in the amount of $82,156.79. Additional
funds for the remainder of the contract ($82,296.61 in Year 2 and $86,223.35 in Year 3) will
need to be appropriated in subsequent fiscal years.

ATTACHMENT

1. Resolution No. 11109 — A Resolution Authorizing the City Manager to execute an agreement
with Arctic Wolf Networks, Inc. for Cybersecurity Operations Cloud Services

Submitted,

Stacey Tamagni
Chief Financial Officer



RESOLUTION NO. 11109

A RESOLUTION AUTHORIZING THE CITY MANAGER TO EXECUTE AN
AGREEMENT WITH ARCTIC WOLF NETWORKS, INC. FOR CYBERSECURITY
OPERATIONS CLOUD SERVICES

WHEREAS, the risk of a cyberattack is growing every day; and

WHEREAS, entering into a contract with Arctic Wolf Networks, Inc will allow the city
to have a dedicated a team of cybersecurity professionals to monitor, isolate and stop any potential
cyberthreats 24/7 365 allowing us to benefit from years of expertise without adding to our
employee count; and

WHEREAS, this contract will help to enhance our current cybersecurity presence and
readiness alongside Microsoft’s services in our current network; and

WHEREAS, the proposal from Artic Wolf Network, Inc. allows the City to purchase three
years of service for a total contract amount of $250,676.75, paid in annual payments; and

WHEREAS, sufficient funds are budgeted and available in the FY 2023-24 budget in the
Information Systems Division of the General Fund (Fund 010) to pay for the first year of this
contract, in the amount of $82,156.79., and future years will be included during the budget process;
and

WHEREAS, the agreement will be in a form acceptable to the City Attorney:

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED that the City Council of the City of Folsom
authorizes the City Manager to execute an agreement with Arctic Wolf Network, Inc. for
cybersecurity operations cloud services in an amount not to exceed $250,676.75 over a three-year
period.

PASSED AND ADOPTED this 10™ day of October, 2023, by the following roll-call vote:

AYES: Councilmember(s):
NOES: Councilmember(s):
ABSENT:  Councilmember(s):
ABSTAIN: Councilmember(s):

Rosario Rodriguez, MAYOR

ATTEST:

Christa Freemantle, CITY CLERK

Resolution No. 11109
Page 1 of 1
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Folsom City Council

Staff Reﬁort

MEETING DATE: 10/10/2023

AGENDA SECTION: | Consent Calendar

SUBJECT: Resolution No. 11110 — A Resolution Amending Resolution No.
10479 and Enacting the Annual Inflationary Adjustment for City
User Fees for Selected City Services

FROM: Finance Department

RECOMMENDATION / CITY COUNCIL ACTION

The Finance Department requests that the City Council adopt Resolution No. 11110 — A
Resolution Amending Resolution No. 10479 and Enacting the Annual Inflationary Adjustment
for City User Fees for Selected City Services.

BACKGROUND /ISSUE

In May 2006, the Folsom City Council adopted Resolution No. 7815 which established a new
user fee schedule for selected city services and also adopted an annual inflationary adjustment.
The inflationary adjustment was last applied on July 1, 2020.

POLICY /RULE

City of Folsom Municipal Code Section 3.50.020 states, “The city manager is hereby directed
to recommend to the council the adjustment of fees and charges to recover the percentage of
costs reasonably borne in providing the regulation, products or services enumerated in this
chapter and on the schedule of rate review as hereinafter established in this chapter. Costs
reasonably borne shall be as are defined in Section 3.50.030.”

City Council Resolution No. 7815 adopted on May 23, 2006, approved an annual inflationary
adjustment to be applied each fiscal year for selected city user fees along with fee increases
based on a fee study.



ANALYSIS

The annual inflationary adjustment to be applied is 4.48%. This is based on the US Bureau of
Labor Statistics & CA Department of Finance CPI-West Urban Consumers, all items, San
Francisco CMSA, Annual amount as of December of the previous calendar year as set forth in
Resolution No. 7815. The proposed fee schedules were derived by applying the annual
inflationary adjustment to the current fees if allowed. Fee number FN-3 and CC-1 have been
removed per Department request, as they are no longer applicable. Fee FR-24 has been reduced
per the Fire Chief’s request. The proposed fee schedules are included as part of Resolution
No. 11110 and will be effective November 1, 2023. The user fee schedule has not been
increased by CPI since July 2020. The current inflationary adjustment is the adjustment for the
one-year period of January through December 2022 only.

ATTACHMENTS

1. Resolution No. 11110 — A Resolution Amending Resolution No. 10479 and Enacting the
Annual Inflationary Adjustment for City User Fees for Selected City Services

2. United States Consumer Price Index — All Urban Consumers as published by the United
States Bureau of Labor Statistics CPI-West Urban consumers, all items, San Francisco
CMSA as of December 2022

=

Submitted,
:,F'"" -

B
T
Ay e s 2t L P
s s
L

Sticey Tamagni, Finance Director
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RESOLUTION NO. 11110

A RESOLUTION AMENDING RESOLUTION NO. 10479 AND
ENACTING THE ANNUAL INFLATIONARY ADJUSTMENT FOR
CITY USER FEES FOR SELECTED CITY SERVICES

WHEREAS, City of Folsom Municipal Code Section 3.50.020 states “The city manager
is hereby directed to recommend to the council the adjustment of fees and charges to recover the
percentage of costs reasonably borne in providing the regulation, products or services enumerated
in this chapter and on the schedule of rate review as hereinafter established in this chapter. Costs
reasonably borne shall be as are defined in Section 3.50.030.”; and

WHEREAS, Resolution No. 7815 adopted by the Folsom City Council on May 23, 2006,
allowed for an annual inflationary adjustment to User Fees each fiscal year; and

WHEREAS, Resolution No. 10479 adopted by City Council on July 23, 2020, set the most
recent User Fee schedule; and

WHEREAS, the annual inflationary adjustment is based on the US Bureau of Labor
Statistics & CA Department of Finance CPI-West Urban Consumers, all items, San Francisco
CMSA as of December of the previous year; and

WHEREAS, as of December 31, 2022 the annual inflationary adjustment applied is
4.48%; and

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED that the City Council of the City of Folsom
Amends Resolution No. 10479 and Enacts the Annual Inflationary Adjustment for City User Fees
as of November 1, 2023 for Selected City Services as set forth in the fee schedules attached hereto;
and

PASSED AND ADOPTED this 10th day of October, 2023, by the following roll-call vote:

AYES: Council Member(s):
NOES: Council Member(s):
ABSENT:  Council Member(s):
ABSTAIN: Council Member(s):

Rosario Rodriguez, MAYOR

ATTEST:

Christa Freemantle, CITY CLERK

Resolution No. 11110
Page 1 of 9



City of Folsom
Master Fee Schedule as of November 1, 2023

Resolution No. 11110
Page 2 of 9

i FEE ANNUAL FEE
# DEPARTMENT/SERVICE 70172020 INFLATION 11/012023
ADJUSTMENT
Reso 10479 | Annual CPI! Proposed
Finance
FN-1a |Returned Check Fee - Initial 5 2313 - 5 23
FN-1t |Returned Check Fee - Additional 5 ER I - 5 35
N-2 |LienDelinguency Admin Fee 5 1251 5 - 5 123
FN-2a | AdminThsconnect Fee 5 75] 3 - 5 13
FIN-2t |Beconnect Fee - during business hours 5 nys - 5 30
FIN-2¢ |Reconnect Fee - after business hours 5 135] 35 - 5 135
FIN-3 |Excessive Comm. SW Acct Changes 5 261 5 1 Bemove
Business License Certificate
FN-4 |MNew License Review Fee § 28] S 1]5 27
PE-163]|New Home Oceupation Review Parmit Sea PE-165 See PE-163
FN-3 |License Reprint Fee § 13] 5 1]5 14
FN-T |Customer Business Lists - Year § 1] 5 1]5 20
FN-3 |Customer Business Lists - 1 month § 1] 5 1]5 20
Annual Historic District Surcharge Tax § 60 8 60
Home Occopation Annual Certificate § 40 8 40
Business License Certificate Fee Table Clazs. A-C Class. A-C
Specialty Operations Clazs. D Claz=. D
Cardroom Business License Fees
FN-8 |Application and investigation § 660 | 5 05 600
FN-10 | Annual License Renewal § 23] s 415 a2
FN-12 |PER Tatle Fee per QUARTER 5 261] S 1215 273
FN-13 | Alternative Method of Payment 275%-3% 275%-3%
Water
W-3  |Construction Meter Bental Rate per Month § 100 5 100
W4 |Security Deposit for 2.5 inch Construction Meter 3 Q00 5 Q00
W-3  |Security Deposit for 4 inch Construction Meater § 2,700 5 2,700
W-6  |Relocation of Construction Meter § 25 5 23
W-7  |Repeat Disinfaction Testing of New Facilities § 200 5 200
W-3  |Backflow Testing Tag § 15 5 15
W-8 | Testing of Backflow Device § 100 5 100
Wastewater

WW-1 |Emergency Call Out (After Hours Hourly Rate) § 135 5 135

Clean up of Sanitary Sewer Overflow From Private Lateral
WW-2 |or collection ssytem (Hourly rate) § 200 5 200

- » |Inzpection of Private Collection Svstems to Include - -

W3 liaf]hn}les: Miaines and Laterals [I:Iﬂurl}f Fate) } 10 } 1o




Resolution No. 11110
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FEE ANNUAL FFE
# DEPARTMENT/SERVICE 70172020 INFLATION 11012023
ADJUSTMENT
Rezo 10479 Annual CPI' Proposed
Police
P-1  |Vehicle Release § 170 § 815 178
P2 |Livescan § 23| § 1]s 26
P3| Alarm Permit (New) § 441 8 215 46
P-3b | Alarm Permit (Fenewal - Commercial) § 17| 5 1]s 18
P4 Falze Alarm (2nd falze alarm - infor. not updated) 5 a41 5 415 o3
P-4t |False Alarm (3rd false alarm) § 841 § 415 o3
P-4c  |False Alarm (4th false alarm) § 110 § 3|s 3
P-4d  |False Alarm (3th+ false alarm) § 165 | § 6|5 ]
P56  |Repossessions 5 1413 1]s 15
BT |VIN Verification § 431 § 1]s 46
P-3 Clearance Letter-Clear 8 401 8 1]5s 41
P2 |Vehicle Sign-Off § 431 § 1]s 46
P-10  |Firzarms Permit § 460] 5 2013 480
P-15 | Adult Businesses 8 138 ] § 6]5% 143
P-17 |HS 11390 Registration § 23| § 1]s 26
P-18  |Police report copy 8 5 -15 3
Fire

FE-1 |California Fire Code Inspection - HEC 131462 and 13146.3] 5 191 § als 200

Pre-licenze Inspection < 23 - H3C 13233 § SN 215 52

Pre-licenze Inspection > 25 - H3C 13233 § 100 | § 415 104
FR-2 |Re-Inspection (2nd and subsaquent reinspections) 8 236 s 11]5% 247
FR-3 |Fire Stand Pipe System Plan Review bldg pmt wal bldg pmt val bldg pmt val
FR-4 |Fire Hydrant System PC bldg pmt wal bldg pmt val bldg pmt val
FR-3 |Fire Sprinkler System Plan Beview bldg pmt wal bldg pmt val bldg pmt val
FR-6 |Fire Pump Plan Beview bldg pmt wal bldg pmt val bldg pmt val
FR-7 |Fire Alarm System Plan Review bldg pmt wal bldg pmt val bldg pmt val
FR-10 |Fixed Fire Protection System Plan Rewview bldg pmt wal bldg pmt val bldg pmt val
FR-11 |Gas System Plan Review (Medical LPG, Compressad, ste) bldg pmt wal bldg pmt val bldg pmt val
FR-14 |Public Fireworks Display PC bldg pmt wal bldg pmt val
FR-13 |Special Fire Inspection (after hours or by request) § 235 ] § 11]5% 266
FR-23 |Safe & Sane Fireworks Stand Inspection § 337] & 15] 3 352
FR-24 |IncidentTnzpection Report Copy § 31 -15 20
FE-23 |Patient Care Report (PCE) and'or Meadical Billing § ED N 1]s 32

Fire Hazard Vegstation hanagement Adminitrative fee per
FE-26 |Re Inspection § 138 | § B 163

Wead Abatement Cost - City's cost 51000 Minimum
FR-23 |False Alarm (2nd falze alarm - infor. not updated) § 41 s 415 08
FE-23b False Alarm (3rd false alarm) § 941 5 415 o3
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FEE ANNUAL ) FEE
# DEPARTMENT/SERVICE 70172020 INFLATION 11012023
ADJUSTMENT
Reso 10479 Annual CPI! Proposed
Fire
FR-28¢|False Alarm (4th false alarm) 3 112] 5 ils 117
FR-28d)False Alarm (Sth+ false alarm) 5 166 | 5 715 173
FR-36 |Fire Hydrant Flow Test 5 208] S als 217
FE-39 |Firz Photograph(z) Flash Drive 5 1] 8 1]5% 32
FE-42 |Expedited Services Fee 1.5 xReg Fee 1.5 X RegFee
FE-43 |Fire Safgt;,-‘ Officer Standby, Third Party review or Actual Cost Actual Cost
Inspection
Ambulance Services *
Base Rate Witin Corporate City Limits 5 2,158 5 2,158
Base Rate Outside Corporate City Limits 5 2,158 § 2,158
Patient Assessment/Treatment - No Transport 5 425 5 425
Milage (per mile) 5 39 5 39
ALS Supplies 5 103 5 105
Oxygen 5 163 5 165
Cardiac MenitorDebibbrillator 3 168 5 168
Continuous Positive Airway Pressure (CPAFP) 5 223 & 225
Eone Drill 5 303 5 303
City Clerk
CC-1 |Apenda Mailing Service (Per Year/Subscriber) 5 25 - | Remove
CC-2a |Document Printing & Copying (per side'per page; 51.00 5 010 5 0.00] 5 0.10
CC-3  |Docoment Printing Pages greater than 17x14 or color copies | 5 il s 0]5% 3
(per side/'per pags)
CC-6 |Copy Aundio/Video DVD 5 il 0]s 3
CC-8 |Folsom Municipal Code Cost to Produce | Cost to Produce| Cost to Produce
CC-9 |Updates to Folsom Municipal Code Cost to Produce | Cost to Produce| Cost to Produce
CC-10 |Planning Commission Decision Appeal - Owner occopled, | 5 2461 5 1115 257
zingle family deelling
CC-11 |Planning Commission Decision Appeal - All others 5 0] S8 2218 522
CC-12 | Truancy Fee (MMonies paid through City Clerk) 5 63| 5 ils 66
CC-13 |Code Enforcement Administrative Hearing 5 185 ] 5 215 193




ANNUAL
FEE INFLATION FEE
# ARTMEN . .
DEPARTMENT/SERVICE TIOLI2020 ADJUSTMEN 11/01/2023
T
Reso 10479 | Anpual CPI! Proposed
Librarv *
LB-1 |Adult and Teen Books and andio books - 50.25/ day per NIA 50,00/ day per
Extended Usze Fee (Fine) item - 35.00 o item
LB-2 |High-Demand Express materials - Extended Use Fee SLO0 day per NIA 50,00/ day per
(Fins) item - 53.00 e item
LE-3 |Children's books and audio books - Extended Uss Fes 5.05/ day per item NIA 50,00/ day per
(Fins) - 51.00 max/item o item
LE-4 |DVD's, Music CD’s, and =pecialty kits - Extended Use  |5.23/ day per item NIA 50,00/ day per
Fee (Fine) - 55.00 maw/item e item
LE-6 |Rsturned check fee City ztandard fes - City ztandard fee
- NIA A
(zes Financs) (=22 Financs)
LE-7 |Library card replacement ‘ 1 NIA -
LE-8a |Self service copy charges - (B & W) 5 0.13 NALS 0.13
LB-8b |Self service copy charges - (Coler) 5 0.50 N/A |51.00/page
LE-¢ |Hold re-shelving fee - per item 5 1 NALS -
LB-10 |Interlibrary loan/item (plus add1 lending library fees) 5 3 NALS 3
LB-11 |Lost or damaged books in Felzom collection Up to cost of ) Up to cost of
itemn plus 55.00 NA | item plus 55.00
processing faz processing fae
LB-12 |Lost or damaged materials from interlibrary loan Up to cost of Up to cost of
item, plus charges itzm, plus charzes
form landing NiA form landing
library, phes $5.00 library, plus $5.00
local orocessine local processine
LE-13 |Referral fee for material and fee recovery services (for 8 10 5 10
accounts with billed overdue materialz and total NA
outstanding charges of 523 or more)

! Annual nflationary adjustment based on the US Burean of Labor Statistics & CA Depariment of Finance CPI-West
Urban Consumers, all items, San Francisco CMSA, Annual amount as of December of the previous calendar year.

* Updated on October 2, 2023, per Reso 11094
‘ Updated on July 11, 2023, per Reso 11069

Resolution No. 11110
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# DEPARTMENT/SERVICE

# |Parks & Recreation
PR-7 |Zookeeping/Gale
PR-9 |Zoo-Gift Shop
PR-10 |Zoo-Education Tours
PR-13 |Aquatics - Rec/Lap Swam
PR-14 | Aquatics - Swim Lessons
PR-15 |Aquancs - Swim Team
PR-16 |Aquatics - Aquacise
PR-17 |Aquatics - Swim Camps
PR-18 |Aquatics - School Parties
PR-19 |Aquatics - Birthday Parties
PR-21 |Aquatics - Swim Mecis
PR-22 | Aquatics - Rental Spons.
PR-23 | Aquatics - Concessions
PR-24 |Cummmgs Park/Skate
PR-25 |Comm Center - Resident
Comm Center - Non-Resident
Comm Center - FCUSD
PR-26 |Rotary Clubhouse (sce Comm Center)
PR-30 |Park Rentals
PR-32 |Youth Spec. Interest
PR-33 |Cultural Classes
PR-37 |Fee Based Spec Events
PR-38 |Youth Day Camps
PR-39 |Teens
PR-40 |Cultural Sves/Preschool
PR-42 |Seniors
PR-43 |Sponsorship
PR-45 |Kemp Concessions
PR-6 |Adult Sports
PR-47 |Youth Sports
PR4E |Comm. Youth Leagues
PR-49 |Sports Facility Rentals

* Parks and Recreation fees are st by the department. Cost recovery
levels are set at the program level, and therefore changes are proposed
duning the budget process.

Resolution No. 11110
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Business License Certificate Classification Fee Tables

Classifation A - Business License Certificate Gross Heceipts

Annual Gross ﬁi:-clpls - Retail Sales, F‘rnpnrr_'r F-hnlnl. Residential & Non-

Cabegry Lower Giross Upper Firns; Anmial Fes
Receipis Receipis
| ] - 1% Qoo00.00 | § AL
2 ] 1000000015 309000009 | % 125040
3 § 0000000 )% 500000004015 25001
<+ S 5, 10000000 | % 10,800 000,00 | 5 S0
5 S 10,000,000.00 | % 25 000 00000 | § 1 000 (W0
i § 25 100,000 .00 | Max LR+ 0581000 GR

Classilication B - Service Professions, Manufactoring, Wholesale Based on

Emplovee Count

Manufacturing, Wholesale and Service Professions

Lower Upper
Category Employee Employee Annual Fee

Couni Couni
I 1] 1 B3 00,1000
2 2 4 5 125,40
3 5 Bl 5 175.00
+ 2 12] % 220,00
5 13 251 % 250.00
i 2 55] % S0 00
7 56 124] & 1, (R D
5 125 Max] 100 + 210 per Emploves

Classification C - Commercial, Industrial, Research & ﬁmnlupmenl

Based on Square Feet

Category | Lower Sq Fi Upper Sq Fi Annual Fee
1 [ 2000] 5 4000
2 2000 | B000) % | 25.00)
3 1 B0 102000) S 250000
4 L0000 218000] § 50000
5 21RO S02000] § 1, (W DD
f S0200000 Max) 100+ 525001 000 Sg. Fr

Classification I - Business License Certd

ficate Specialty Operations

Non ProfivExempt Bosiness Certificate Fee SO0
Building Contractors £25 per bulding permi

Itinerant Vendor [ Peddler, Solicitor or S 50000
Draily Specialty - Fixed Location 5250
Muonthly Specialty - Fixed Location 5300
Jruartery Specialty - Fixed Location 57500
Annual Specialty - Fixed Location S20H1HD
Branch Location Certificate 525.00

Bingo Halls 525000

Resolution No. 11110
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ANNUAL
i ) FEE FEE
# DEFPARTMENT/SERVICE 2/01/2020 INFL—tTI(‘fN 11/1/2023
ADJUSTMENT
_ _ Reso 10479 Anmmal CP1° Proposed
FPlanning & Engineering

PE-1 |Preliminary Project Review (deposit) b (L1 B s 639
PE-2 |Tentative Parcel Map Review (deposit) b 53051 % 2591% 5.564
PE-3 |Tentative Subdivision Map Review (deposit) S6,417+ 532 Loy 157+51/Lot 86.547+833/Lat
PE4 |Tentative Map Amendment Review (deposit) b ER4L | 8 431 1 % 272
PE-5 |Final Map Amend/Cert of Correction (deposit) b3 2899 1% 4] % 3.040
PE-6 |Tentative Map Extension Review (deposit) 5 AL B 185] % 3983
PE-T |Site Design Review - Planning Comm. (deposit) b 44551 % 21718 4672
PE-Th |Site Design Review b 2B0 | % 415 294
PE-£ |Planned Development review {deposit) §8.525 + 5426/acre] 5416 + 521 /acre 58,941 + 5447 /acre
PE9 |Planned Development Mod. Review (deposit) b TR 4150 % B.O28
PE-10 |Planned Development Ext. Review (deposit) b 298915 146 ) § 3,135
PE-11 |Specific Plan Review {deposit) 5 5976 | 5 29218 6,268
PE-12 |Specific Plan Amend. Review (deposit) 5 657415 Il 6,895
PE-13 |Initial Environmental Study/Assmnt (deposit) b3 6051 1§ 20518 6346
PE-15 |Environmental Impact Review & Report b BI2E L% 9715 8525
PE-16 |Notice of CEQA determination 5 282 |5 4]% 296
PE-18 |Environmental Mitigation Prog. Monitoring b3 5902 1% 0215 284
PE-20 |Historic Dist SFD Design Rvw (deposit) b 58)% ils il
PE-21 |H.D. Mult Fam/Comm Design Rvw ({deposit) § 2054 1% 100 )5 2154
PE-22 |Arch Review - SFD (deposit) 5 5615 ils 6l
PE-23 |Arch Review - Mult Fam/Comm. (deposit) b 20541 % N 2154
PE-24 |Historic Dist Sign Review (deposit) b3 5815 ils 6l
PE-25 |Sign Permit - Staff b3 1200 5 615 126
PE-25b |Sign Permit Extension b 551% ils 58
PE-26 |PD Permit Sign Only (deposit) 5 L1951 § 585 1253
PE-27 |Zoning Verification Review (deposit) 5 JBE |5 415 in2
PE-28 |Rezoning Request Review - 5 acres or less (deposit) b 2792 1% 136 5 2928
PE-29 |Rezoning Request Review- 5+ acres (deposit) 5 55751% 2721 % 5847
PE-30 |Lot Line Adj./Parcel Merger (planning) (deposit) § 94315 4615 989
PE-31 |Annexation Processing (deposit) b 53791 % 6215 5.641
PE-32 |Varance Review- SFD (deposit) b 1567 | § b B 1,643
PE-33 |Varance Review- Other {deposit) b 1567 | § Tl 5 1.643
PE-35 |Appeal - Admin b 2391 % 1215 251
PE-36 |Appeal - by other (deposit) 5 4791 & 23|58 502
PE-37 |Code Amendment (deposit) 5 203415 10415 21138
PE-38 |General Plan Amendment <5 acres (deposit) b3 1073 )5 1991 % 4272
PE-39 |General Plan Amendment =5 acres {deposit) b Bldo |5 9818 8544
PE40 |Temporary Use Permit Review 5 605 ER B 61
PE-41 |Conditional Use Permit Review (Major) (deposit) b3 55281% 27005 5,708
PE-41b |Conditional Use Permit Review (Minor) (deposit) b 268315 il 2,749
PE42 |Conditional Use Permit Modification {deposit) b L5671 % ELE I 1,605
PE43 |Street Name Review/Change (deposit) b 1,195 1 § 9158 1224
PE-44 |Devl. Agreemnt Processing ( deposit) b3 5M1)5 126 ) § 5267
PE45 |Right of Way/ Easement Abandonment ] 2392 1% RN 2451
PE-46 |Tree Removal Pmi- Permitted Removal b iv|s 115 £
PE4T |Tree Removal Pmt- w/'o Permit b 42815 n]s 438
PE4R |Eng PC & Insp - $1 to 10,000 6% of first 10k NiA 6% of first 10k
PE49 |Eng PC & Inspl - 510.001-599,990 T% next 90k N/A T% next 90k
PE-50 |Eng PC & Inspl - 3100k-5199,99% 5% next 100k N/A 5% next 100k
PE-51 |Eng PC & Inspl - 3200k-5299.999 4% next 100k N/A 4% next 100k
PE-52 |Eng PC & Inspl - S300k+ 2% remainder| N/A 2% remainder

Resolution No. 11110
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PE-53
PE-534
PE-535
PE-56
PE-57
PE-58
PE-59
PE-60
PE-61
PE-62a
PE-62b
PE-63a
PE-63b
PE-64
PE-65
PE-60
PE-67
PE-08
PE-69
PE-T0
PE-TI
PE-T2

PE-T3
PE-T4
PE-T5
PE-T6
PE-TT

PE-T8

Parcel Map Check

Final Map Check

LLA Review - Engineering
Research of Eng Records (Hourlyv)
Misc Eng Services (Hourly)
Review of ROW /Easement Does
Assmt Dist/CFD Payment Processing
Subdivision Agreement Processing
Special Events Permit
Transportation Permits
Transportation Permits ( Annual)
Encroschment Permits
Encroachment Permit ( Annual)
Condominium Conversion Fee
Home Occupation Permit Fee
Unattended Donation Box
Opinion on a Planning Matter
Landmark Tree

Off-Site Weekend Directional Signs
Uniform Sign Program

Temporary Sign Permit

Non-residential Plan Check Fee (Planning)

Residential Landscape Review Fee (Custom Home)

Entertainment Permit
Expedited Services Fee

Technical Assistance/ Third Party review or Inspection
Protected Tree removed or impacted within the buildable
area of a residential lot {DSH-diameter per inch)
Protected Tree removed or impacted (DSH-diameter per

inch)

B4 A BA BA BN BA WA DA WA B

B WA 0N LA BN B BB A

5,605
10.463
4.696
101
101
1.302
2516
1,057
60

19

84

8132 +81.91/8q. FL

2588
11,137
9
I87 + 347 Renewal
245
280
167
280
]
1 (0% of building
permit fee
Hourly rate of City
Arborist

1.5 X Remular Fee
Actual Cost
125.00 (DSH)

250,00 (DSH)

B B BN BN BN LN BN BT B BB

=] U R LR R R B BN B

1 N b B

b3

[ =]
== S D S S

3+ §.05/8q. Ft.

63

m

I

89+ 51 Renewal

L= N "

5,742
10719
4811
103
103
1334
2578
1,083
6l
19
f6
I35 +51.96/5q. Ft.
2651
1410
30
196 + 548 Renewal
251
287
171
287
10
% of building permt
fee
Hourly rate of City
Arbaorist
b3 45
1.5 X Regular Fes
Actual Cost
125.00 (DSH)

= 1 NN B BN B PR BB B BB B BB B

250,00 (DSH)

' Annval milatnonary adjusiment based on the US Bureaw of Lobor Statistics & CA Depariment of Finance CPI-West Urban Consumers, afl ifems, San
Francisce CMEA, Anunal amount as of December of the previous calendar year.
All smounts are rounded to the nearest dollar,
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U.S. BUREAU OF LABOR STATISTICS

Databases, Tables & Calculators by Subject

Change Output Options: From: 2013v To: 2023 v @

Oinclude graphs (Jinclude annual averages More Formatting Options s

Data extracted on: August 29, 2023 (7:01:38 PM)
CPI for All Urban Consumers (CPI-U)

Series Id: CUURS49BSA0,CUUSS49BSA0

Not Seasonally Adjusted

Series Title:  All items in San Francisco-Oakland-Hayward, CA, all urban consumers, not seasonally adjusted
Area: San Francisco-Oakland-Hayward, CA

Item: All items

Base Period: 1982-84=100

Download: 3] xlsx

Year |Jan| Feb |Mar| Apr |May| Jun |Jul| Aug |Sep| Oct |Nov| Dec |Annual| HALF1 | HALF2
2013 242.677 244,675 245.935 246.072 246.617 245.711 | 245.023 | 243.894 | 246.152
2014 248.615 251.495 253.317 253.354 254.503 252.273|251.985 | 250.507 | 253.463
2015 254.910 257.622 259.117 259.917 261.019 260.289 | 258.572 | 256.723 | 260.421
2016 262.600 264.565 266.041 267.853 270.306 269.483 | 266.344 | 263.911 | 268.777
2017 271.626 274.589 275.304 275.893 277.570 277.414 1 274.924 | 273.306 | 276.542
2018 281.308 283.422 286.062 287.664 289.673 289.896 | 285.550 | 282.666 | 288.435
2019 291.227 294.801 295.259 295.490 298.443 297.007 | 295.004 | 293.150 | 296.859
2020 299.690 298.074 300.032 300.182 301.736 302.948 | 300.084 | 299.109 | 301.059
2021 304.387 309.419 309.497 311.167 313.265 315.805 |309.721 | 306.724 | 312.718
2022 320.195 324.878 330.539 328.871 332.062 331.222|327.060 | 323.408 | 330.711
2023 337.173 338.496 340.056 337.689

U.S. BUREAU OF LABOR STATISTICS Postal Square Building 2 Massachusetts Avenue NE Washington, DC 20212-0001

Telephone:1-202-691-5200_ Telecommunications Relay Service:7-1-1_ www.bls.gov Contact Us



Folsom City Council

Staff Reﬁort

MEETING DATE: 10/10/2023

AGENDA SECTION: | New Business

SUBJECT: Resolution No. 11111- A Resolution of the City Council
Declaring Parcels APN 070-0092-007, APN 070-0092-009,
APN 070-0092-010, and APN 070-0094-011 as Exempt Surplus
Land and Authorize Disposition of Said Parcels

FROM: Community Development Department

RECOMMENDATION / CITY COUNCIL ACTION

Staff recommends that City Council adopt Resolution No. 11111- A Resolution of the City
Council Declaring Parcels APN 070-0092-007, APN 070-0092-009, APN 070-0092-010, and
APN 070-0094-011 as Exempt Surplus Land and Authorize Disposition of Said Parcels

BACKGROUND /ISSUE

The City of Folsom acquired four parcels (APN 070-0092-007, APN 070-0092-009, APN
070-0092-010, and APN 070-0094-011) in 1996 as part of the Folsom Bridge Crossing
project with the expectation that the land would be needed for slope and/or retaining wall
improvements associated with the crossing project. The original plan was to acquire the
entire parcels adjoining the right of way in that area (1102 Mormon, 404 Sibley, 410 Sibley,
and 1010 Figueroa) for the stated purpose. However, property owners negotiated with the
City to grant a smaller portion of each yard area to the City so they could retain the
remainder of their land with residential structures and continue living on the property. The
small portions of each parcel were surveyed, mapped, and granted to the City at no cost.

City owned parcel  [City owned parcel size| Amount paid for Adjacent private
(APN) (acres/square feet) property property address
070-0092-007 0.03 ac/1,284 sf 0 1102 Mormon Street
070-0092- 009 0.04 ac/1,528 sf 0 404 Sibley Street
070-0092-010 0.01 ac/426 sf 0 410 Sibley Street
070-0094-011 0.13 ac/5,618 sf 0 1010 Figueroa Street




Ultimately, during design and construction of the bridge and offramps, the four parcels
granted to the City were not needed for slope and/or retaining wall. The property owners are
now asking that properties be transferred back to them at no cost. Because the City does not
need those parcels for any purpose, Staff is supportive of the request and has prepared the
necessary documentation to declare the land as surplus and exempt from State Surplus Land
Act as outlined in this report.

POLICY /RULE

Effective January 1, 2020, the Surplus Land Act (AB1486) was amended to address
California’s shortage of affordable housing. It requires agencies to take formal action in a
regular public meeting to declare land surplus. Unless otherwise exempt, the declaration must
be supported by written findings and may not allow for deal terms that would reduce or
disallow residential use of property. In this case, the four City owned parcels qualify as
exempt surplus land under Government Code section 54221(f)(1)(B) — Exempt Category 4
Land Not Suitable for Housing. Specifically, each of the four parcels are less than 5,000 sf,




not contiguous to State or City owned open space or housing and being sold to the owner of
contiguous land.

As required by State Housing and Community Development (HCD), the local agency
determination of exemption must be verified by HCD prior to land disposition. Required
documentation has been provided to HCD for review and land disposition is contingent upon
written verification of exemption from the State.

ANALYSIS

Resolution 11111 has been prepared to declare four small parcels along Folsom Bridge
Crossing as exempt surplus land no longer needed for City use under Government Code
section 54221(f)(1)(B) due to the small size, context, and intent to transfer to adjoining
landowners. The Surplus Land Act standard process for non-exempt properties would require
the City Council to declare the land as surplus, then staff to notify housing sponsors
registered with the State of the land availability for a 60-day period. If one or more sponsors
respond with interest in building housing, the City would enter into good faith negotiations
for a 90-day period, send proposals to the State and dispose of the land with an affordability
covenant. In this case, all four subject parcels (APN 070-0092-007, APN 070-0092-009,
APN 070-0092-010, and APN 070-0094-011) are exempt from the standard Surplus Land
process by meeting all of the following specific qualifications:

1. The surplus land less than 5,000 sf, or less than 10,000 sf and has no record access;

2. The surplus land not contiguous to land owned by a state or local agency that is used
for open space or low- and moderate- income housing; and

3. The surplus land being transferred to the owner of contiguous land

Surplus Land Act does require that exempt surplus land be declared as exempt surplus by the
City Council at a public meeting and that the State verify the exempt determination prior to
land disposition. This exempt declaration is under review by HCD and once the exemption is
verified, staff will proceed with preparation of the necessary documents to transfer each of
the parcels to the adjoining landowners at no cost.

FINANCIAL IMPACT

The City acquired the subject properties at no cost in 1996 for the Folsom Bridge Crossing
improvements. The City intends to transfer the properties back to the adjoining property
owners at no cost since that land was not ultimately needed for the project and are not needed
for any City purposes. The City will cover the cost of preparing the necessary documents and
adjoining property owners can determine whether to submit an application to merge the lots.
Total costs for the documents are estimated to be $30,500 to be paid from the City’s FY
2023-24 General Fund (Fund 010) budget.

ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW
This item is exempt from environmental review under Section 15312 of the California
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Guidelines (Surplus Government Property Sales).




ATTACHMENT
1. Resolution No. 11111- A Resolution of the City Council Declaring Parcels APN 070-
0092-007, APN 070-0092-009, APN 070-0092-010, and APN 070-0094-011 as
Exempt Surplus Land and Authorize Disposition of Said Parcels

Submitted,

Pam Johns
Community Development Director



Attachment 1

Resolution No. 11111- A Resolution of the City Council Declaring
Parcels APN 070-0092-007, APN 070-0092-009, APN 070-0092-
010, and APN 070-0094-011 as Exempt Surplus Land and
Authorize Disposition of Said Parcels



RESOLUTION NO. 11111

A RESOLUTION OF THE CITY COUNCIL DECLARING
PARCELS APN 070-0092-007, APN 070-0092-009, APN 070-0092-010, AND
APN 070-0094-011 AS EXEMPT SURPLUS LAND AND
AUTHORIZE DISPOSITION OF SAID PARCELS

WHEREAS, the City of Folsom acquired four parcels (APN 070-0092-007, APN 070-
0092-009, APN 070-0092-010, and APN 070-0094-011) in 1996 as part of the Folsom Bridge
Crossing project with the expectation that the land would be needed for slope and/or retaining
wall improvements associated with the crossing project; and

WHEREAS, the City acquired the four parcels from adjoining landowners (1102
Mormon Street, 404 Sibley Street, 410 Sibley Street, , and 1010 Figueroa Street) at no cost to the
City; and

WHEREAS, the City of Folsom completed the Folsom Bridge Crossing project and did
not ultimately need the four subject parcels for slope and/or retaining improvements; and

WHEREAS, the adjoining landowners have requested the City transfer the unused
parcels back to them at no cost; and

WHEREAS, the Surplus Land Act (AB1486) was amended in January 2020 to address
California’s shortage of affordable housing and requires agencies to take formal action in a
regular public meeting to declare land surplus: and

WHEREAS, the four subject parcels qualify as exempt surplus land under Government
Code section 54221(f)(1)(B) — Exempt Category 4: Land Not Suitable for Housing by meeting
all of the following specific qualifications:

1. The surplus land less than 5,000 sf, or less than 10,000 st and has no record access;

2. The surplus land not contiguous to land owned by a state or local agency that is used
for open space or low- and moderate- income housing; and

3. The surplus land being transferred to the owner of contiguous land; and

WHEREAS, the Surplus Land Act requires that exempt surplus land be declared as
exempt surplus by the City Council at a public meeting and that the State Housing and
Community Development Department verify the exempt determination prior to land disposition.

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED by City Council of the City of Folsom that
the parcels listed below and shown in Exhibit 1 as exempt surplus land:

1. APN 070-0092-007 (0.03 acres/1,284 square feet) to be transferred to the owner
of record for adjoining property at 1102 Mormon Street; and
2. APN 070-0092-009 (0.04 acres/1,528 square feet) to be transferred to the owner

Resolution No. 11111
Page 1 of 3



of record for adjoining property at 404 Sibley Street; and

3. APN 070-0092-010 (0.01 acres/426 square feet) to be transferred to the owner of
record for adjoining property at 410 Sibley Street; and

4. APN 070-0094-011 (0.13 acres/5,618 square feet) to be transferred to the owner
of record for adjoining property at 1010 Figueroa Street.

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED that the aforementioned exempt surplus properties are
not necessary for the City’s use; and

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED that the City Manager is hereby authorized to execute
all documents necessary to effectuate disposition and transfer of the aforementioned exempt
surplus properties in furtherance of this Resolution.

PASSED AND ADOPTED this 10" day of October 2023, by the following roll-call

vote:
AYES: Council Member(s):
NOES: Council Member(s):

ABSENT:  Council Member(s):
ABSTAIN: Council Member(s):

Rosario Rodriguez, MAYOR

ATTEST:

Christa Freemantle, CITY CLERK

Resolution No. 11111
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EXHIBIT 1

Exempt Surplus Parcels
APN 070-0092-007, APN 070-0092-009, APN 070-0092-010, and APN 070-0094-011

Resolution No. 11111
Page 3 of 3



FO LSO

Folsom City Council
Staff Reﬁort

MEETING DATE: 10/10/2023

AGENDA SECTION: | Public Hearing

SUBJECT: Appeal by Bob Delp of a Historic District Commission Approval
of a Design Review Application for the 603 Sutter Street Mixed-
Use Building

FROM: Community Development Department

RECOMMENDATION / CITY COUNCIL ACTION

For the reasons described in this report, staff recommends that the Council deny the appeal
by Bob Delp of a Decision by the Historic District Commission Approving a Design Review
Application for the 603 Sutter Street Mixed-Use project (PN 17-145) and Determination that
the Project is Exempt from CEQA.

BACKGROUND

On February 23, 2023, the applicant (Cedrus Holdings Limited Partnership) submitted a
Design Review Application for development of a three-story, 12,177-square-foot mixed-use
building on a 0.17-acre site located at the southwest corner of the intersection of Sutter Street
and Scott Street (603 Sutter Street). The proposed mixed-use building features 2,716 square
feet of retail/restaurant space on the first floor, 5,246 square feet of office space on the
second floor, and two, two-bedroom residential units totaling 3,630 square feet on the third
floor. The proposed project also features various outdoor use areas including an outdoor
patio adjacent to Sutter Street and balconies on the second and third floors respectively.

The proposed three-story building features a historic pre-1900 design concept that is intended
to complement the design, colors, and materials of other commercial buildings found along
Sutter Street. Significant design elements include covered entries along Sutter Street, large
rectangular doors and windows, recessed windows, transom windows, balconies, wood and
brick cornices, ornamental iron railing, and steel awning structures. Primary building
materials include brick veneer, horizontal cement fiber siding, an aluminum storefront
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system, metal clad wood-framed windows, concrete windowsills, iron railing, steel canopies,
and rockery retaining walls. Primary building colors include red (brick veneer) and white
(horizontal cement fiber siding), with black, grey, and bronze as the main accent and trim
colors.

Primary vehicle access to the general project area is provided by Sutter Street and Scott
Street. No on-site or off-site parking is being proposed with this project and the City cannot
require parking under the terms of AB 2097 (2022) since the project is located within }%-mile
of the Historic District light rail station. However, the applicant is proposing to replace one
existing non-ADA parking space in front of the project site along Sutter Street with an ADA
accessible parking space. As permitted by state law, the applicant is proposing to utilize the
existing nearby on-street parking, public parking lots, and public parking garages to serve the
parking needs of the proposed mixed-use building. Pedestrian access to the project site is
provided by an existing sidewalk located on the south side of Sutter Street and a proposed
sidewalk along the west side of Scott Street. The primary entrance into the building is
located along Sutter Street for the retail/restaurant uses, with secondary pedestrian access to
the office and residential uses located along Scott Street. Proposed site improvements
include underground utilities, a sidewalk, curb, gutter, an outdoor patio, retaining/stem walls,
landscaping, and fencing.

The Historic District Commission reviewed the 603 Sutter Street Mixed-Use project at its
September 6, 2023 meeting. At this meeting, two residents spoke in favor of the proposed
project and indicated that it would be a great addition to Sutter Street from an economic
development perspective and from a visual perspective. Six individuals voiced opposition to
the proposed project and expressed concern regarding issues including but not limited to:

Building height, scale, massing, and footprint are too large

Building design not consistent with Design and Development Guidelines
Curved building design on corner not historically appropriate

Parapet wall on top of building not an architectural feature

Extensive number of windows on south building elevation facing residence
Inappropriate building materials (corrugated metal roof and cement fiber siding)
e Opverutilization of glass on the ground floor

e Photo simulations of proposed building not accurate

e Loss of oak trees

e Parking impact

In addition to the public comments made at the Historic District Commission meeting, the
City received numerous comment letters from residents both in support of the proposed
project and in opposition to the proposed project. All of the comment letters (Attachment 2
and Attachment 3) were provided to the Commissioners for their consideration at the
September 6, 2023 Historic District Commission meeting.

Following extensive public comment, the Historic District Commission discussed issues
related to building height, building design, privacy impacts, oak tree impacts, air quality



impacts, and cultural resources impacts. In relation to building height, City staff stated that
the proposed project met the maximum building height requirement of 35 feet established for
the Sutter Street Subarea (FMC Section 17.52.510(C)) as the proposed building ranges from
29 feet to 35 feet in height as measured from the sidewalk adjacent to Sutter Street. City
staff also shared an exhibit of the North Building Elevation with the Commission that
illustrated with a dashed red line that the proposed building met the maximum building
height requirement of 35 feet. Based on the information presented, the Commission agreed
with City staff that the proposed building met the maximum building height requirement for
the Sutter Street Subarea.

As it relates to building height, City staff commented to the Commission that the four-foot-
tall parapet wall located at the top of the building is considered an architectural feature and
that architectural features may extend up to 15 feet above the maximum building height of 35
feet established for the Sutter Street Subarea by the Folsom Municipal Code. City staff also
noted that the Historic District Commission had previously made the determination that
parapet walls associated with development projects along Sutter Street (Sutter Court Mixed-
Use Building, Fire and Rain Building, and Historic Folsom Station) are considered
architectural features that can extend above the maximum building height. The Commission
was in agreement that the parapet wall was an attractive architectural feature and improved
the overall design of the building, although one Commissioner was not convinced that the
parapet wall should be allowed to extend above the maximum building height.

With regard to building design, there were some comments raised by residents expressing
concern regarding the overall building design and the appropriateness of some of the
proposed building materials. In relation to building design, there were general concerns
voiced by residents that the proposed building was too large in terms of height, massing,
scale, and footprint. There were also specific concerns raised regarding the curved design of
the corner of the building and its historic authenticity, and the appropriateness of a
corrugated metal patio cover located on the third floor of the building. In response to these
comments, City staff presented specific design details (building elevations, building
renderings, color and material board, etc.) to the Commission and described how the
proposed project was consistent with the Historic District Design and Development
Guidelines (DDG’s) with respect to building design, building placement, and building
materials. City staff also commented that the local architectural and historic preservation
firm of Page & Turnbull evaluated the proposed project and determined that the design of the
proposed building was in fact compatible with the architecture and design of other
commercial building located along Sutter Street. The Commission concurred with City staff
and expressed their appreciation and support for the overall design of the proposed building.

In response to comments and concerns raised by residents and the Commission, the applicant
stated that they would be willing to remove the corrugated metal patio cover located on the
third floor of the building entirely. The Commission was supportive of the applicant’s
proposal to remove the third-floor patio cover to address design concerns raised by residents
and added a new condition of approval (Condition No. 28-6) to the proposed project as
follows:



e The corrugated metal patio cover/awning located on the third floor of the building
shall be removed to the satisfaction of the Community Development Department.

With respect to privacy impacts, the property owner of a single-family residence located
directly to the south of the project site (306 Scott Street) expressed concern regarding the
number of windows on the south building elevation and how those windows might impact his
privacy. In response to this comment, the applicant indicated that they would be willing to
install treatments on the office windows located on the second floor of the building facing the
single-family residence to minimize potential privacy impacts. The Commission was
supportive of the applicant’s proposal to add window treatments to the south building
elevation to potential minimize potential privacy impacts and added the following condition
of approval (Condition No. 28-7):

e The four windows located on the second floor of the south-facing building elevation
shall include window glazing or a frosted glass treatment to ensure privacy between
the subject property and the single-family residence located at 306 Scott Street to the
satisfaction of the Community Development Department.

In relation to oak tree impacts, residents expressed concern regarding the loss of oak trees
with development of the proposed project. In response to this comment, City staff responded
that the applicant is developing the property consistent with what is allowed under the
Zoning Code. In addition, City staff commented that the severe slope of the subject property
requires that the project site be massed graded to install standard improvements (building
foundation, underground utilities, retaining walls, sidewalks, etc.) and that it is not feasible or
possible to save any of the 11 protected oak trees located on the project site. City staff also
noted that the applicant is required to mitigate the loss of the 11 protected oak trees

consistent with the requirements of the City’s Tree Preservation Ordinance (FMC Chapter
12.16).

With regard to air quality, one of the Commissioners observed that one of the standard
measures typically recommended by the Sacramento Air Quality Management District
(SMAQMD) to control and minimize dust during grading and construction activities was
omitted from the conditions of approval placed on the proposed project. To address this
omission, the Commission recommended that the following language be added to Condition
of Approval No. 42:

e Provide current certificate(s) of compliance for CARB’s In-Use Off-Road Diesel-
Fueled Fleets Regulation (California Code of Regulations, Title 13, S 2449 and
2449.1. For more information contact CARB at 877-593-6677, doors@arb.ca.gov,
or www.arb.ca.gov/doors/compliance certl.html.

As it relates to cultural resources, the Commission inquired as to whether there were any
historic or cultural resources located on the project site and if those resources would be
impacted by development of the proposed project. City staff responded that a Cultural



Resource Study had been prepared for the proposed project and that no historic or cultural
resources were identified on the project site, although staff noted there were numerous
historic and cultural resources present in the surrounding historic district. Given the historic
nature of the project area, the Commission requested that the following new language be
added to the conditions of approval (Condition No. 38) requiring all construction personnel
to go through cultural sensitivity training so as to be aware of what to do in the event an
unknown historic or cultural resource is discovered during grading or construction activities.

e Prior to initiation of construction on the project site, all construction personnel that
will work on the proposed project site shall be provided with Cultural Sensitivity
Training taught by a professional archaeologist or historian meeting the Secretary of
the Interior’s standards. The training shall include information regarding cultural
resources, their recognition, avoidance, and treatment in the event of fortuitous
discovery. Project plans shall also contain a notation requiring that if any
archaeological, cultural, historical resources, artifacts, or other features are
discovered during the course of construction anywhere on the project site, work shall
be immediately suspended in that location. Attendance at Cultural Sensitivity
Training is mandatory for all construction personnel that would work on the site
during grading and leveling.

At the conclusion of the September 6, 2023 Historic District Commission meeting, the
Commission expressed their unanimous support for the proposed project with the previously
described modifications to the conditions of approval and adopted a motion (5 votes in favor;
0 votes against with two commissioners absent) to approve a Design Review Application (PN
17-145) for the 603 Sutter Street Mixed-Use project.

POLICY /RULE

As set forth in Section 17.52.700 of the Folsom Municipal Code, if a permit applicant,
permittee, or other person whose property rights may be affected is dissatisfied with any
determination made by the Historic District Commission, which person may appeal to the
City Council. The appeal shall be in writing, shall state the specific reason for the appeal and
grounds asserted for relief, and shall be filed no later than 10 calendar days after the date of
the action being appealed.

APPEAL/ANALYSIS

On September 11, 2023, Bob Delp submitted a timely appeal of the decision of the Historic
District Commission approving the proposed project. Listed on the following pages are the
reasons that Mr. Delp identified in his appeal letter for contesting the Historic District
Commission’s decision, and City staff’s response to each item.

1. The Historic District Commission lacks the authority to make final approval decisions, as the
City Charter limits the Historic District Commissions role to being advisory only to the City
Council.



City Staff Response:

The appeal is limited to “any determination made by the Historic District Commission.”
(FMC Section § 17.52.700(A)). This portion of the appeal is not directed toward any
determination made by the Historic District Commission and, as such, it is not a proper
subject for appeal. That being said, the Folsom Municipal Code (FMC Section 17.52.120
Q) establishes the authority of the Historic District Commission to make decisions
regarding the design and architecture of any structure, or alteration to any existing
structure within the Historic District. Specifically, the Historic District Commission is
authorized by FMC 17.52.340 to approve, conditionally approve, or deny design review
applications based on the review criteria in FMC 17.52.330.

The applicant submitted substantially inaccurate and misleading project renderings to the
City as part of the project application. City staff then presented these substantially
inaccurate and misleading project renderings to the public and the Historic District
Commission prior to and during the public hearing regarding the building’s scale and
massing.

City Staff Response:

The applicant provided building elevations, building floor plans, building renderings, and
a color and materials board to the City for review as part of the Design Review
Application submittal package. The aforementioned documents accurately reflect the
design of the proposed building. The renderings Mr. Delp is referring to in his appeal
letter are two panoramic street view renderings that are intended to show the relationship
between the proposed project and the surrounding properties. The applicant stated to the
Historic District Commission at their September 6™ meeting that the proportions on a
panoramic street view rendering can become slightly distorted due to the wide angle of
the photograph. The applicant also stated to the Historic District Commission that a
number of existing trees were inadvertently not taken out of the two panoramic street
view renderings. The applicant provided the Commission with an updated street view
rendering at the meeting to better illustrate the relationship between the proposed project
and the surrounding properties. The Commission was satisfied with the applicant’s
response and voiced their unanimous support of the proposed building design, which is
not impacted at all by the two renderings to which Mr. Delp referred.

The project would destroy 11 "protected" oak trees, two of which are on City property,
with no showing that the destruction of even one of these trees cannot be avoided. The
City's Tree Preservation Ordinance requires that a tree defined as "protected" under the
Ordinance cannot be approved for removal unless a finding is made that, "there are no
Reasonable Alternative Measures to allow for use of the property consistent with the
Zoning Code." The HDC failed to make or otherwise address this finding or provide
evidence that the City Arborist could make the findings for all of the 11 "protected" oak
trees that would be destroyed by the project.



City Staff Response:

As stated previously within the Background section of this staff report, the applicant is
developing the property consistent with what is allowed under the Zoning Code. During
initial review of grading, drainage, and utility plans submitted for the proposed project,
City staff determined that the severe slope of the subject property would require the
project site to be massed graded to install standard improvements (building foundation,
underground utilities, retaining walls, sidewalks, etc.), and that it is not feasible or
possible to save any of the 11 protected oak trees located on the project site. The
applicant will be required to plant street trees per FMC Section 12.16.190 and prior to
construction the applicant will also be required to obtain a Tree Removal Permit for
removal of the 11 protected oak trees. As part of review of the Tree Removal Permit
application, the City Arborist will determine the type and amount of mitigation consistent
with FMC Section 12.16.150. FMC Section 12.16.080(B) in combination with the
definition of “Approving Authority” in FMC Section 12.16.020 gives approval authority
to the City Arborist for the removal of trees, not the Historic District Commission. It is
the City Arborist that will make the required findings prior to granting the Tree Removal
Permit.

The HDC lacks authority not only to approve the project, but also lacks the authority to
effectively authorize the grant of public resources (e.g., street encroachments, oak trees)
to a private party (whom, in receiving the public resource of two oak trees, intends to cut
them down).

City Staff Response:

The appeal is limited to “any determination made by the Historic District Commission.”
(FMC Section 17.52.700(A)). This portion of the appeal is not directed toward any
determination made by the Historic District Commission and, as such, it is not a proper
subject for appeal.

. The project exceeds the maximum height and deck/patio lengths allowed by the FMC, yet
the project did not include applications for these height and deck/patio length
exceedances, and the HDC did not make findings required to allow for the variances.

City Staft Response:

As discussed previously within the Background section of this staff report, the Historic
District Commission determined that the proposed project meets the maximum building
height requirement of 35 feet established for the Sutter Street Subarea (FMC Section
17.52.510(C)) as the proposed building ranges from 29 feet to 35 feet in height as
measured from the sidewalk adjacent to Sutter Street. The Commission also determined
that the four-foot-tall parapet wall at the top of the building is considered an architectural
feature and that this architectural feature may extend up to 15 feet above the maximum
building height of 35 feet established by the Folsom Municipal Code for the Sutter Street
Subarea. No height variance is required for this project.




With respect to Mr. Delp’s statement regarding deck and patio length exceedances,

the Historic District Design and Development Guidelines (DDG’s Section B.6 Walkway
Coverings in the Sutter Street Subarea) state that the intent of walkway coverings (deck
in this case) in the Sutter Street Subarea is to create a pleasing pedestrian environment
and Subarea continuity. The DDG’s state that walkway coverings are traditional to the
Sutter Street Subarea and are intended to protect shoppers and window displays from
sunlight and inclement weather. The DDG’s also state that new construction on Sutter
Street shall provide a walkway covering the sidewalk. Lastly, the DDG’s state that with
an encroachment permit, sidewalk canopies and awnings in the Sutter Street Subarea are
allowed to project a maximum of 9 feet 6 inches beyond the property line with a
minimum of eight feet of clearance to the sidewalk.

FMC Section 17.52.400 explains that while normally the standards in the FMC control
when they conflict with the guidelines in the DDGs, exceptions to the FMC design
standards may be permitted by the Historic District Commission when unique individual
circumstances require the exception in order to comply with the purpose of this chapter.
The exceptions to the design standards for the proposed project are allowing the proposed
second story deck to encroach 5 feet 1 inch into the public right-of-way, and allowing the
second story deck and third story patio to exceed 25 percent of the length of the wall
surface on which the features are located. In this instance, the Historic District
Commission determined that an exception to the design standards stated in FMC Section
17.52.420 would be appropriate in order to comply with the purpose of Chapter 17.52, as
specifically expressed in DDGs Section B.6. The Commission also determined that the
exceptions are also necessary to enhance the overall appearance of the proposed mixed-
use building.

. The project's mass and scale is too large for the property's location and setting at a key
transition location between the Sutter Street and Figueroa subareas and adjacent historic
buildings.

City Staff Response:

As mentioned earlier within the Background section of this staff report, the Historic
District Commission determined that the proposed project is consistent with the Historic
District Design and Development Guidelines (DDG’s) with respect to building design,
building placement, and building materials. The Commission also determined that the
proposed project met the purpose and intent of FMC Chapter 17.52 (Sections
17.52.010(B)(1), (3), and (5)) with respect to the following subsections: (1) preserving
and enhancing the historic, small town atmosphere of the historic district as it developed
between the years 1850 and 1950; (3) encouraging an active business climate which
promotes the development of a diverse range of business compatible with the historic
district as it developed between the years 1850 and 1950; and (5) ensuring that new
residential and commercial development is consistent with the historical character of the
historic district as it developed between the years of 1850 and 1950. Lastly, the
Commission agreed with the assessment of Page & Turnbull, a local architectural and




historic preservation firm, that the design of the proposed building is compatible with the
architecture and design of other commercial building located along Sutter Street and that
the proposed project would not impact existing historic resources (Cohn House and
former library building) in the project area.

The proposed building and excavation required for its construction is too close (less than
5 feet) to the adjacent historic library building which will result in unnecessary
diminution of the relative scale/mass of the historic library building and will create
ground-borne vibration during construction having the potential to damage the historic
structure.

City Staff Response:

The potential for noticeable or disruptive vibration is based on multiple factors: the
distance from the source to the receiver; the nature or magnitude of the source; and the
length of source operations. With regard to distance, project-related grading is located
approximately 10 feet from the former library building to the west and more than 25 feet
from the single-family residence located to the south at 306 Scott Street. Two types of
operations could be expected to result in the potential for vibration at the project site.
These are the removal of soil and the removal of bedrock from the property. The
machinery and techniques used to remove bedrock would be more likely to have the
potential for vibration than those used for the removal of soil. Removal of bedrock and
soils would not be equal across the project site.

As illustrated in Figures 9 and 10 (Building Sections 1, 2, 3, and 4) of the submitted
plans, the depth to bedrock is varied, as is the depth of the over-covering soil. Several
features of the proposed building were designed to reduce the need to remove bedrock.
These include limiting the depth into the hilly site of the first floor to approximately the
front half of the site (See Building Sections 1 and 2); and designing the second floor to
avoid or limit the amount of bedrock to be removed (See Building Sections 3 and 4). In
the vicinity of the former library building, very little bedrock would be removed. The
majority of the removal would occur near the Scott Street frontage (See Building
Sections 1 and 3). Similarly, the amount of soil removal would be the least in the vicinity
of the former library building (See Building Sections 1 and 3). This would result in the
less frequent use of the largest or strongest equipment near the former library building,
thereby limiting the magnitude of vibrations in that area.

As part of the project submittal, the applicant agreed that no blasting would be permitted
to occur as part of the site improvement process to protect adjacent properties. Prior to
the removal of any bedrock, the owner/applicant will be required to prepare a bedrock
removal plan for review and approval by the Community Development Department
(Condition No. 37). No removal activity will be allowed to occur prior to City approval.
The bedrock removal plan is required to be prepared by a licensed geologist, engineer, or
equivalent accredited professional, and must include at least the following components:



e The location, volume, and type of bedrock to be removed;

e Removal procedures to be used including both primary and optional procedures if
necessary;

e The expected duration of removal activities;

e Type of equipment to be used;

e Any types of chemical or other materials to be used, including any storage and
safety requirements;

e Requirements for personal safety and the protection of private and public
property; and

e A program to notify all parcels within 250 feet of the project site.

As a result, both staff and its environmental consultant have determined that there would
be no impact on the library building or adjacent single-family residence from the
excavation and construction activity.

The project would induce both vehicle trips and pedestrian activity and no meaningful
analysis of pedestrian safety has been prepared. At a minimum, to improve conditions
for pedestrian safety, the project should be conditioned to fund installation of a crosswalk
across Scott Street on the south side of the Scott/Sutter Street intersection, designed with
exposed aggregate and granite pavers similar to the crosswalks on the other three legs of
this intersection.

City Staff Response:

The potential traffic, access, and circulation related impacts of the proposed project were
evaluated by Kimley Horn & Associates on July 30, 2019 and August 8, 2023
respectively. Based on the relatively low volume of project-related vehicle trips, the
Traffic Study concluded that the proposed project would not have a significant impact on
vehicle level of service (LOS) at any of the five study intersection under any of the four
scenarios evaluated.

Pedestrian circulation at the project site will be provided by an existing sidewalk located
along the south side of Sutter Street and construction of a new sidewalk along the east
side of Scott Street. The existing sidewalks, existing crosswalks, and proposed sidewalks
will allow pedestrians associated with the proposed project to move easily up and down
Sutter Street and Scott Street. It is important to note that the existing sidewalks on Sutter
Street terminate slightly east of Scott Street and the existing sidewalk on the east side of
Scott Street terminates at Peddlers Lane to the south, thus there is no practical benefit to
providing an additional crosswalk on the south side of the intersection of Sutter Street
and Scott Street.

The project would provide one embarrassingly inadequate parking space for persons with
disabilities by designating an insufficiently wide on-street parking space for disabled
parking (using City property which would apparently be gifted to the applicant to
ostensibly meet his handicapped parking obligation).
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10.

11.

City Staff Response:

As described in the Project Narrative and as shown on the updated Preliminary Grading
and Drainage Plan and the Preliminary Utility Plan, the applicant is proposing to provide
one handicapped parking space on Sutter Street in front of the proposed building. The
proposed handicapped parking space is in substantial compliance with the City’s
requirement for handicapped parking spaces, particularly given the fact that the City
cannot require the applicant to construct new parking facilities pursuant to AB 2097. The
proposed handicapped parking space would also be located closer to the proposed
building than any potential off-site handicapped parking space. It is important to note
that the parking space is not being gifted to the applicant as it will remains a public
parking space, but would provide the most directly accessible parking space to the
building since the City under AB 2097 cannot require the developer to construct parking
facilities on site.

The Folsom Municipal Code does not currently have any on-street parking standards for
handicapped accessible parking spaces. As a result, the City follows best practices when
allocating available right of way for the intended purpose of parking or shared parking
facilities with cyclists, that guidance includes the federal Public Right-Of-Way
Accessibility Guidelines (PROWAG) for Pedestrian Facilities. Those guidelines say that
the parking space "shall be 24 feet (7.3 m) long minimum and 13 feet (4.0 m) wide
minimum.” However, one exception of Section R310.2.1 of the PROWAG states that the
City may use “the same dimensions as the adjacent parallel on-street parking spaces if
they are provided nearest the crosswalk at the end of the block face or nearest a midblock
crosswalk, and a curb ramp or blended transition is provided serving the crosswalk.”

The project would include rooftop utilities that were not described or illustrated in the
project design drawings and these project elements must be described and illustrated for
an accurate evaluation of the project.

City Staft Response:

As shown on the submitted development plans, the proposed project includes the
placement of mechanical equipment in a mechanical equipment well located at the
southwest corner of the building on the rooftop and also behind the parapet wall located
at the northeastern corner of the building on the rooftop. Two Conditions of Approval
(Conditions No. 28-4 and 28-5) are included with the project that require all roof-
mounted mechanical equipment and other utility equipment to be screened by walls or
landscaping to the satisfaction of the Community Development Department.

The project retaining wall design was altered during discussions after the close of public
comments, with the architect and HDC discussing the use of cobbles (potentially faux
cobbles) instead of the stacked rock described and presented in the project design
package.
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12.

13.

City Staff Response:

As shown on the preliminary grading plan and the preliminary retaining wall exhibit, the
applicant is proposing to utilize river rock stone retaining walls at various locations on
the project site to retain soil. The applicant selected the river rock stone style of retaining
wall due to the fact that it has a historic appearance, while also being similar to other
existing retaining walls in the project area including commercial properties located at 605
Sutter Street and 614 Sutter Street. The Historic District Commission did not recommend
any changes to the design or materials of the proposed retaining walls at its September 6,
2023 meeting. It is also important to acknowledge that there is a Condition of Approval
(Condition No. 31) on the project which requires the final location, design, height,
materials, and colors of the retaining and stem walls to be reviewed and approved by the
Community Development Department.

The project was described and evaluated as consisting solely of residential use on the
third floor, but the potential use of the third floor for commercial use was introduced as a
potential use during the HDC meeting, but only after the close of the public comment
period.

City Staff Response:

As shown on the submitted plans and described in the project narrative, the proposed
project includes development of two, two-bedroom units on the third floor of the
building. The applicant is not proposing any commercial uses on the third floor of the
building at this time. That suggestion was brought up by a member of the Heritage
Preservation League during the Commission meeting. Furthermore, as noted in the
Historic District Commission staff report (Attachment 2), staff determined that the
proposed project is consistent with both the General Plan land use designation and the
zoning designation for the site as retail, office, and residential uses are permitted pursuant
to FMC Section 17.52.510.

The City's consultant provided inaccurate and unqualified opinions to the HDC regarding
CEQA exemptions and Swainson's hawk habitat quality.

City Staff Response:

A Categorical Exemption Supplemental Analysis (Attachment 2) was prepared by
Environmental Planning Partners, Inc. in August of 2023 to evaluate whether the
proposed project is eligible for a categorical exemption under Section 15332 (In-Fill
Development Projects). The analysis determined that the project meets all of the criteria
to be eligible for a categorical exemption under Section 15332 (In-Fill Development
Projects) of the California Environmental Quality Act Guidelines. City staff reviewed
the Categorical Exemption Analysis provided by Environmental Planning Partners, Inc.
and made the determination that the proposed project satisfies the statutory criteria
referenced above and therefore it is exempt from environmental review pursuant to the
Infill Exemption.
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With respect to the project site providing potential Swainson’s Hawk habitat, the
vegetation community present on the project site is a mix of ruderal (weedy) grassland,
mainly consisting of nonnative annual grasses, and woodland that is a mixture of native
and horticultural trees. The nearest undeveloped biological habitat is located within the
American River Parkway, approximately 425 feet west/northwest of the project site,
separated from the project by buildings, parking lots, and roadways. The nearest point on
the American River (Lake Natoma) is approximately 1,000 feet northwest of the site, also
separated by intervening urban development. Wildlife use of the site is limited to species
that are adapted to dense urban environments.

Research conducted for the proposed project determined that there are no sensitive
habitats identified by the California Natural Diversity Database (CNDDB) and the
California Native Plant Society (NCPS) on the project site nor in the immediate project
area. The CNDDB notes that the last documented sighting of a Swainson’s Hawk in the
project area was in 1962 near the intersection of Market Street and East Bidwell Street,
approximately 0.6 miles southeast from the project site. In addition, there are no wetland
features on the project site or in the immediate project area as shown on the United States
Fish and Wildlife Service National Wetland Inventory Map. Based on this information,
City staff, in conjunction with Environmental Planning Partners’ Categorical Exemption
Analysis, made the determination that the project site has no value as habitat for
endangered, rare, or threatened species including the Swainson’s Hawk. It is important to
note that the applicant also voluntarily agreed to comply with the Migratory Bird Treaty
Act and California Fish and Game Code provisions by implementing the following
measure (Condition No. 40):

e Avoid construction or tree removal during the nesting season (from March
through September). If construction activities will occur during the nesting
season and trees on the site have not been removed, no more than 30 days prior to
the initiation of construction, preconstruction surveys for the presence of special-
status bird species or any nesting bird species shall be conducted by a qualified
biologist within a 500-foot radius of the proposed construction area. If active
nests are identified in these areas, construction should be delayed until the young
have fledged, or the CDFW should be consulted to develop measures to avoid the
take of active nests prior to the initiation of any construction activities.
Avoidance measures may include establishment of a buffer zone using
construction fencing, or the postponement of vegetation removal until after the
nesting season, or until after a qualified biologist has determined the young have
fledged and are independent of the nest site.

14. The project does not qualify for the HDC-claimed CEQA Guidelines section 15332
exemption for reasons including, but not limited to, the following:

a. The project is inconsistent with applicable zoning regulations and, therefore, the
project does not qualify for the 15332 CEQA exemption which cannot be used for
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projects that are not consistent with applicable zoning regulations. (The HDC's
apparent decision that it could waive compliance with certain zoning regulations,
does not excuse the project from this CEQA exemption provision.)

b. The project site contains suitable nesting trees for the state-listed Threatened
Swainson's Hawk and, therefore, the project does not qualify for the 15332 CEQA
exemption which requires that a project site must have no habitat value for
endangered, rare, or threatened species.

c. The project may cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of historical
resources through the introduction of a new building with incompatible mass, scale,
and design adjacent to the locally important historic library building adjacent to the
west of the project and to the National Register of Historic Places (NRHP) -listed
Cohn House and, therefore, the project is disqualified from use of the 15332 CEQA
exemption due to the CEQA Guidelines section 1 5300.2(f) exception to the
exemption which disallows use of an exemption for a project which may cause a
substantial adverse change in the significance of a historical resource.

d. The project's location in the Historic District and the two adjacent historic properties,
the project's incompatible mass and scale, and the project's destruction of oak trees (in
particular, Tree 1347 on City property along Scott Street) would adversely affect the
historic character and setting of adjacent historic properties and creates the reasonable
possibility that the project would result in significant aesthetic impacts in the unique
area in which the project is located, and, therefore, the project is disqualified from use
of the CEQA 15332 exemption due to the 15300.2( ¢) exception to the exemption
which disallows use of an exemption for a project where there is a reasonable
possibility that the project will have a significant impact on the environmental due to
unusual circumstances. (Furthermore, I and other members of the public were
provided substantially incorrect and misleading photographic simulation renderings
prior to and during the HDC hearing which substantially affected our ability to
understand and comment on the impacts of the project on aesthetics and
scale/massing incompatibilities with adjacent historic properties.) Project construction
activities within 5 feet of the adjacent historic library building would have the
potential to produce ground-borne vibration levels well above vibration levels
identified as having the potential for structural damage which creates the reasonable
possibility that the project would result in structural damage associated with ground-
borne vibration, and, therefore, the project is disqualified from use of the CEQA
15332 exemption due to the 15300.2(c) exception to the exemption which disallows
use of an exemption for a project where there is a reasonable possibility that the
project will have a significant impact on the environmental due to unusual
circumstances.

City Staff Response:
In reviewing the submitted Design Review Application, City staff determined that the
proposed project was potentially eligible for a categorical exemption from
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environmental review under Section 15332 (In-Fill Development Projects) of the
California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Guidelines. To be considered eligible
for this particular exemption, the proposed project must meet the following criteria:

a) The project is consistent with the applicable general plan designation and all
applicable general plan policies as well as with applicable zoning designation and
regulations.

b) The proposed development occurs within city limits on a project site of no more than
five acres substantially surrounded by urban uses.

c) The project site has no value as habitat for endangered, rare, or threatened species.

d) Approval of the project would not result in any significant effects relating to traffic,
noise, air quality, or water quality.

e) The site can be adequately served by all required utilities and public services.

A Categorical Exemption Supplemental Analysis (Attachment 2) was prepared by
Environmental Planning Partners, Inc. in August of 2023 to evaluate whether the
proposed project is eligible for a categorical exemption under Section 15332 (In-Fill
Development Projects). The analysis determined that the proposed project meets all of
the criteria referenced above to be eligible for a categorical exemption under Section
15332 (In-Fill Development Projects) of the California Environmental Quality Act
Guidelines. City staff reviewed the Categorical Exemption Analysis provided by
Environmental Planning Partners, Inc. and made the determination that the proposed
project satisfies the statutory criteria referenced above and therefore it is exempt from
environmental review pursuant to the Infill Exemption.

a. As stated in the Historic District Commission Staff Report (Attachment 2), City staff
determined that the proposed project is consistent with both the General Plan land
use designation and the zoning designation for the site as retail, office, and
residential uses are permitted pursuant to Section 17.52.510 of the Folsom Municipal
Code. City staff also determined that the proposed project is consistent with all
applicable General Plan goals and polices. In addition, City staff determined that the
proposed project meets all development standards established by the Sutter Street
Subarea Special Use and Design Standards (FMC Section 17.52.210(C)) with
respect to building setbacks, building height, and other requirements. Additional
discussion of the building height and deck/patio length issues is contained in City
Staff’s Response to Comment No. 5, above. That analysis is equally relevant here
regarding the project’s compliance with applicable zoning regulations. In FMC
Section 17.52.400(D), the Zoning Code grants the HDC the authority to permit
exceptions to design standards in limited circumstances like those present here. The
project is not inconsistent with applicable zoning regulations because the HDC
properly exercised its authority to permit exceptions to certain standards in this case.
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Based on the aforementioned evaluation, City staff determined that the proposed
project is consistent with applicable zoning regulations and therefore is eligible to
utilize the CEQA Infill Exemption (CEQA Guidelines Section 15332 In-Fill
Development Projects).

. As stated previously in City Staff’s response to Comment No. 13, research
conducted for the proposed project determined that there are no sensitive habitats
identified by the California Natural Diversity Database (CNDDB) and the California
Native Plant Society (NCPS) on the project site nor in immediate project area. In
addition, there are no wetland features on the project site or in the immediate project
area as shown on the United States Fish and Wildlife Service National Wetland
Inventory Map. Based on this information, City staff, in conjunction with
Environmental Planning Partners Categorical Exemption Analysis, made the
determination that the project site has no value as habitat for endangered, rare, or
threatened species including the Swainson’s Hawk. As a result, City staff
determined that the proposed project is eligible to utilize the CEQA Infill
Exemption.

The CEQA Guidelines include a number of potential exceptions to the applicability
of categorical exemptions. The Categorical Exemption Supplemental Analysis
prepared by Environmental Planning Partners, Inc. determined that none of the
exceptions to use of the categorical exemption for Infill Projects are applicable to the
proposed project. City staff agreed with Environmental Planning Partners’ analysis
and determined that none of the potential exceptions to the use of the Infill
exemption are applicable in this case.

City staff closely considered the potential applicability of the exception for historical
resources in association with this project because of the proximity to the project site
of the Cohn House and the historic library building. On March 24, 2021, Page &
Turnbull prepared a Project Analysis Memorandum for the purpose of evaluating the
architecture and design compatibility of an earlier iteration of the proposed project
with a nearly identical design relative to historic resources in the immediate project
area using Standard 9 of the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for Rehabilitation
as a guiding principle, which reads: “New additions, exterior alterations, or related
new construction will not destroy historic materials, features, and spatial
relationships that characterize the property. The design changes between an earlier
iteration and the current building design include minor alterations to window and
door arrangements on the building, shifting the third-floor wall plane further back
away from Sutter Street, and enlarging a canopy on the third floor of the building.

The new work shall be differentiated from the old and will be compatible with the
historic materials, features, size, scale and proportion, and massing to protect the
integrity of the property and its environment.” On August 25, 2023, Page &
Turnbull prepared a supplemental Project Analysis Memorandum which confirmed
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that subsequent minor modifications made to the proposed building would not alter
their original conclusions.

Historic resources in the immediate project area include the Cohn House which was
originally constructed in the 1860’s and was listed on the National Register of
Historic Places in 1982. The Cohn House, which is located directly to the east of the
project site across Scott Street, is considered a particularly good local representation
of late 19™ century residential architecture. The Cohn House features a great variety
of architectural form and details typical of the Queen Anne style of design. The
large size and impressive siting of the Cohn House on a hill overlooking the Historic
District also add to its visual importance.

The other historic resource in the immediate project area is a former library building
located directly to the west of the project site. The former library building, which
was constructed around 1915, is listed on the City’s Cultural Resource Inventory.
The former library building consists of a one-story wood frame building with a
simple rectangular floor plan and a front-facing gable roof with wide overhanging
eaves and exposed rafter tails. The front, northwest fagade of the former library
building has a full-width porch; both the building and porch supports are clad with
painted wood shingles. Non-original windows and doors at the front facade of the
former library building are surrounded by molded wood trim, and modern concrete
stairs extend up the steep sloping grade of the site to the front porch from Sutter
Street.

The Page & Turnbull analysis concluded that while the proposed project is larger in
scale than the Cohn House and the former library building and differs in its use,
massing, materials, and design, these differences reflect the mixed commercial and
residential character and variety of historic and non-historic buildings of the
immediately surrounding blocks of the Sutter Street Subarea. As result, Page &
Turnbull determined that the proposed building would not affect the ability of the
two individual historic resources to continue to convey their historic significance and
that the project is compatible with the character-defining features of the Sutter Street
Subarea. Therefore, it was determined that the proposed project would not cause a
substantial adverse change in the significance of a historical resource and the
potential exception in CEQA Guidelines Section 15300.2(f) does not apply in this
case.

The California Supreme Court has explained that “listing a class of projects as
exempt, the Secretary has determined that the environmental changes typically
associated with projects in that class are not significant effects within the meaning of
CEQA, even though an argument might be made that they are potentially
significant.” (Berkeley Hillside Preservation v. City of Berkeley (2015) 60 Cal.4™"
1086, 1104-1105.). The potential exception for unusual circumstances, found in
CEQA Guidelines Section 15300.2(c) applies only when both (1) unusual
circumstances exist to distinguish the proposed project from others in the exempt
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class and (2) there is a reasonable possibility that the project will have a significant
effect on the environment due to those unusual circumstances.

In analyzing this potential exception, lead agencies consider whether the proposed
project’s circumstances differ significantly from the circumstances typical of the type of
projects covered by the exemption. In determining whether the environmental effects of
a proposed project are unusual or typical, local agencies consider conditions in the
vicinity of the proposed project but may also look to other projects in the exempt class
within their jurisdiction.

In this case, City staff analyzed whether the circumstances of the proposed project are
unusual or typical by considering conditions on Sutter Street and also considering other
similarly sized infill projects in Folsom meeting the exemption criteria. Ultimately,
relying on the Environmental Planning Partners’ analysis, staff found no unusual
circumstances present that would distinguish the proposed project from other infill
projects. In addition, staff found that the proposed project does not present a reasonable
possibility of having a significant effect on the environment.

The various potentially unusual circumstances alleged in the appeal are addressed as
follows:

Oak Trees: As discussed previously within the Background section of this staff report,
City staff determined that the severe slope of the subject property would require the
project site to be massed graded to install standard improvements (building foundation,
underground utilities, retaining walls, sidewalks, etc.), and that it is not feasible or
possible to save any of the 11 protected oak trees located on the project site. As a result,
the applicant will be required to plant street trees per FMC Section 12.16.190 and prior
to construction the applicant will also be required to obtain a Tree Removal Permit. As
part of review of the Tree Removal Permit application, the City Arborist will determine
the type and amount of mitigation consistent with FMC Section 12.16.150.

Tree removal in general, and the removal of oak trees in particular, is not unusual in
Folsom. Compliance with the City’s Tree Preservation Ordinance is mandatory for any
project that involves tree removal, including this one. Projects throughout the City are
able to remove protected trees in compliance with the criteria for removal contained in
the Tree Preservation Ordinance and removal of protected trees for any project requires
planting of replacement trees or payment of an in-lieu fee. As a result, removal of
protected trees consistent with City regulations and requirements would not cause a
significant effect on the environment due to unusual circumstances.

Project Mass/Scale and Location: The scale and massing of the proposed project is
consistent with recent mixed use infill buildings located at 604/602 Sutter Street (the
Folsom Electric Building, also known as the Steakhouse Building) and at 607 Sutter
Street (the Fire and Rain Building). As described in City staff’s response to Comment
No. 14-c, the Page & Turnbull analysis concluded that the scale, massing and overall
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design of the proposed project reflect the mixed commercial and residential character
and variety of historic and non-historic buildings of the immediately surrounding blocks
of the Sutter Street Subarea. As result, Page & Turnbull determined that the proposed
building design, including the scale and massing, would not have a significant effect on
the environment by detracting from the Sutter Street Subarea’s ability to convey its
historical significance or by inhibiting the ability of the two individual historic resources
in the immediate vicinity to continue to convey their historic significance. With respect
to alleged aesthetic impacts, Environmental Planning Partners found that the proposed
project qualifies as an Employment Center Project for purposes of Public Resources
Code Section 21099 and, as a result, any potential aesthetic impacts are statutorily
excluded from being considered significant impacts on the environment. Staff
determined that the proposed project’s massing, scale, and location would not cause a
significant effect on the environment due to unusual circumstances.

Construction and Vibration: Construction related vibration is not unusual in Folsom, as
evidenced by the existence of General Plan Policy SN 6.1.8 related to that subject.
Regarding the potential effects of vibration in this case, as described in City staff’s
response to Comment No. 7, a bedrock removal plan must be prepared and approved by
the City before any such work occurs on the project site. Blasting is not required for this
project, but even so, this plan must include requirements for the protection of private
property, including nearby structures. Environmental Planning Partners also analyzed
the potential for structural damage to be caused by construction-related vibrations as a
part of its work on this project and determined that no damage to nearby buildings is
anticipated in this case. The vibration levels generated by the type of construction
equipment required for this project are not anticipated to meet the vibration level
threshold where the onset of damage to buildings extremely susceptible to vibration is
expected to occur. Staff determined that construction activities and vibration caused by
the proposed project would not cause a significant effect on the environment due to
unusual circumstances.

Applicant Response:

The applicant submitted a detailed response letter (Attachment 5) to the appeal on the 603
Sutter Street Mixed-Use Building project on September 29, 2023. In the response letter, the
applicant indicates that they believe the Historic District Commission’s authority regarding
the 603 Sutter Street Mixed-Use Building project is clear as referenced in multiple section of
the Folsom Municipal Code (FMC Sections 17.52.120, 17.52.300, and 17.52.700(A)). In
addition, the applicant states that the Historic District Commissions findings regarding the
architecture and design of the 603 Sutter Street Mixed-Use Building project are fully
supported by the factual evidence in the record and presented to the Commission at their
September 6, 2023 meeting. Lastly, the applicant contends that the 603 Sutter Street Mixed-
Use Building project clearly qualifies for the Class 32 CEQA In-Fill Exemption and that Mr.
Delp has not presented sufficient evidence to demonstrate that the project will have a
significant impact on the environment due to unusual circumstances, including significant
aesthetic impacts and vibrational impacts. In their conclusion, the applicant states that the
Historic District Commission thoroughly evaluated the 603 Sutter Street Mixed-Use Building
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project and requests that the City Council affirm the Commission’s approval of the project
and deny the Appeal by Bob Delp.

CONCLUSION

Based on the forgoing, staff respectfully requests that the City Council DENY the appeal by
Bob Delp of the Decision by the Historic District Commission Approving a Design Review
Application and determining that the proposed 603 Sutter Street Mixed-Use project (PN 17-
145) is exempt from CEQA.

ATTACHMENTS

1. Letter of Appeal from Bob Delp, dated September 11, 2023

2. Historic District Commission Staff Report, dated September 6, 2023

3. Historic District Commission Additional Information

4. Minutes from September 6, 2023 Historic District Commission Meeting
5. Applicant Response Letter, dated September 29, 2023

Submitted,

PAM JOHNS

Community Development Director
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AGENDA ITEM NO. 1
Ty