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April 22, 2017 HPL COMMENTS ON DRAFT GENERAL PLAN 
 

The following comments were prepared by the Heritage Preservation 
League Board and are being forwarded, per City Council direction, to the 
City Council and Commissions.  We are also forwarding the comments to 
other interested parties.  The comments may be accessed on our website, 
hplfolsom.org.  Please contact us if you would like to discuss any of these 
comments, either through the website or by contacting the vice president, 
Loretta Hettinger, at 916-990-0719. 
 
As noted at the various Council and Commission workshops, there is much 
to praise about the Draft General Plan.  These comments are focused just 
on areas which need to be revised. 
 
COVER AND TABLE OF CONTENTS 
 
Acknowledgements page omits the Historic District Commission and the 
Arts and Cultural Commission. 
 
CHAPTER 1-INTRODUCTION 
 
P. I-3  In the first paragraph, change 2016 to 2017. 
 
Major Trends 
 
P. I-4  Trend #2 - What This Could Mean for Folsom.  Add “Likewise 
resources can be directed to improved walkability and increased transit op-
portunities.” 
 
P. I-7  Trend #5 - What This Could Mean for Folsom.  Add, “Addition-
ally Folsom can continue to facilitate and expand Parks and Recreation De-
partment and community-based educational offerings.” 
 
Vision 
 
The vision omits our “Distinctive By Nature” facet and elevates the the wine 
country gateway concept too high.  Touting Folsom by its proximity to 
somewhere else is a put-down of what we offer here, like the put-down of 
Sacramento that it’s 2 hours from San Francisco and 2 hours from Tahoe.  
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The concept is good, but it needs to be recast in a Folsom-centric manner. 
History provides a solution; see second P. I-8 wording proposed below. 
 
P. I-7  Trend #5, Lifelong Learning, should say “Continue to facilitate 
and expand Parks and Recreation Department and community-based edu-
cational offerings.”  
 
P.  I-8  First paragraph, last sentence:  “…embraced its rich his-
torical and natural heritage.” 
 
P. I-8  Last paragraph:  “As it did during the Gold Rush, when 21 stage 
lines met every train and fanned out into the Mother Lode, Folsom provides 
a gateway to the Sierra foothills, with their historic sites and the developing 
El Dorado and Amador wine districts replacing gold-prospecting as today’s 
attraction.” 
 
Guiding Principles 
 
P. I-9   Guiding Principle #1 needs an additional sentence:  “In-
herent to that small-town feel is the Historic District, a complete small town 
preserved within the larger city.” 
 
P. I-9   Guiding Principle #2 is too narrow.  Sutter St. is only one 
of more than 100 historic sites on the City’s inventory, which does not yet 
include South of 50.  They are not all Gold-Rush related. See proposed 
Guiding Principle #18 below.   
 
It is appropriate to keep this Guiding Principle, but it needs to be retitled 
and amended to encompass the entire Historic District, including residential 
areas.  The word “entertainment,” a red flag to the neighborhood, needs to 
be omitted. Revise this principle wording with “Focus on maintaining the  
Historic District’s attractiveness as both a vibrant downtown and a desira-
ble, walkable residential neighborhood.  Preserve and enhance the Dis-
trict’s pedestrian orientation, architectural integrity, residential quality of life, 
and collection of unique, locally owned businesses.  Design and zoning 
standards unique to this District promote high-quality housing, a dynamic 
nightlife and rich shopping and cultural experiences for residents and visi-
tors.”   
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P. I-9   Guiding Principle #4:  Acknowledge the evolution of Fol-
som’s commercial development, which is a microcosm of national trends.  
See comment re P. LU-14 below. 
  
P. I-9   Guiding Principle #7 doesn’t acknowledge the parks and 
recreation role for citizens, just as a destination for outsiders.  Also, didn’t 
you mean to say “resource” instead of “revenue”? 
 
P. I-10   Guiding Principle #8:  This should be an implementation 
measure re connectivity to the Sierra, not a guiding principle.  See com-
ment re the vision statement above. 
 
P. 1-10  Guiding Principle #12 Add walkability to the list of quality 
features. 
 
P. I-11  Guiding Principle #16:  “…through pedestrian, bicycle and 
transit linkages….” 
 
P. I-11  Guiding Principle #17:  This principle needs an implemen-
tation measure in Chapter 10. 
 
P. I-11  Add Guiding Principle #18:  “Citywide Cultural Resources.  
Embrace the city’s rich historic and prehistoric heritage, preserving, restor-
ing, maintaining and enhancing heritage sites throughout the city. 
 
CHAPTER 2-LAND USE 
 
Introductory Paragraph 
 
P. LU-1  This list of uses should be the same as the designations 
on the Land Use Diagram. 
 
Land Use Diagram and Standards 
 
Development Standards 
 
P. LU-3  Density:  This appears to be a different way of calculating 
density, using net acreage instead of gross acreage  What will be ex-
cluded?  How will density be calculated?  Because the GP is promoting 
“higher” densities this section needs to be clearer on the topic.  
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Land Use Diagram and Standards 
 
P. LU-6  The colors of Table LU-3 do not match the Land Use Dia-
gram. 
 
P. LU-8  The patterns of Table LU-6 do not match the Land Use 
Diagram.  
 
P. LU-9  Land Use Diagram:  This diagram has a structural prob-
lem relating to both the E. Bidwell Mixed Use District and the Historic Dis-
trict.  We suggest two additional diagrams for these two areas: inserts like 
street maps use to focus greater detail on a downtown, for example.  On 
the insert maps the Districts would be subdivided into the specific commer-
cial, residential, etc. colors while the main Diagram would use the colors 
now indicated on its legend.   
 
The Land Use Diagram has other confusion that should also be clarified.  
Adding more explanatory text for all the legend items into the same area 
where Tables LU1-6 are located might resolve some of the confusion, but 
some rearranging and/or retitling might be useful.  There needs to be a def-
inition of the Overlay, the Study Area and the Planning Area.  The purposes 
are not clear simply from the ways they are grouped. The Overlay heading 
combines a generalized T.OD. boundary with two Districts that have spe-
cific boundaries.  The Study Area heading combines vacant land areas with 
areas already carrying entitlements.  Adding to the confusion is a Planning 
Area boundary that lumps the entitled and vacant lands together.  Adding 
explanatory text for the Planning Area would head off some of the criticism 
that Folsom is preparing an annexation application to LAFCo.  If this deline-
ation is to allow for an annexation to be considered in the next 25 years, it 
would be be better to be honest and just state that there is no current in-
tent; it’s merely reserving the option.  If the purpose is only to have some 
say in the actions of other jurisdictions adjacent to the City, the Planning 
Area should ring the entire City.  The T.O.D. seems to be a Study Area, not 
an Overlay.  Already entitled areas outside the City are named, but the Cor-
poration Yard is not.  The Urban Centers are not shown.  The Lake  
Natoma area outside the City limits is given Folsom land use designations.  
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Regarding the Historic District, the intent, never implemented with a Gen-
eral Plan amendment, was to apply the SFHD designation to the entire His-
toric Residential Primary Area.  This determination was the result of a fo-
rensic analysis, stepping back in time to see what density the Judah map 
could have been assigned if the planning profession had existed in 1850, 
assuming the area as a PD to allow for the variations inherent to historic 
development patterns.  The first step was calculating the original overall 
density of the residential area, based on gross acreage and assuming all 
the 50’ x 140’ lots were to be developed.  This calculation resulted in an al-
lowable density of 3.9 d.u./ac.  Next was totaling the number of existing 
d.u.’s to compare existing density with allowable density.  The difference 
yielded the number of new units that could be allowed under the original 
plan.  The numbers should be updated, but the conclusion then was that 
applying the SFHD designation over the entire Historic Residential Primary 
Area would allow for the densities that would have occurred in a compara-
ble small town built out in the 1850-1950 era.  Since the Historic District 
was not built out, the SFHD was intended to allow for second units, for de-
velopment of vacant land, and for residential units to be added in commer-
cial areas.  It also kept the existing high-density multifamily developments 
as conforming uses.  The Public Works Department at that time concluded 
that the infrastructure had the carrying capacity for the maximum density of 
the SFHD.  These numbers and conclusions need to be updated to current 
conditions. 
 
In rereading Section 5.02.03 of the DDG’s regarding the Railroad Wye, we 
see no purpose in changing the designation to Industrial.  It is now a Sub-
area of the Historic Commercial Primary Area, allowing light industrial use 
but not heavy industrial use.  Also, the boundary is incorrect; it should not 
include the residential properties fronting on Bidwell St. 
 
The ground-sluice mining site, aka Chinese diggings, and the adjacent Lot 
Y recently acquired by the City should be shown as Open Space, not Com-
mercial. 
 
Regarding the Riverfront Project Area proposed by FedCorp, HPL notes 
that sections of the riverfront area are located within the boundaries of the 
Judah map and adopted Historic District.  All of the riverfront was signifi-
cant in Folsom’s history and pre-history, and any planning effort should in-
clude means of honoring and interpreting that heritage. 
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Growth and Change 
 
P. LU-11 LU 1.1.2. Spell out SACOG and LAFCo to improve readability 
for laypersons. 
 
P. LU-11 LU1.1.4:  Where is the inconsistency between the SOI and the 
policies of this General Plan? 
 
P. LU-12 LU1.1.7:  Add “preservation of open spaces, cultural resources 
and natural features….” 
 
P. LU-13  LU1.1.13:  Shouldn’t the implementation code be JP instead of 
IGC? 
 
P. LU-13 Add LU 1.1.14:  Preserve, Restore and Enhance Historic and 
Prehistoric Assets.  Maintain historic and prehistoric assets as part of the 
design and construction of public and private projects. 
 
Urban Centers 
 
P. LU-14-16 Folsom is a microcosm of national urban development 
trends (and bridge-building evolution, by the way), and the Urban Centers 
section misses an opportunity to illustrate that Folsom is always cutting 
edge.  Folsom consciously moved its Central Business District from Sutter 
St. to E. Bidwell between Coloma and Wales, transitioning from a center 
established on horse and pedestrian travel modes to one centered on ac-
commodating the automobile.  As Folsom and the region grew, the automo-
bile remained central, but planning of the Broadstone District illustrates the 
swinging of the pendulum back toward people-centered development.  This 
General Plan illustrates that people, not a particular mode of transportation, 
are at the center of Folsom’s planning today, a very appropriate shift that 
should be recognized in this document. 
 
This section needs to define what is meant by an urban center.  The lan-
guage of the introductory paragraphs describes commercial areas, but LU 
2.1.4 implies a broader area that includes surrounding residential.  This pol-
icy should be moved under a residential heading and/or clarified as to its 
applicability.  For this policy to be usable it needs to define at least an ap-
proximate extent of the area for which higher density is encouraged and 
how this encouragement relates to the maximum density of the Land Use 



7 

 

Designation.  Policy LU2.1.4 says that the urban centers and mixed use 
districts are to comply with the South of 50 standards, surely not the intent, 
but that is the only standard cited.  The Historic District has the DDG’s, and 
Broadstone has a Specific Plan. 
 
P. LU-16 LU 2.1.1 assumes there is one commercial area in the Historic 
District; there are several.  Change the word “area” from singular to plural 
in the third line. 
 
 
 
Mixed-Use Districts 
 
P. LU-17 This section is mis-titled.  See comments on the Land Use Dia-
gram above.  As delineated, these policies relate only to the East Bidwell 
Mixed Use Overlay.  This is another place where the historic commercial 
development pattern could be cited. (See earlier comment.) HPL isn’t pro-
posing preservation of development that doesn’t measure up to today’s 
quality standards.  A principle of the Historic District DDG’s (p. 3-2) is appli-
cable:  “There is no compelling reason to re-create a poorly designed struc-
ture or an offensive use simply because it actually existed in the past.  It is 
enough to provide interpretive materials which acknowledge the past with-
out repeating its errors.”  The General Plan needs to include a policy that E. 
Bidwell’s history  be acknowledged with interpretive materials as part of 
new development or redevelopment. 
 
 
 
Transit-Oriented Development 
 
PP. LU-19 through 21   The Historic Folsom light rail station needs to be dif-
ferentiated in this plan from the other two, if for no other reason than its 
identification as part of an Urban Center, unlike the other two.  To focus this 
section of the General Plan only on broadly interpretable Citywide T.O.D. 
policies ignores the very real differences between the Historic District and 
the City as a whole.  The adopted DDG’s provide a clear statement that the 
City intends the Historic District to continue to differ from the rest of Fol-
som, for a very specific reason:  to maintain Folsom’s small-town character 
by preserving this particular area as a demonstration of that character, 
“with deference to the practical needs of current users.” (p. 1-2 of the 
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DDG’s).  Further, “The concept is to maintain a traditional small town at the 
heart of a modern, developing small city.”  (p. 1-3 of the DDG’s).  The His-
toric Folsom Station paragraph on p. LU-19 needs to acknowledge this dif-
ference, either by summary language or by reference that the area is gov-
erned by the DDG’s. 
 
Besides citing that different visual and density standards apply in the His-
toric District, the General Plan needs to acknowledge the different nature of 
the parking issue in relation to this station.  It is already  a T.O.D. station in 
many ways and should not be expected to accommodate the type of addi-
tional density expected at the other two.  The Sutter Street merchants, 
property owners and adjacent residents have already accepted a parking 
standard which is, in effect, half the requirement in the rest of the City. 
Property owners and the City have recognized that requiring each property 
to provide full parking would destroy the fabric of Sutter Street.  The City 
has assumed a large share of the burden of parking for the District.  (See 
Section 3.03.03 of the DDG’s, attached.) The Railroad Block was pur-
chased by the City to assure sufficient parking to keep both commercial 
and adjacent residential uses healthy.  The City built the parking structure 
with Redevelopment Agency funds and expected to use the same source 
of funds for 2-3 additional structures as infill development occurs.  There-
fore the City approved buildings to be constructed on the Railroad Block in-
stead of devoting the whole site to parking.  Like the rest of Sutter Street, 
the Bernau project on the Railroad Block does not provide even the Dis-
trict’s lower parking requirement on-site.   
 
Now that Redevelopment funding no longer exists, construction of addi-
tional public parking will require financial participation of property owners.  
To promote policies encouraging high-density development without ac-
knowledging the future deficit of parking for Sutter Street will mislead per-
sons who may be interested in developing the Corporation Yard.  If the City 
approves under-parked projects on the Corporation Yard property or a po-
tential Riverfront Project Area, it also leaves the City vulnerable to accusa-
tions it is reneging on its promise to share/relieve the parking burden of 
Sutter Street. 
 
The Railroad Block and/or other approved projects are likely to be built out 
and occupied within the time horizon of the General Plan, but no one can 
seriously expect American drivers, particularly suburban ones, to embrace 
a carless lifestyle in that time period.  They may individually own fewer 
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cars, but Uber, Lyftt, Zip and driverless cars have their own parking de-
mands.  There is no plan underway to expand transit, a process that takes 
at least a decade, and existing transit serves only a fraction of the City’s 
transportation needs.  
 
It is appropriate to set lofty goals in a General Plan, but they need to be 
placed in context.  Any high-density T.O.D. development within a quarter 
mile of this station, if it can meet the aesthetic and density standards of the 
Historic District, needs to mitigate its parking impacts on Sutter Street and 
surrounding residential uses.   
 
The General Plan needs to recognize these  differences in relation to the 
Historic Folsom station.   
 
This section should also recognize that Lot Y at U.S. 50 and Folsom Boule-
vard was acquired by the city as a historic-preservation and tree-preserva-
tion site, not a development site. 
 
P. LU-20 Policy LU 4.1.1 needs to add coordination with affected resi-
dential areas and historic interests. 
 
P. LU-20 Policy LU 4.1.3 is a radical change to rezoning policy in Fol-
som.  Does this really. intend to permit zoning changes ministerially, with-
out a public hearing or notification of any sort?  Clarify! 
 
P. LU-2 1 Policy LU4.1.6.  Add to the end:  “…when Folsom moves 
its corporation yard.  The study will include recommendation of appropriate 
land use designation(s); all options are to be considered.  Parameters to be 
taken into account in the study include:  
 
1) the site’s history.  In the earliest beginnings of the Gold Rush, Folsom 

originated in this location, prior to Joseph Folsom’s decision to map out a 
city.   

2) the impact on parking needs of the Sutter Street area and adjacent resi-
dential areas,  

3) provision of an open space component, and  
4) a meaningful interface with the adjacent Lake Natoma parkland.   
 
Community Design 
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P. LU-22 LU 5.1.5. Add:  “Allow residential densities within the Historic 
District, an area plan….” 
 
P. LU-22 LU 5.1.6  Grammatical correction: “With issuance of a home oc-
cupation permit, allow home offices and home-based businesses that are 
compatible with character of the residential unit and do not significantly im-
pact the neighborhood.” 
 
P. LU-23 In first line, add “Where volume to capacity analysis demon-
strates….” 
 
P. LU-23 Add LU 5.1.9:  “Recognize that the combination of a grid-street 
layout and adjacency of commercial uses of the Historic District requires 
creative solutions in regard to traffic, noise, and safety to maintain the resi-
dential quality of life envisioned for all of Folsom. 
 
Residential Neighborhoods 
 
P. LU-26 Policy LU 8.1.1 needs minor grammatical correction:  “link” 
should be “linking” or “to link.” 
 
P. LU-27 Policy LU 8.1.4 needs revision, particularly in light of the 
ground-sluice mining site/aka Chinese diggings:  “Continue to establish key 
gateways to Folsom through landscape design, signage, building form and 
historic themes to create a unique sense of place.” 
 
P. LU-27  Policy LU 8.1.7 needs revision, “…use of signage, wayfinding 
signage, streetscape and building design standards, advertising, and site-
specific historic themes.” 
 
P. LU-28 Policy LU 8.1.10 needs minor grammatical correction:  “ Re-
quire the use of solar, wind….” 
 
CHAPTER 3-MOBILITY 
 
General Mobility 
 
P. M-3   First paragraph.  Add a sentence:  “…dedicated transit 
lanes and safer intersections.  A light-rail system is operated by Regional 



11 

 

Transit, and the City is a joint owner of the historic Southern Pacific rail 
right-of-way.  Policies in this section….” 
  
P. M-5  The southern City boundary is not shown. 
 
P. M-7  M 1.1.4.  Other policies support adding bikeways, side-
walks, etc. everywhere possible.  Why does this policy limit them, and 
where are the designated ones shown in this Element?  As written, it 
seems to conflict with Policy M2.1.3. 
 
P. M-7  M.1.1.5 Add:  “…continuation of the street network 
and commercial driveways between….” 
 
P. M-8  Add Policy M 1.1.11:  “Historic Southern Pacific Rail 
Right-of-Way.  Facilitate use of the right-of-way by rail, cyclists, and pedes-
trians.” 
 
Pedestrians and Cyclists 
 
P. M-9  Add to the end of Policy M 2.1.3:  “including the Historic 
District.” 
 
P. M-10 M.2.1.12 Isn’t the goal to add trails, not just preserve existing 
ones? 
 
Transit 
 
This section omits the Southern Pacific rail corridor.  Its existence should at 
least be acknowledged as a site to be studied. 
 
P. M-13 Policy M 3.1.6:  Where does the plan identify the designated 
study corridors?  The map or page needs to be cited here.  
 
Vehicular Traffic and Parking 
 
P. M-14 Policy M 4.1.1(3). Natoma and Riley Streets are shown on the 
map on p. M-5 as minor arterials, but they don’t meet this definition.  Riley 
Street in particular should not be widened to four lanes, due to impacts on 
significant historic sites.  Revise either the map or the definition. 
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P. M-15 Policy M 4.1.3.  Add “LOS F is acceptable on the full length of 
Folsom Boulevard north of U.S. 50; maintaining the historic tree-lined corri-
dor is a higher priority than improving above LOS F.” 
 
P. M-16 Policy M 4.2.2.  Add a final sentence:  “In the Historic District 
the demand analysis must consider the parking needs of the Sutter Street 
Subarea and nearby residential areas.” 
 
P. M-16 Policy M 4.2.3. Add a final sentence:  “Location in the Historic 
District constitutes a special circumstance to be considered in a shared-
parking proposal.” 
 
CHAPTER 4-ECONOMIC PROSPERITY 
 
Skilled Workforce 
 
P. EP-3 Policy EP 1.1.2 Revise “Maintain and enhance the social and 
cultural amenities of the city (such as attractive public spaces, public art 
displays, art galleries, historic venues and sites, and recreational….” 
 
Tourism 
 
P. EP-9 Policy #P 6.1.1.  Add “Besides tourist sites Folsom is also home 
to tourist-attracting community-originating events, such as the Folsom Pro 
Rodeo, street fairs on Sutter Street, outdoor music performances, etc.  The 
Parks and Recreation Department stages many events that attract partici-
pants from outside Folsom.”  
 
P. EP-10 Policy EP 6.1.6. Revise:  “Support its local dining, lodging, cul-
tural and natural attractions, and retail sectors….” 
 
CHAPTER 6- NATURAL AND CULTURAL RESOURCES  
 
Natural Resource Conservation 
 
P. NCR-3 Goal NCR 1.1  Add as the last sentence, “Among the city’s nat-
ural resources are original land forms, rock formations, heritage trees and 
natural vegetation.” 
 



13 

 

P. NCR-4 Add Policy 1.1.9 “Public Access.  Encourage visual and/or 
physical public access to passive and active recreational areas.” 
 
Scenic Resources 
 
P. NCR-5 Policy NCR 2.1.1. Need a reference to a map or page where 
scenic corridors are delineated.  New corridors need to be delineated south 
of U.S. 50. 
 
P. NCR -5 Policy NCR 2.1.2. Revise:  “Through the planned development 
process and/or Historic District approval process, require new development 
be located and designed in such a way that it will complement heritage 
sites and natural environments along….” 
 
Historic and Cultural Resources 
 
P. NCR-10 Title is inaccurate.  It should be “Historic and Prehistoric Re-
sources OR “Cultural Resources.”  Likewise, the introductory paragraph 
has inaccuracies.  The term “Cultural Resources” encompasses historic 
and prehistoric resources.  The buildings along Sutter Street do not date 
back to the Gold Rush; there were too many fires.  Folsom’s history is 
much more diverse than this paragraph communicates.  The omission of 
significant historic genres (the Powerhouse, Chinese settlement, etc.) un-
wittingly sets up a hierarchy of importance that needs to be corrected either 
by listing all the significant genres or by incorporating Appendix A of the 
Historic District DDG’s by reference. 
 
P. NCR-10 Goal NCR 5.1:  Revise:  “Encourage the preservation, restora-
tion and maintenance of cultural resources, including buildings and sites, to 
enrich our sense of place and our appreciation of the city’s history.” 
 
P. NCR-10 Policy NCR 5.1.2. Revise, “Cultural Resources Inventory and 
Documentation.  Maintain an inventory of prehistoric and historic resources, 
including structures and sites.  Each listed item needs to be provided with 
documentation of its historic significance.  Cultural resources in the area 
South of Highway 50 need to be added to the city’s Historic Preservation 
Master Plan document and added to its Cultural Resources Inventory and 
Map.” 
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P. NCR-11 Policy NCR 5.1.5. Replace with, “Historic District Standards.  
Maintain and implement Design and Development Guidelines for the His-
toric District.” 
 
P. NCR-11 Add a new Policy NCR 5.1.6, “When cultural resources are 
newly identified within the City, the Historic District Commission shall deter-
mine if these resources are eligible for addition to the Cultural Resources 
Inventory listing.  If a resource is considered eligible, it shall be added to 
the Inventory and the Cultural Resources Map as soon as possible.  When 
development applications are processed, the City shall consider the poten-
tial impact on listed sites and sites eligible for listing.  The Historic District 
Commission shall advise other Commissions when development applica-
tions are received for sites outside the Historic District which contain cul-
tural resources.  As a part of the approval process, the City may require 
that applicants submit Cultural Resource Nominations for sites and struc-
tures within the proposed project boundary.”  
 
P. NCR-11 Add a new Policy NCR 5.1.7, “National, State and Local Regis-
ters.  Encourage nomination and listing of cultural resource sites to na-
tional, state and local registers.  Once declared eligible, city-owned cultural 
resource sites are to be listed promptly.” 
 
CHAPTER 7-PUBLIC FACILITIES AND SERVICES 
 
Civic and Community Facilities 
 
P. PFS-3 Introductory paragraph.  Why are no history venues listed 
among the community facilities?  They “provide facilities for civic activities, 
entertainment and cultural enrichment for residents.”  Since Folsom’s his-
toric and prehistoric resources are called out in the General Plan as an im-
portant part of Folsom’s character and since the City relies on the expertise 
of the history community for information on and maintenance of those re-
sources, history venues—and other private-sector contributors—should be 
called out as a civic resource with a policy comparable to the Harris Center 
one.  Such inclusion is consistent with the Joint Partnerships with the Pri-
vate Sector (JP) implementation measure on p. IM-7. 
 
P. PFS-3 Policy PFS 1.1.2.  Revise to more accurately match the role of 
the Arts and Cultural Commission. 
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P.PFS-3 Add a new Policy PFS 1.1.6, “Partnerships with the Private 
Sector.  Encourage community organizations’ activities in support of city 
purposes and responsibilities.”  
 
P. PFS-3 Add a new Policy  PFS 1.1.7, “Historic Preservation Master 
Plan.  Maintain and implement the Historic Preservation Master Plan to pre-
serve, restore, maintain, enhance, and expand awareness of historic and 
prehistoric sites and events in Folsom. 
 
P. PFS-4 Goal PFS 2.1 omits the educational purpose of the Parks and 
Recreation Department and community organizations such as the Folsom 
Historical Society. 
 
P. PFS-5 Add a new Policy PFS 2.1.6, “Community Educational Offer-
ings.  Facilitate and support the Parks and Recreation Department’s and 
private-sector non-profit organizations’ ability to offer educational classes 
for the public.” 
 
CHAPTER 8-PARKS AND RECREATION 
 
Community Involvement 
 
P. PR-6 Goal PR 3.1.  Add “Encourage community members and organ-
izations to….” 
 
P. PR-6 Policy PR 3.1.2.  Add the Arts and Cultural Commission 
 
CHAPTER 10-IMPLEMENTATION 
 
Categories of Implementation Actions/Tools 
 
P. IM-5  In the bullet list for Regulation and Development Review, 
amend the third bullet to read “Historic District Zoning ordinance and De-
sign and Development Guidelines.” 
 
P. IM-5  In the bullet list for City Master Plans, Strategies, and Pro-
grams, add a bullet for the Historic Preservation Master Plan. 
 
P. IM-7  In the bullet list for Inter-governmental Coordination, add 
the State Office of Historic Preservation to the list of state agencies. 
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Implementation Programs 
 
Several parts of the General Plan make reference to public participation.  
There needs to be an implementation program for public participation or at 
least a reference to the Public Participation Ordinance. 
 
P. IM-17 Table 9-5 needs an implementation program for the Historic 
Preservation Plan and its Cultural Resources Inventory and Map. 
1616 


