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FOLSOM

Civic Dialogue Results and Proposed Workplan

Folsom City Council - August 11,2026

Ideas for Change - Change.org



Our Civic Dialogues platform identifies what a cross
section of residents agree on across political differences

Step 1: Civic Input

We invite all residents to submit and
vote onideas for their community to
identify shared goals that bridge
political differences

Step 2: Civic Dialogue

We recruit a representative panel of
residents to a live dialogue to
identify effective common-ground
policies to achieve shared goals

Representative Panel
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Less expansion, more focus on
infrastructure.

Conduct a study of E. Bidwell traffic
patterns to relieve congestion.
Implement traffic flow improvement.

Adjust the intersection lights along
Folsom Boulevard to match the light rail

trains.

In Phase 1, we received 68,123 votes on

30 IDEAS

ss suburban

Identify consistent, reliable and
adequate funding to maintain parks,
trails, roads, storm drains and open
space to preserve quality of life and
property values.

from 1,039 residents.

Don’t build infrastructure unless funding
for future maintenance is earmarked in
the budget.

Develop lo
financial si
preserves (
Folsom res

Increase the developer fees to cover the
actual cost of new infrastructure.




PHASE 1

Why growth and infrastructure

E. Bidwell and Hwy 50 traffic

E-bike enforcement near schools

Less expansion, more infrastructure

Reliable maintenance funding

Fund maintenance before building

100%

95%

93%

89%

86%

Growth & Development

Streets & Roads

City Hall

Highway Interchanges

Parks & Recreation

Public Safety
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PHASE 2

A mini-public

168 residents, reflecting the city, working through policy options
Folsom could adopt.

REPRESENTATIVE INFORMED DELIBERATIVE COMPENSATED
Census quotas on Briefing material Three sessions in Paid, so attendance
age, sex, race and arguing both sides of small groups of five was not

party every option to eight self-selecting




UNDERSTANDING THE

Bridging Score 88%

MIN. SUPPORT ACROSS GROUPS

Update the fee schedule toward full cost recovery

Democrat

Republican
Q Q Q Q Q 0% SO% p
Q Q Q Q Q We found the share of Democrats, Republicans, and

Independents who supported each statement, then
used the lowest of those as the “bridging score.” This

After the Dialogue, we polled all participants on way, we identify policies that all groups significantly
specific policy positions related to addressing support.

growth and infrastructure derived from research
on the topic.

96%

88%

91%



Principles tested in the dialogue

New growth pays its own full lifetime cost 96%
Attract amenities, prioritizing infill 91%
Spend more now on the maintenance backlog 80%
New revenue only after an audit 73 %

Short-term debt for urgent repairs 53%



The fourteen policies that reached consensus

Bridge support — the lowest level of support among Democrats, Republicans and Independents

Prioritizing investment Growth covering its costs Revenue for infrastructure

Infrastructure priority stack Fee schedule to full cost recovery Small-business retention

Road repaving schedule Long-horizon cost projections Partnerships and sponsorships

Minimum maintenance budget Services tier on new CFDs Hotel tax, 8% to 10-12%

Facility Condition Assessment Underused land inventory Half-cent sales tax

Housing tied to commercial

. Economic-development incentives
delivery




PROPOSED WORKPLAN

Priority 1
PRIORITY 1 - BEGIN NOW

Publish the infrastructure priority stack
Publish the road repaving schedule
Small-business retention strategy
Partnerships and sponsorships

Economic-development incentives

TYPES OF SUPPORT

Research

Peer cities and precedents

Policy writing

Model resolutions and staff reports

Prototypes

Working formats staff can react to



PROPOSED WORKPLAN

Priorities 2 and 3

PRIORITY 2 - REVISIT IN THREE MONTHS

Fee schedule to full cost recovery
Services tier on new CFDs
Inventory of underused land
Facility Condition Assessment

Half-cent sales tax

PRIORITY 3 - REASSESS IN SIX MONTHS

Long-horizon cost projections at approval

Minimum maintenance budget

Raise the hotel tax to 10-12%



NEXT STEPS IDEAS for
CHANGE

Where we could help

Where residents’ recommendations align with City and Council priorities, we can do the

research and the drafting, at no cost.

What would help tonight — your input on where that support is useful.

Also before Council: Change.org referencing this collaboration.
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Reference materials



REFERENCE

Three findings

Q Growth should cover its own full lifetime cost
a Maintain what the city owns before building new

9 Publish the plan before asking for money
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REFERENCE

Who took part — detail

PANEL TARGET
Residency and selection
Democrat / Republican / Independent 41/30/29 36/33/31
1 O O ()/ of participants gave the Folsom ZIP
O code, 95630
Age 18-24 /25-39 / 40-65/ 65+ 8/21/50/21 9/25/48/18
Female / Male 54 /42 50 / 50 Quotas
Age, sex, race and political leaning, drawn from Census data for
Folsom.
Per cent. Targets drawn from Census data for Folsom.
Selection
Groups under-represented among sign-ups were selected at a
Political groups used for the bridge scores higher rate.
Democrat Registered Democrats and independents leaning progressive. Compensation
Republican Registered Republicans and independents leaning conservative. $100 per participant, funded by Change.org.

Independent  Residents who lean neither way.
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REFERENCE

Scope of support and limits

Support Offel'ed SCOPE LIMITS

Unpaid capacity for city staff, funded by Change.org.

No lobbying of this council.
Research

Peer cities, precedent ordinances and cost ranges. No position on any ballot measure.

Policy writing

No organizing of residents for or against a city decision.

Model resolutions, agreement language, staff reports.
No access to city systems; no publishing authority.

Resident communication

Plain-language explainers and report-back to participants. No budget request, now or later.




REFERENCE

Spending trade-offs

WHERE TO SPEND FIRST

Water and sewer
Parks and recreation

Repaving

Empire Ranch interchange

Traffic improvements

Oak Avenue overcrossing

Sidewalks, ADA

3.0
3.2
35

4.1
4.2

4.8

THE NEXT $1 MILLION A YEAR

1 Deferred maintenance

New road infrastructure 2.5

Restoring cut services 2.9

Operating reserves 3.2
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REFERENCE

Change through the dialogue

Participants answered the same questions before and after the discussion.

918 51% — 64%

principles and policies above the threshold average bridge score

Largest movements, pre-survey to post-survey

Attract the commercial amenities residents want
Raise new revenue, paired with a published audit
Update fee schedule toward full cost recovery

Raise the transient occupancy (hotel) tax

Bridge score before and after the dialogue. Pre/post comparison was not run on the trade-off ranking exercises.

22% — 13%

average “not sure” response

41%

37%

55%

39%

91%

73%

88%

71%
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REFERENCE

Revenue options tested

Bridge scores

Small-business retention strategy
Partnerships and sponsorships
Hotel tax increase (8% — 10-12%)
Half-cent (0.5%) sales tax
Economic-development incentives
Full-cent (1%) sales tax

Parks and maintenance fixed fee
Property transfer tax

General Obligation bond

79%

74%

71%

68%

68%

AN%

38%

37%

28%

How the workplan ranked them

Every policy was scored on the same three criteria.

Authority Can the city act on its own?
Pace How quickly can it be implemented?
Materiality How much would it move the problem?

Half-cent sales tax: Authority Medium, Pace Low, Materiality High. It is the only
option requiring a ballot measure rather than council action, which places it

last on pace and authority.

Separately, the Proposed Next Steps document sequences revenue behind the
transparency measures, on the basis that 73% of residents supported new revenue

only after an audit is published.
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REFERENCE

Options that did not reach consensus

Nine policies fell below the 60% threshold, along with one of the five principles. None is in the workplan.

Short-term debt for urgent repairs (principle)
Dormant, unused city land to work (sale or lease)
Revenue-positive annexation

Independent line-by-line budget audit

Full-cent (1%) sales tax

Parks and maintenance fixed fee per property
Property transfer tax (0.5-0.75%)

Stormwater study plus dedicated drainage charge
Time-limited General Obligation bond

Citywide maintenance-and-services CFD

53%

53%

44%

44%

1%

38%

37%

35%

28%

24%

Note

The standalone outside budget audit
reached 44%, while the principle of
publishing an audit before new revenue
reached 73%.

The workplan therefore leads with
publishing information the city already
holds.
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REFERENCE

Method, sample and confidence

Recruitment

Participation

Compensation

Briefing

Confidence

Significance testing

Participant response

Paid digital advertising and text messages to the voter file, against Census-based quotas for age, sex, race and party. 564 signed up; 385

selected and invited.

168 attended the June 24 dialogue. 122 attended and completed both surveys. All policy percentages are calculated on those 122.

$100 per participant, funded by Change.org.

Balanced background material presenting the case for and against each option, shared with city staff for factual review.

A deliberative panel, not an opinion poll. At 122 respondents the margin is roughly +6 to +9 points. Political subgroups run 34 to 47

people and carry wider intervals.

No significance tests were run on differences between political groups. The bridge measure is descriptive.

+22 points on agreement that residents are more united than divided. Net promoter score +55.
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REFERENCE

Residency and geography

Residency South of Highway 50

of the 122 who completed the survey gave

1 O O /() the Folsom ZIP code, 95630. Across all 564

sign-ups the figure was 98%.

Participants who identified their neighborhood during the discussion included:

A Folsom Ranch homeowner, one year resident

The recruitment target was 95630 exclusively.
A resident of the Folsom Ranch 55-plus community

e . A Russell Ranch resident
Limitation

A Folsom Ranch apartments renter, resident since 2024

Folsom has one residential ZIP code, so ZIP cannot separate north from south
of Highway 50. No geographic quota was set, and no north/south question was A second Folsom Ranch homeowner
asked, so no split can be reported.

Owners, renters and the 55-plus community. A floor, not a count — most

participants did not name their neighborhood.

21



REFERENCE

Phase 1: three opinion groups

Civic Infrastructure Stewards

The largest group. Long-term stewardship of civic
infrastructure, public access, support for aging
residents and unhoused neighbors, and preserving

Folsom’s institutional independence.

PRIORITIES

Long-term funding for parks, trails, roads and

storm drains

Public transit and accessible public spaces

Partnerships with State Parks, tribes and

community groups

Balanced Growth Skeptics

Question the current growth model. Push for
smarter mobility, walkability and traffic
enforcement, and demand that new development

pay for itself.

PRIORITIES

® Remove parking minimums; reduce car

dependence

® Expand transit, light rail and walkable corridors

® Consolidate city services to reduce costs

Small Town Traditionalists

The smallest but most distinct group. Preserve
small-town identity through strict enforcement,
slower growth, fewer apartments, and infrastructure

for existing residents.

PRIORITIES

® Slow expansion; preserve small-town character

® Strict code enforcement and e-bike regulation

® Infrastructure for existing residents, not new
growth
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REFERENCE

Staff report summary

Recommended council action

1 Receive a report on the results of the Folsom Ideas for Change civic

dialogue process.

2  Provide initial input on the proposed workplan.

3 Authorize Change.org to reference its work with the City of Folsom in

future communications and promotional materials.

Financial impact

No direct cost to the City to participate. Items requiring funding would return

to Council for consideration.

Background

April 2026

Council directed staff to proceed with Change.org on a community engagement

process.

Scope

Two topics: growth and infrastructure. An online input phase followed by a

facilitated dialogue.

Name use
Council previously required that Folsom’s name not be used in Change.org
materials until the City completed the process and was satisfied with the

results.

Staff position

Staff report they are satisfied with the process and results, and seek Council

authorization.
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REFERENCE

How the workplan was prioritized

Policies with resident consensus were stack-ranked against three criteria. Authority and pace lead the ranking; materiality breaks ties.

Authorit Does the city have the authority to act on its Policies within the city’s sole authority, with a clear vehicle, rank higher than those
uthori

y own? requiring an outside partner, the legislature, or a ballot.

) ) ) Measures already in motion, or needing only near-term research, rank higher than those
Pace How quickly can it be implemented? ) ) )
needing a ballot, a fee study, or a multi-year build.

. ge ) ) How much the policy would move Folsom'’s fiscal sustainability and maintenance

Materiality How much impact would it have?

condition. Targeted, lower-cost fixes still rank when they are fast and clean.

Priority tiers. Priority 1 — support on implementation now (5 policies). Priority 2 — revisit in three months (5). Priority 3 — reassess in six months (3). One further

policy was held rather than actioned.
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