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CHAPTER 3 
EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

3.1 PROJECT UNDER REVIEW 

This Environmental Impact Report (EIR) evaluates the environmental impacts of the proposed 

Kaiser Riverside-Cirby Medical Office Building Project (proposed project) in the City of Roseville 

(City). The applicant proposes removal of an existing Kaiser-Permanente medical office 

complex and parking facilities to be replaced with a five-story and one-story medical office 

buildings and a parking deck. A detailed description of the project is contained in Chapter 2, 

Project Description. 

3.2 SUMMARY OF IMPACTS 

This summary chapter provides an overview of the technical analysis contained in Sections 4.1 

through 4.4 in Chapter 4, Environmental Analysis. This summary also includes discussions of: 

(a) effects found to be less than significant, (b) comments received in response to the Notice of 

Preparation (NOP), (c) potential areas of controversy, (d) significant and unavoidable impacts 

and mitigation measures to avoid or reduce identified significant impacts, and (e) alternatives to 

the proposed project. 

3.3 EFFECTS FOUND TO BE LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT 

Due to certain aspects of the project, project characteristics, or existing regulatory requirements, 

the project is not anticipated to have significant impacts on agricultural and forest resources; 

biological resources; cultural resources; geology and soils; hazards and hazardous materials; 

hydrology and water quality; land use and planning; mineral resources; noise, population and 

housing; certain public services; and recreation. The CEQA Guidelines state that “[e]ffects 

dismissed in an Initial Study as clearly insignificant and unlikely to occur need not be discussed 

further unless the Lead Agency subsequently receives information inconsistent with the finding 

in the Initial Study” (Guidelines Section 15143). The Initial Study included in Appendix B 

provides an overview of why the effects associated with these issue areas were found to be less 

than significant and therefore not further analyzed in this EIR.  

3.4 COMMENTS RECEIVED IN RESPONSE TO THE NOP 

During the NOP comment period, a total of five comment letters were received. Comments were 

received from the following agencies: Caltrans, City of Citrus Heights, Placer County Air Pollution 

Control District (PCAPCD), Central Valley Regional Water Quality Control Board (RWQCB), and 

the Native American Heritage Commission (NAHC). All of the comments raised in the NOP 
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comment letters are addressed in the technical sections contained in Chapter 4 or in the Initial 

Study included in Appendix B. A summary of the comments received are included below. 

Caltrans 

Caltrans requested that the traffic report should include Vehicle Miles Traveled (VMT) 

calculations and evaluate opportunities to enhance multimodal connectivity to the local 

roadways. The comment letter also noted that a Traffic Management Plan would be required if 

there were any travel restrictions or detours on or affecting state highways, and stated that an 

encroachment permit would be needed for any work within the state’s right-of-way. The letter 

also noted that no net increase in stormwater discharge would be allowed within a state 

highway right-of-way and any runoff must meet RWQCB standards and appropriate best 

management practices (BMPs) be applied. These topics are addressed in Section 4.3, 

Transportation and Circulation. 

City of Citrus Heights 

The City of Citrus Heights noted that the proposed project could impact both the City’s roadway 

network as well as the current design for the Auburn Boulevard Complete Streets Project, 

Phase 2. The City recommended that the EIR consider analysis of the traffic impacts to the City 

of Citrus Heights roadway network. These concerns are addressed in Section 4.3, 

Transportation and Circulation. 

Placer County Air Pollution Control District 

The PCAPCD provided recommended project-level and cumulative thresholds to use to 

evaluate emissions of nitrogen oxide (NOx), reactive organic gas (ROG) and particulate matter 

(PM). The PCAPCD also recommended using the Sacramento Air Quality Management District 

thresholds to evaluate greenhouse gas emissions. The letter also provided a summary of the 

construction and operational conditions required for the project. Air quality and greenhouse 

gases are addressed in Section 4.1 of this EIR. 

Central Valley Regional Water Quality Control Board  

The Central Valley RWQCB provided a standard letter stating that (1) all wastewater discharged 

must comply with the RWQCB’s Antidegradation Policy (State Water Board Resolution 68-16) 

and (2) a Construction Stormwater General Permit would be required for the proposed project. 

The letter also lists the other construction permits that would be required for the proposed 

project. These concerns are addressed in Section IX of the Initial Study included in Appendix B 

and in Section 4.2, Public Utilities.  
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Native American Heritage Commission 

The NAHC provided their standard letter requesting that a records search be prepared for the 

project site and notification be provided to the tribes culturally or geographically affiliated with the 

project site under AB 52 and SB 18, if required. The proposed project is requesting a General 

Plan Amendment; therefore, the City initiated consultation with the tribes pursuant to SB 18. 

Cultural resources are addressed in Section V of the Initial Study included in Appendix B.  

3.5 POTENTIAL AREAS OF CONTROVERSY 

The only potential area of controversy that has been identified in connection with the proposed 

project is an increase in traffic on local roadways.  

3.6 SIGNIFICANT AND UNAVOIDABLE IMPACTS AND MITIGATION MEASURES 

One significant and unavoidable cumulative traffic impact was identified for the proposed 

project. No feasible mitigation is available to reduce the severity of the impact; therefore, the 

significance of the impact remains significant and unavoidable. 

3.7 ALTERNATIVES TO THE PROPOSED PROJECT 

The California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) requires that the lead agency adopt mitigation 

measures or alternatives, where feasible, to substantially lessen or avoid significant 

environmental impacts that would otherwise occur. An EIR must describe a reasonable range of 

alternatives to the proposed project, or to its location, that would feasibly attain most of the 

project’s basic objectives while reducing or avoiding any of its significant impacts (CEQA 

Guidelines Section 15126.6(a)). However, the adoption of project modifications or alternatives 

are not required where significant environmental impacts will not occur. This EIR evaluates a 

range of project alternatives so that the decision-makers are provided with adequate information 

about the range of options available to reduce or avoid environmental impacts. 

The following alternatives to the proposed project are evaluated in Chapter 6 of this EIR:  

Alternative 1: No Project/No Development Alternative, assumes no change would occur to 

the existing medical office buildings on the site.  

Alternative 2: Reduced Footprint Alternative, would eliminate the pavilion building, thereby 

reducing the project footprint and reducing the number of parking spaces required. 

Alternative 3: Larger Parking Deck Alternative, adds two levels to the parking deck reducing 

the number of surface parking spaces and increasing the size of the parking deck. 

Alternative 4: Smaller Medical Office Building Alternative, reduces the size of the medical 

office building and reduces the number of surface parking spaces. 



Kaiser Riverside-Cirby Medical Office Building Project 9498 

March 2017 3-4 

3.8 SUMMARY TABLE 

Information in Table 3-1, Summary of Impacts and Mitigation Measures, has been organized to correspond with environmental 

issues discussed in Chapter 4. The summary table is arranged in four columns and organized as follows: 

1. Environmental impacts; 

2. Level of significance prior to mitigation; 

3. Applicable mitigation; and 

4. The level of significance after implementation of mitigation. 

Table 3-2 shows the severity of the impacts under each alternative as compared to the proposed project. 

Table 3-1 

Summary of Impacts and Mitigation Measures 

Environmental Impact 

Level of 
Significance Prior 

to Mitigation Mitigation Measure(s) 

Level of 
Significance 

After Mitigation 
4.1 Air Quality and Greenhouse Gas Emissions 

Impact 4.1-1: The project 
could violate the City of 
Roseville’s significance 
thresholds for air quality. 

Less than 
Significant 

None required Less than 
Significant 

Impact 4.1-2: The project 
could result in a cumulatively 
considerable net increase in 
criteria pollutants. 

Less than 
Significant 

None required Less than 
Significant 
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Table 3-1 

Summary of Impacts and Mitigation Measures 

Environmental Impact 

Level of 
Significance Prior 

to Mitigation Mitigation Measure(s) 

Level of 
Significance 

After Mitigation 
Impact 4.1-3: The project 
could generate a Substantial 
Contribution to GHG 
Emissions that Conflicts with 
an Applicable Plan or Policy. 

Significant None required Less than 
Significant  

4.2 Public Utilities 

Impact 4.2-1: Availability of 
water supplies to meet project 
demand in wet/dry years. 

Less than 
Significant 

None required Less than 
Significant 

Impact 4.2-2: Construct or 
expand water treatment, 
conveyance, and/or storage 
facilities to accommodate the 
project. 

Less than 
Significant 

None required Less than 
Significant 

Impact 4.2-3: Deplete 
groundwater supplies or 
interfere with groundwater 
recharge. 

Less than 
Significant 

None required Less than 
Significant 

Impact 4.2-4: Construction or 
expansion of wastewater 
collection facilities. 

Less than 
Significant 

None required Less than 
Significant 

Impact 4.2-5: Capacity of the 
DCWWTP to serve the 
proposed project.  

Less than 
Significant 

None required Less than 
Significant 

Impact 4.2-6: Exceed the 
wastewater treatment 

Less than 
Significant 

None required  Less than 
Significant 
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Table 3-1 

Summary of Impacts and Mitigation Measures 

Environmental Impact 

Level of 
Significance Prior 

to Mitigation Mitigation Measure(s) 

Level of 
Significance 

After Mitigation 
requirements of the Regional 
Water Quality Control Board. 

Impact 4.2-7: Capacity for 
solid waste disposal at the 
MRF or WRSL. 

Less than 
Significant 

None required Less than 
Significant 

Impact 4.2-8: Compliance 
with applicable federal, state, 
and local statutes and 
regulations related to solid 
waste. 

Less than 
Significant 

None required Less than 
Significant 

Impact 4.2-9: Result in 
wasteful consumption of 
energy. 

Less than 
Significant 

None required Less than 
Significant 

Impact 4.2-10: Cumulative 
increase in demand for water 
supply and treatment 
capacity. 

Less than 
Significant 

None required Less than 
Significant 

Impact 4.2-11: Cumulative 
increase in demand for 
wastewater treatment and 
plant capacity. 

Less than 
Significant 

None required Less than 
Significant 

Impact 4.2-12: Cumulative 
increase in disposal of solid 
waste in the WRSL. 

Less than 
Significant 

None required Less than 
Significant 
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Table 3-1 

Summary of Impacts and Mitigation Measures 

Environmental Impact 

Level of 
Significance Prior 

to Mitigation Mitigation Measure(s) 

Level of 
Significance 

After Mitigation 
4.3 Transportation and Circulation 

Impact 4.3-1: Change in LOS 
at signalized intersections in 
the City of Roseville. 

Significant 4.3-1 The project applicant shall install a southbound right-turn overlap arrow at 
the Cirby Way/Vernon Street intersection. 

Less than 
Significant 

Impact 4.3-2: Add traffic to 
Caltrans freeway ramps. 

Less than 
Significant 

None required Less than 
Significant 

Impact 4.3-3: Impacts to 
bicycle facilities or network. 

Less than 
Significant 

None required Less than 
Significant 

Impact 4.3-4: Impacts to 
pedestrian access. 

Less than 
Significant 

None required Less than 
Significant 

Impact 4.3-5: Increased 
demand for transit. 

Less than 
Significant 

None required Less than 
Significant 

Impact 4.3-6: Decrease in 
LOS at City intersections 
under 2035 conditions. 

Less than 
Significant 

None available Significant and 
Unavoidable 

Impact 4.3-7: Add traffic to 
Caltrans freeway ramps 
under 2035 conditions. 

Less than 
Significant 

None required Less than 
Significant 

4.4 Visual and Aesthetic Resources 

Impact 4.4-1: Substantially 
degrade the existing 
character of the project site. 

Less than 
Significant 

None required Less than 
Significant 

Impact 4.4-2: Introduction of 
new sources of light and glare. 

Less than 
Significant 

None required Less than 
Significant 
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Table 3-1 

Summary of Impacts and Mitigation Measures 

Environmental Impact 

Level of 
Significance Prior 

to Mitigation Mitigation Measure(s) 

Level of 
Significance 

After Mitigation 
Initial Study 

Have a substantial adverse 
effect, either directly or 
through habitat modifications, 
on any species identified as a 
candidate, sensitive, or 
special status species in local 
or regional plans, policies or 
regulations, or by the 
California Department of Fish 
and Game or U.S. Fish and 
Wildlife Service. 

Significant BIO-1:  To avoid take of any active raptor nest or disturbance of other protected 
native birds, to the extent feasible site disturbance shall be avoided from 
March 1 through August 31, which coincides with the typical nesting 
season for most common bird species in the region. 

 If construction work is required to be scheduled during the typical nesting 
season (March through August), a qualified biologist shall conduct a 
preconstruction survey of the work area to determine if any native birds, 
including raptors, are nesting in or in the immediate vicinity of the vegetation 
to be removed. The preconstruction survey shall be conducted within 15 
days prior to the start of work from March through May (since there is a 
higher potential for birds to initiate nesting during this period), and within 30 
days prior to the start of work from June through August. If active nests are 
found in the work area, the biologist shall determine an appropriately-sized 
buffer around the nest based on the nesting species and its sensitivity to 
disturbance in which no work shall be allowed until the young have 
successfully fledged. The size of the nest buffer shall be determined by City 
staff based on the input from the biologist (using information provided in 
existing regulations and in guidance documents, e.g. CDFW Handbook for 
Swainson’s Hawks), and, if necessary, after consultation with the CDFW.  

Less than 
Significant 

Cause a substantial adverse 
change in the significance of 
an archaeological resource 
pursuant to Section 15064.5 
or disturb any human 
remains, including those 
interred outside of formal 

Potentially 
Significant 

CUL-1:  A minimum of seven days prior to beginning earthwork or other soil 
disturbance activities, the applicant shall notify the City of the proposed 
earthwork start-date, in order to provide the City with time to contact the United 
Auburn Indian Community (UAIC).  A UAIC tribal representative shall be invited 
to inspect the project site, including any soil piles, trenches, or other disturbed 
areas, within the first five days of ground breaking activity.  During this 
inspection, a site meeting of construction personnel shall also be held in order 

Less than 
Significant 
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Table 3-1 

Summary of Impacts and Mitigation Measures 

Environmental Impact 

Level of 
Significance Prior 

to Mitigation Mitigation Measure(s) 

Level of 
Significance 

After Mitigation 
cemeteries. to afford the tribal representative the opportunity to provide cultural resources 

awareness information.  If any cultural resources, such as structural features, 
unusual amounts of bone or shell, artifacts, human remains, or architectural 
remains are encountered during this initial inspection or during any subsequent 
construction activities, work shall be suspended within 100 feet of the find, and 
the project applicant shall immediately notify the City of Roseville Development 
Services Director.  The project applicant shall coordinate any necessary 
investigation of the site with a qualified archaeologist approved by the City, and 
as part of the site investigation and resource assessment the archeologist shall 
consult with the UAIC and provide proper management recommendations 
should potential impacts to the resources be found by the City to be 
significant. A written report detailing the site assessment, coordination 
activities, and management recommendations shall be provided to the City by 
the qualified archaeologist.  Possible management recommendations for 
historical or unique archaeological resources could include resource avoidance 
or, where avoidance is infeasible in light of project design or layout or is 
unnecessary to avoid significant effects, preservation in place or other 
measures. The contractor shall implement any measures deemed by City staff 
to be necessary and feasible to avoid or minimize significant effects to the 
cultural resources.   
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Table 3-2 

Evaluation of Alternatives by Impact Area 

Impact Proposed Project 

Alternative 1: No 
Project/No 

Development 

Alternative 2: 
Reduced 
Footprint  

Alternative 3: 
Larger Parking 

Deck 

Alternative 4: Smaller 
Medical Office 

Building 
4.1 Air Quality/Greenhouse Gases 

Impact 4.1-1: The project could violate 
the City of Roseville’s significance 
thresholds for air quality. 

LS NI LS- LS LS 

Impact 4.1-2: The project could result 
in a cumulatively considerable net 
increase in criteria pollutants. 

LS NI LS- LS LS 

Impact 4.1-3: The project could 
generate a Substantial Contribution to 
GHG Emissions that Conflicts with an 
Applicable Plan or Policy. 

LS NI LS- LS LS 

4.2 Public Utilities 

Impact 4.2-1: Availability of water 
supplies to meet project demand in 
wet/dry years. 

LS NI LS- LS LS- 

Impact 4.2-2: Construct or expand 
water treatment, conveyance, and/or 
storage facilities to accommodate the 
project. 

LS NI LS- LS LS- 

Impact 4.2-3: Deplete groundwater 
supplies or interfere with groundwater 
recharge. 

LS NI LS LS LS 

Impact 4.2-4: Construct or expand of 
wastewater collection facilities. 

LS NI LS LS LS 
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Table 3-2 

Evaluation of Alternatives by Impact Area 

Impact Proposed Project 

Alternative 1: No 
Project/No 

Development 

Alternative 2: 
Reduced 
Footprint  

Alternative 3: 
Larger Parking 

Deck 

Alternative 4: Smaller 
Medical Office 

Building 
Impact 4.2-5: Inadequate capacity of 
the DCWWTP to serve the proposed 
project. 

LS NI LS- LS LS 

Impact 4.2-6: Exceed the wastewater 
treatment requirements of the 
Regional Water Quality Control Board. 

LS NI LS LS LS 

Impact 4.2-7: Exceed the capacity for 
solid waste disposal at the MRF or 
WRSL. 

LS NI LS- LS LS- 

Impact 4.2-8: Violate federal, state, 
and local statutes and regulations 
related to solid waste. 

LS NI LS LS LS 

Impact 4.2-9: Result in wasteful 
consumption of energy. 

LS NI LS- LS LS- 

Impact 4.2-10: Cumulative increase in 
demand for water supply and 
treatment capacity. 

LS NI LS- LS LS- 

Impact 4.2-11: Cumulative increase in 
demand for wastewater treatment and 
plant capacity. 

LS NI LS- LS LS- 

Impact 4.2-12: Cumulative increase in 
solid waste. 

LS NI LS- LS LS- 

4.3 Transportation and Circulation 

Impact 4.3-1: Change in LOS at 
signalized intersections in the City of 
Roseville. 

S/MM NI LS/MM- LS/MM LS- 
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Table 3-2 

Evaluation of Alternatives by Impact Area 

Impact Proposed Project 

Alternative 1: No 
Project/No 

Development 

Alternative 2: 
Reduced 
Footprint  

Alternative 3: 
Larger Parking 

Deck 

Alternative 4: Smaller 
Medical Office 

Building 
Impact 4.3-2: Add traffic to Caltrans 
freeway ramps. 

LS NI LS- LS LS- 

Impact 4.3-3: Impacts to bicycle 
facilities or network. 

LS NI LS LS LS 

Impact 4.3-4: Impacts to pedestrian 
access. 

LS NI LS LS LS 

Impact 4.3-5: Increased demand for 
transit. 

LS NI LS LS LS 

Impact 4.3-6: Decrease in LOS at City 
intersections under 2035 conditions. 

LS NI LS- LS LS- 

Impact 4.3-7: Add traffic to Caltrans 
freeway ramps under 2035 conditions. 

LS NI LS- LS LS- 

4.4 Visual and Aesthetic Resources 

Impact 4.4-1: Substantially degrade 
the existing character of the project 
site. 

LS NI LS- LS+ LS- 

Impact 4.4-2: Introduction of new 
sources of light and glare. 

LS NI LS- LS+ LS- 

Notes: 
LS = impacts less than significant  
NI = No impact 
LS/MM = Impacts less than significant after mitigation  
SU = Impacts significant and unavoidable  
SU/M = Impacts significant even with mitigation 
“+” indicates the impact is more severe than the project impact  
“-“ indicates that the impact is similar to the project impact but less severe 
No “+” or “-“ indicates the impact would be similar to the project impact. 
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