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CHAPTER 6 
PROJECT ALTERNATIVES 

6.1 INTRODUCTION 

The CEGA Guidelines state that “An EIR shall describe a range of reasonable alternatives to 

the project, or to the location of the project, which would feasibly attain most of the basic 

objectives of the project but would avoid or substantially lessen any of the significant effects of 

the project, and evaluate the comparative merits of the alternatives. An EIR need not consider 

every conceivable alternative to a project. Rather it must consider a reasonable range of 

potentially feasible alternatives that will foster informed decision making and public participation. 

An EIR is not required to consider alternatives which are infeasible.” (CEQA Guidelines, Section 

15126.6, subd. (a). “[T]he discussion … shall focus on alternatives to the project or its location 

which are capable of avoiding or substantially lessening any significant effects of the project, 

even if these alternatives would impede to some degree the attainment of the project objectives, 

or would be more costly” (Id., subd. (b).). The feasibility of an alternative may be determined 

based on a variety of factors, including, but not limited to, site suitability, economic viability, 

availability of infrastructure, general plan consistency, other plans or regulatory limitations, 

jurisdictional boundaries, and site accessibility and control (Id., subd. (f)(1)). An EIR need not 

evaluate the environmental effects of alternatives in the same level of detail as the proposed 

project, but must include enough information to allow meaningful evaluation, analysis, and 

comparison with the proposed project. 

Alternatives in an EIR must be potentially feasible (CEQA Guidelines, Section 15126.6(a)). The 

courts have clarified that agency decision makers ultimately decide what is “actually feasible.” 

Under CEQA, “feasible” is defined as capable of being accomplished in a successful manner 

within a reasonable period of time, taking into account economic, environmental, legal, social, 

and technological factors (CEQA Guidelines, Section 15364). The concept of “feasibility” also 

encompasses the question of whether a particular alternative or mitigation measure promotes 

the underlying goals and objectives of a project and is based on a reasonable balancing of the 

relevant economic, environmental, social, legal, and technological factors.  

The lead agency’s decision making body, in this case the Roseville City Council, has the 

discretion to select a project alternative in lieu of the project. If this were to occur, the City 

Council would need to ensure that the level of detail included in the alternatives analysis is 

adequate and that there would not be any new or significant impacts. The required Findings of 

Fact and Statement of Overriding Considerations and Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Plan 

would need to be prepared that identifies the alternative as the project selected for approval. It 

is anticipated that if any of the project alternatives is selected, the mitigation measures identified 

for the project would not change and would still be required.  
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This chapter identifies the proposed project objectives, describes the project alternatives, and 

evaluates the comparative effects of the alternatives relative to the proposed project. As 

required under Section 15126.6(e) of the CEQA Guidelines, the environmentally superior 

alternative is identified and included at the end of this chapter. 

One significant an unavoidable cumulative impact was identified for the project. Impact 4.6-3, 

Decrease in Level of Service at City Intersections under 2035 Conditions. 

Project Objectives 

Pursuant to CEQA Guidelines, Section 15124(b), a clear statement of project objectives is 

required. Development of the proposed project is intended to be consistent with the policies of 

the City. The applicant has identified the following specific objectives for the project: 

 Develop a replacement outpatient medical office building that includes a café, health 

education, optical center, physical therapy/rehab, comprehensive diagnostic imaging, 

eight adult primary care clinics, specialty clinics for obstetrics and gynecology, 

dermatology and allergy, injection clinic, and comprehensive eye services including 

ophthalmology and optometry on an underutilized property with multiple end-of-life 

structures to accommodate existing and growing demand for medical care in the 

Roseville community. 

 Provide high-quality healthcare to serve up to 9,000 Kaiser Permanente members (and 

their family or care-givers) per day in a medical facility for those needing medical 

assistance in Roseville and surrounding communities.  

 Provide convenient access and reduce vehicle trips for Kaiser Permanente members to 

obtain routine, rapid-transaction medical services (e.g., pharmacy and laboratory) and 

provide onsite conference facilities for classes, training and other events.  

 Achieve Leadership in Energy and Environmental Design (LEED) Gold Certification as 

well as Kaiser’s existing sustainable building strategies.  

 Provide uninterrupted services to Kaiser Permanente members throughout the 

construction period by staging project construction in phases. 

 Provide new employment opportunities for over 200 new employees in the Riverside-

Cirby medical office buildings and temporary construction jobs through redevelopment.  

Alternatives Evaluated but Dismissed 

As noted previously, the purpose of an alternatives analysis is to develop alternatives to the 

proposed project that substantially lessen at least one of the significant environmental effects 

identified as a result of the project, while still meeting most, if not all, of the basic project 
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objectives. Project alternatives that would reduce the size of development on the site or change 

the mix of uses that would lessen the severity of impacts identified under the project are 

addressed later in this chapter.  

The City has determined that a site adjacent to or near easy access to a freeway is required for 

this type of regional project. City staff evaluated other parcels of land within the City that could 

support the project and determined that there are no other parcels of undeveloped land of similar 

size close to freeway access that could support the project and for which the site is designated 

and zoned for commercial uses, does not contain any (or has minimal) biological resources, and 

provides adequate site accessibility. Because staff was unable to find a suitable site that could 

meet these requirements as well as meet the project objectives, an off-site or alternate project 

location was dismissed from further evaluation. A suitable site was not identified within the City 

that would eliminate environmental effects and/or would be potentially feasible. 

6.2 ALTERNATIVES ANALYZED 

CEQA requires the evaluation of the comparative impacts of the “No Project” alternative (CEQA 

Guidelines, Section 15126.6(e)(1)). The No Project Alternative “shall discuss the existing 

conditions at the time the [NOP] is published, or if no notice of preparation is published, at the 

time environmental analysis is commenced, as well as what would be reasonably expected to 

occur in the foreseeable future if the project were not approved, based on current plans and 

consistent with available infrastructure and community services” (CEQA Guidelines, Section 

15126.6(e)(2)). “The purpose of describing and analyzing a no project alternative is to allow 

decision makers to compare the impacts of approving the proposed project with the impacts of 

not approving the proposed project” (CEQA Guidelines, Section 15126.6(e)(1)). 

This section provides a description of the alternatives to the proposed project analyzed in this 

Draft EIR and evaluates how specific impacts differ in severity from those associated with the 

project. The potentially significant impacts identified under the alternatives analysis can be fully 

mitigated through compliance with mitigation measures identified in Sections 4.1 through 4.4 

included in Chapter 4, which contains the environmental analysis of the proposed project. 

The project alternatives identified herein address the significant impacts (before mitigation) 

identified for the project, including traffic and air emissions associated with project construction 

and operation. Thus, the alternatives developed for the project contemplate a smaller project 

footprint and changes to the building size to address these impacts. In many instances, the 

majority of impacts (e.g., land disturbance) are virtually identical to, or very similar to, the 

proposed project and are described as such. 
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This Draft EIR has incorporated a reasonable range of project alternatives that attain a majority 

of the project objectives in a reasonable manner while reducing the severity of the significant 

impacts (before mitigation) identified under the proposed project. 

The alternatives to the proposed project analyzed in this Draft EIR are: 

Alternative 1: No Project/No Development, assumes the project would not be built and the 

existing Kaiser medical office complex would remain. 

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

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

Alternative 3: Larger Parking Deck, 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, reduces the size of the medical office 

building by one floor and reduces the number of surface parking spaces.  

Table 6-1 

Comparison of Development Assumptions for the Project Alternatives 

 Project Components 
Proposed Project Medical Office Building - 194,000 sf, five-stories 

Pavilion Building - 16,000 sf, one-story  

Parking Deck - 82,630 sf parking deck with 255 parking spaces 

Surface parking – 803 spaces 

Alternative 1: No Project/ 
No Development 

None 

Alternative 2: Reduced Footprint Medical Office Building – No change 

Pavilion Building - Eliminated 

Parking Deck – No change 

Surface parking – 697 spaces (reduction by 106 spaces) 

Alternative 3: Larger Parking Deck Medical Office Building- No change 

Pavilion Building – No change 

Parking Deck – Add two levels and approximately 254 parking 
spaces  

Surface parking - 549 spaces (reduction of 254 spaces) 

Alternative 4: Smaller Medical Office Building Medical Office Building – Reduce to 156,000 sf, 4 stories 

Pavilion Building – No change 

Parking Deck – No change 

Surface parking - 545 (reduction of 258 spaces)  
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Alternative 1: No Project/No Development Alternative 

Description 

The No Project/No Development Alternative considers the effects of forgoing the project 

entirely, and leaving the existing medical office building. The No Project/No Development 

Alternative thus allows decision-makers to compare the impacts of the proposed project to 

retaining the existing condition of the site. The No Project/No Development Alternative 

describes the environmental conditions that exist at the time that the environmental analysis 

commences (CEQA Guidelines, Section 15126.6 (e)(2)).  

Comparative Analysis of Environmental Effects 

The No Project/No Development Alternative would produce no changes on the project site, 

because the site would remain in its current condition, effectively eliminating those project 

impacts discussed in this Draft EIR. There would be no air emissions associated with project 

construction and no potential disturbance to any nesting birds in trees on or adjacent to the 

project site. There would be no potential to unearth any unknown subsurface cultural or historic 

resources and there would be no increase in the number of vehicles accessing the site and on 

area roadways and intersections. There would be no operational impacts on the surrounding 

roadway network and there would be no increase in demand for water supply, wastewater 

treatment and solid waste disposal.  

Relationship to Proposed Project Objectives 

The No Project/No Development Alternative would not achieve any of the project objectives 

because it would not develop the site with medical office uses, would not provide employee 

opportunities, and would not provide sustainably designed buildings.  

Alternative 2: Reduced Footprint 

Description 

Under the Reduced Footprint Alternative the 16,000 square foot pavilion building is eliminated 

along with approximately 106 surface parking spaces. The other components of the proposed 

project would remain the same under this alternative. Eliminating the pavilion building and 106 

surface parking spaces would eliminate the onsite pharmacy, laboratory, and conference space, 

create a reduction in the amount of impervious surface area, reduce the number of trees to be 

removed, and would allow more landscaped areas on the site.   
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Comparative Analysis of Environmental Effects 

Impacts under the Reduced Footprint Alternative would be similar to those of the proposed 

project, but overall less intense because it would generate a decrease in vehicle trips compared 

to the proposed project due to eliminating the pharmacy, laboratory and conference space in the 

pavilion building. Impacts associated with construction and site disturbance (i.e., air emissions, 

biological resources, and cultural resources) would essentially be the same as the proposed 

project because the existing medical office buildings would still be removed to accommodate the 

new medical office building and parking deck and the required offsite improvements to Cirby 

Way and the extension of utilities would still be required. It is assumed the medical office 

building would be located in a similar location on the site as the proposed project with vehicular 

access provided from Cirby Way and Riverside Avenue, the same as the project. Surface 

parking is assumed to be provided around the buildings in the same configuration as the project. 

But because there would be a reduction in the need for 106 parking spaces it would allow 

slightly more undeveloped acreage to remain on the project site. 

Impacts Identified as Being the Same as or Similar to those of the Proposed Project 

Overall impacts associated with project construction, site disturbance, and building demolition 

would be essentially the same as the proposed project. It is assumed under this alternative that 

roughly the entire site would be disturbed to accommodate project development. Therefore, the 

potential disturbance to any nesting birds and unknown subsurface prehistoric and historic 

resources due to project construction would be the same as the proposed project and Mitigation 

Measures BIO-1 and CUL-1 identified in the Initial Study would still be required. The increase in 

air emissions associated with construction equipment and activity would also not change from 

what was evaluated under the proposed project.  

Impacts Identified as Being Less Severe than those of the Proposed Project 

Under this alternative, the total number of vehicle trips would be reduced due to elimination of 

the pavilion building, as shown in Table 6-2. On a daily basis, the proposed project would 

generate 3,753 daily trips. Alternative 2 would generate 3,106 daily trips, or a 17.2% decrease 

in trips compared to the proposed project. Under AM peak hour conditions there would be a 

reduction of 71 trips and under PM peak hour conditions there would be a reduction of 69 trips. 

Under Existing plus Project conditions an impact was identified at the Cirby Way/Vernon Street 

intersection during the PM peak hour. Under Alternative 2 this impact would not change and 

Mitigation Measure 4.3-1 would still be required. In addition, the cumulative significant and 

unavoidable traffic impact would still occur under this alternative. 

A reduction in vehicles would also contribute to a slight reduction in air emissions associated 

with project operation. The demand for water supply, wastewater treatment, and generation of 
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solid waste would also be slightly reduced under this alternative. In addition, the elimination of 

the pavilion building would change the visual character of the site compared to the proposed 

project, and project lighting would be lessened under this alternative because building and 

parking lot lights would be eliminated. The number of trees and additional landscaped areas 

would increase under this alternative due to the reduction in surface parking. Under this 

alternative the increase in stormwater runoff would be lessened due to less impervious surface 

and the number of trees to be removed could also be reduced. 

Table 6-2 

Trip Generation of Project Alternatives 

Facility ksf 

Trip Rates (per ksf) Trips 

AM Peak Hour PM Peak Hour AM Peak Hour 
PM Peak 

Hour 

Existing Medical Center 90.29 3.87 5.07 349 458 

Proposed Project 2101 3.232 4.372 698 917 

Net Increase in Trips +349 +458 
Proposed Project 210 3.23 4.37 698 917 

Alt 2: Reduced Footprint3 194 3.23 4.37 627 848 

Change in Trips -71 -69 
Proposed Project 210 3.23 4.37 698 917 

Alt 4: Smaller MOB4 172 3.23 4.37 556 752 

Change in Trips -142 -165 
Notes: 
1 We were directed to assume all 210 ksf of building would be MOB use (i.e., pavilion building is included). 
2 Trip rate associated with proposed project expansion calculated by dividing total trips by square footage. However, as noted in TIS, trip 

generation is based on the increase in health care providers, which dictate both the number of on-site employees and patient visits. 
3 Alternative 2 would eliminate the pavilion building. For consistency of approach across alternatives, its trip generation has been calculated 

based on this reduced square footage amount (i.e., there are proportionally fewer providers).   
4 Alternative 4 would reduce the total amount of MOB space. For consistency of approach across alternatives, its trip generation has been 

calculated based on this reduced square footage amount (i.e., there are proportionally fewer providers).   
Source: Fehr & Peers 2017 

Impacts Identified as Being More Severe than those of the Proposed Project 

Under this alternative there are no impacts that would be considered more severe than the 

proposed project. 

Relationship to Project Objectives 

Under this alternative, not all of the project objectives would be met. Due to the elimination of 

the pavilion building there would not be a pharmacy, laboratory or conference space available to 

Kaiser members. Therefore, the third objective would not be met. In addition, there would be 
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fewer jobs available and it would be less convenient for Kaiser members to get prescriptions 

and lab results; therefore, this alternative also does not meet the last project objective.  

Alternative 3: Larger Parking Deck 

Description 

Under Alternative 3, two levels would be added to the parking deck adding approximately 254 

parking spaces thereby reducing surface parking by 254 spaces. The pavilion building and the 

medical office building would still be developed under this alternative and would not change 

from the proposed project. The reduction in surface parking spaces would reduce the amount of 

impervious surface area, would reduce the number of trees to be removed, and would allow 

more landscaped areas on the site.   

Comparative Analysis of Environmental Effects 

Impacts under the Larger Parking Deck Alternative associated with site clearing, grading, 

building demolition and general construction activities would essentially be the same as the 

proposed project. Impacts associated with biological resources, and cultural resources would 

not change and Mitigation Measures BIO-1 and CUL-1 identified in the Initial Study would 

still be required. The number of vehicle trips would remain the same and Mitigation Measure 

4.3-1 would still be required. The primary difference between this alternative and the 

proposed project is that there would be area that would be available for development as a 

small park with tables and benches for both employees and members to enjoy.  

Impacts Identified as Being the Same as or Similar to those of the Proposed Project 

Overall impacts associated with project construction and site disturbance would be essentially 

the same as the project. It is assumed under this alternative that roughly the entire site would be 

graded and cleared to accommodate project development including removing the existing 

medical office buildings, installing the required offsite improvements to Cirby Way, and 

extending utilities to serve the site. Mitigation Measures BIO-1 and CUL-1 would still be 

required. The number of vehicle trips would also remain the same as the proposed project and 

Mitigation Measure 4.3-1 would still be required and the significant and unavoidable cumulative 

traffic impact would also not change under this alternative. In addition, the increase in demand 

for public utilities would be the same as the project as well as the increase in air emissions 

associated with both project construction and operation. Lastly, under this alternative the 

medical office building and pavilion Building would remain the same as the proposed project 

and the visual impacts would not change from what was evaluated. The parking deck would 

increase from two stories, or approximately 11 feet tall to four stories or 33 to 34 feet tall. The 

parking deck is located on the back side or south side of the medical office building and would 
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be visible from I-80 and Riverside Boulevard. The increase in height of this structure would not 

result in any changes to the impact analysis and impacts to visual resources would remain less 

than significant.  

Impacts Identified as Being Less Severe than those of the Proposed Project 

Under this alternative the increase in stormwater runoff would decrease due to less impervious 

surface and the number of trees to be removed could be reduced. Although impacts associated 

with stormwater runoff and tree removal were found to be less than significant, under this 

alternative removal of areas designated for surface parking would potentially allow for 

development of a passive park for both employees and members to use as a quiet respite. In 

addition, because there would be a reduction in the amount of surface parking spaces the 

number of parking lot lights would be reduced. This would slightly reduce the overall amount of 

light generated by the project.  

Impacts Identified as Being More Severe than those of the Proposed Project 

Under this alternative there are no impacts that would be considered more severe than the 

proposed project. 

Relationship to Project Objectives 

Under this alternative all of the project objectives would be met because the primary project 

elements are not changing. The medical office building would still be developed and high-quality 

healthcare would still be provided to serve Kaiser Permanente members. There would be no 

disruption to medical services during project construction and all buildings would be designed to 

meet LEED gold standards and employment opportunities would be provided.  

Alternative 4: Smaller Medical Office Building 

Description 

Under the Smaller Medical Office Building alternative, the size of the medical office building is 

reduced by approximately 38,800 square feet which would reduce the building to four stories in 

height and would reduce parking by approximately 258 spaces. The pavilion building and 

parking deck would still be developed under this alternative. The 258 parking spaces would be 

removed from the surface parking reducing the amount of impervious surface area, reducing the 

number of trees to be removed, and allowing more landscaped areas on the site.   
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Comparative Analysis of Environmental Effects 

Under the Smaller Medical Office Building Alternative impacts associated with site clearing, 

grading and construction activities would essentially be the same as the proposed project 

because the general project footprint would stay the same. As discussed in the Initial Study, 

impacts associated with biological resources and cultural resources would occur due to 

construction activities and Mitigation Measures BIO-1 and CUL-1 would still be required. 

Overall, the number of vehicle trips would decrease slightly due to the reduction in the 

availability of medical services; however, Mitigation Measure 4.3-1 would still be required. 

The primary difference between this alternative and the proposed project is that there would 

be a smaller medical office building and a reduction in the amount of surface parking.  

Impacts Identified as Being the Same as or Similar to those of the Proposed Project 

Impacts associated with site clearing, building demolition and grading would essentially be the 

same as the proposed project and Mitigation Measures BIO-1 and CUL-1 would still be 

required. Air emissions associated with construction would not change from what was analyzed 

as part of the project.  

Impacts Identified as Being Less Severe than those of the Proposed Project 

Under this alternative because there would be a reduction in the amount of medical office 

space, the increase in demand for water supply, wastewater treatment and generation of solid 

waste would all decrease slightly under this alternative. In addition, the amount of traffic would 

also slightly decrease under this alternative due to the reduction in medical offices. On a daily 

basis, the proposed project would generate 3,753 daily trips. Alternative 4 would generate 2,330 

daily trips, or a 37.9% decrease compared to the proposed project. Under AM peak hour 

conditions there would be a reduction of 142 trips and under PM peak hour conditions there 

would be a reduction of 165 trips, as shown in Table 6-2. Under Existing plus Project conditions 

an impact was identified at the Cirby Way/Vernon Street intersection during the PM peak hour. 

Under Alternative 4 it is likely this impact would not occur and Mitigation Measure 4.3-1 would 

not be required. In addition, the cumulative significant and unavoidable traffic impact would still 

occur under this alternative. Any reduction in vehicle trips would also reduce air emissions, 

including greenhouse gases.  

The overall height of the medical office building would reduce from five stories to four stories, a 

reduction of approximately 14 feet. The total height of the building including the parapet would 

be reduced from approximately 80 feet to 66 feet. The change in visual character of the site, 

and project lighting would be slightly lessened under this alternative because the medical office 

building would be slightly lower in height and the number of parking lot lights would be reduced.  
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Impacts Identified as Being More Severe than those of the Proposed Project 

Under this alternative there are no impacts that would be considered more severe than the 

proposed project. 

Relationship to Project Objectives 

This alternative would generally meet all the project objectives, but because there would be a 

reduction in the number of medical offices it would not meet all the amenities and services 

provided in the first objective and would meet the second and last objective, but to a lesser 

degree than the proposed project because there would be a reduction in the number of health 

care providers and construction workers.  

Environmentally Superior Alternative 

An EIR is required to identify the environmentally superior alternative from among the range of 

reasonable alternatives that are evaluated. Section 15126.6(e)(2) of the CEQA Guidelines 

requires that an environmentally superior alternative be designated and states that if the 

environmentally superior alternative is the “No Project” alternative, the EIR shall also identify an 

environmentally superior alternative among the other alternatives.  

From the alternatives evaluated for the project, the environmentally superior alternative would 

be Alternative 1, the No Project/No Development Alternative. This alternative would avoid all 

significant impacts associated with the proposed project because it would not require any site 

disturbance, project construction, or an increase in vehicle trips.  

Based on a review of the remaining project alternatives, Alternative 4, the Smaller Medical 

Office Building Alternative would be the environmentally superior alternative. This alternative 

would not avoid all impacts associated with project construction and operation, but would 

slightly reduce the severity of the impacts associated with site disturbance and project 

construction and, more specifically, project-related traffic. 
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Table 6-3 

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 and Greenhouse Gas Emissions 

4.1-1: Conflict with applicable air quality plan. LS NI LS LS LS 

4.1-2: Violate the City of Roseville’s standards for 
air quality. 

LS NI LS- LS LS- 

4.1-3: Result in a cumulatively considerable net 
increase in criteria pollutants and impede the City’s 
efforts to meet AB 32 standards for the reduction 
of GHG emissions. 

LS NI LS- LS LS- 

4.1-4: Generate a substantial contribution to GHG 
emissions that conflicts with an applicable plan or 
policy. 

LS NI LS- LS LS- 

4.2 Public Utilities 

4.2-1: Availability of water supplies to meet project 
demand in Wet/Dry years. 

LS NI LS- LS LS- 

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

LS NI LS LS LS 

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

LS NI LS- LS- LS- 

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

LS NI LS LS LS 

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

LS NI LS- LS LS- 

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

LS NI LS LS LS 
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Table 6-3 

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

LS NI LS- LS LS- 

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

LS NI LS LS LS 

4.2-9: Result in the wasteful consumption of 
energy, 

LS NI LS- LS LS- 

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

LS NI LS- LS LS- 

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

LS NI LS- LS LS- 

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

LS NI LS- LS LS- 

4.3 Transportation 

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

LS/MM NI LS/MM- LS/MM LS 

4.3-2: Add traffic to Caltrans freeway ramps. LS NI LS- LS LS- 

4.3-3: Impacts to bicycle facilities or network. LS NI LS LS LS 

4.3-4: Impacts to pedestrian access. LS NI LS LS LS 

4.3-5: Increased demand for transit. LS NI LS LS LS 

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

SU/MM NI SU/MM- SU/MM SU/MM- 

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

LS NI LS- LS LS- 
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Table 6-3 

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 
4.4 Visual and Aesthetic Resources 

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

LS NI LS- LS+ LS- 

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

LS NI LS- LS+ LS- 

Initial Study – Appendix B 

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. 

LS/MM NI LS/MM LS/MM LS/MM 

Cause a substantial adverse change in the 
significance of an archaeological resource 
pursuant to Section 15064.5. 

LS/MM NI LS/MM LS/MM LS/MM 

Disturb any human remains, including those 
interred outside of formal cemeteries. 

LS/MM NI LS/MM LS/MM LS/MM 

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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